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On the Language Beliefs of Ivan VySens’kyj
and the Counter-Reformation*

HARVEY GOLDBLATT

A longlasting historiographic tradition informs us that Ivan Vy$ens’kyj, the
Orthodox Ruthenian “monk from the holy Athonite mountain™! was the
resolute foe of the post-Tridentine Catholic Church and a fierce opponent of
the Jesuit-inspired ‘“new learning” which—especially after the founding of
the Vilnius Academy by Piotr Skarga in 1579—quickly disseminated
throughout the Ruthenian lands as part of an organized propaganda cam-
paign against the institutions of the Eastern Orthodox faith.? Scholars of dif-
ferent critical orientations long have agreed that the ideas and literary
stance of this “patriotic defender” of the Ruthenian Orthodox heritage
remained essentially unaffected by Counter-Reformation models and pat-
terns of thought.>

*  Research for this article was supported by a grant from the Social Sciences and Humanities
Research Council of Canada, which I gratefully acknowledge.

1 On the life and writings of Ivan Vy%ens’kyj, see N. F. Sumcov, “loann Vy3enskij
(Jurnorusskij polemist natala XVII st.),” Kievskaja starina 11 (1885): 649—77; L P. Zytec'kyj
(Ziteckij), “Literaturnaja dejatel’nost’” Ioanna Vilenskogo,” Kievskaja starina 29
(1890): 494 —532; 1. Franko, Ivan VySens’kyj i jeho tvory (Lviv, 1895) (cited after Ivan Franko,
Zibrannja tvoriv u p’jatdesjaty tomax, vol. 30 [Kiev, 1981}, pp. 7-211); A. Kryms’kyj (Krym-
skij), “Ioann VySenskij, ego %izn’ i so&inenija,” Kievskaja starina 50 (1895):211-47 (cited
after A. Ju. Kryms’kyj, Tvory v p’jaty tomax, vol. 2 [Kiev, 1972], pp. 380-455); J. Tretiak,
Piotr Skarga w dziejach i literaturze Unii brzeskiej (Cracow, 1912), esp. pp. 233-87; M. S.
Voznjak, Istorija ukrajins’koji literatury, vol. 2, Viky XVI-XVIII (Lviv, 1921), pp. 125-70;
M. Hrulevs’kyj, Istorija ukrajins’koji literatury, vol. 5 (Kiev, 1927), pp. 284-352; L. P. Ere-
min (Jer’omin), Ivan ViSenskij. Soinenija (Moscow and Leningrad, 1955), pp. 223-335; L. P.
Jer’omin, Ivan VySens'kyj. Tvory (Kiev, 1959), pp. 3—39; P. K. Jaremenko, fvan Vysens'kyj
(Kiev, 1982); V. Seviuk, Ivan Vyjens’ kyj. Tvory (Kiev, 1986), pp. 3-18. For a bibliography of
Ivan Vysens’kyj, see, inter alia, L. E. Maxnovec’, comp. Ukrajins’ki pys’mennyky:
Biobibliohraficnyj slovnyk, vol. 1 (Kiev, 1960), pp. 230-36; Jaremenko, Ivan VySens’'kyj, pp.
118-40.

2 On the spread of Counter-Reformation thought in general, and the impact of the Jesuit order
in particular, in the Ruthenian lands, see Tretiak, Piotr Skarga, esp. pp. 34—82; A. Martel, La
langue polonaise dans les pays Ruthénes: Ukraine et Russie blanche, 1569— 1667, Travaux et
mémoires de 1'université de Lille, n.s., Droit et lettres, 20 (Lille, 1938), pp. 219-58; M. Kos-
man, Reformacja i kontrreformacja w Wielkim Ksigstwie Litewskim w Swietle propagandy
wyznaniowej (Wroctaw, 1973), esp. pp. 104 —68; J. Tazbir, Piotr Skarga: Szermierz kontrrefor-
macji (Warsaw, 1978).

3 It is important to note that not only the “national-patriotic” school of VySens’kyj scholar-
ship, which can be said to have its origins in Pantelejmon Kuli§’s exaltation of Vy3ens’kyj as
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The reasons which provoked VySens’kyj’s ferocious opposition to intel-
lectual and cultural life in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth during the
reign of King Sigismund III Vasa (1587-1632) and allegedly led the
Athonite monk to reject totally all ideological schemes and literary models
connected with the Catholic Counter-Reformation have been explained by
scholars in various ways. Most frequently, reference has been made to the
fact that VySens’kyj’s oeuvre was intimately bound up with the traditional
and “simple” teachings of Orthodox monasticism which repudiated the
“cunning” Latin doctrine and “pagan” rhetorical craft that ostensibly
characterized much of contemporary Polish and Ruthenian literature.*
Vysens’kyj thus has been distanced not only physically but spiritually and
ideologically from the active mainstream of cultural life in the multinational
Commonwealth. In particular, he has been defined as a retrograde
“apologist for ignorance” in contradistinction to progressive “defenders of
learning,” such as Meletij Smotryc’kyj and Peter Mohyla, who in their cul-

both “prophet” and “apostle” (P. A. Kuli§, Istorija vossoedinenija Rusi, vol. 1 [St. Petersburg,
1874], pp. 289-319), but also its Soviet counterpart has tended to impose upon Vy3ens'kyj
and his work a Romantic historiographic vision which seriously misrepresents the dialectical
relationship between “nations” and “confessions” that is of such fundamental importance for
Orthodox Slavic culture in the early modern period: see R. Picchio, “Questione della lingua e
Slavia Cirillometodiana,” in Studi sulla Questione della lingua presso gli Slavi, ed. R. Picchio
(Rome, 1972), pp. 7—13. This interpretative tradition, which places great (if not exclusive)
emphasis on Vyfens’kyj as the “conscience of the nation,” views his writings primarily as a
defence of the “national” heritage against the assaults of Counter-Reformation trends that are
identified above all with the Polish nation and its “Jesuit” culture. Even those scholars who
have sought to give adequate consideration to confessional concerns often have had their views
shaped by critical clichés which can be traced back to the confrontation between “Orthodox”
and “Catholic” culture immediately before and after the Church Union declared at Brest in
1596: see, in this regard, D. Frick, “Meletius Smotricky and the Ruthenian Question in the Age
of the Counter-Reformation” (Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 1983), pp. 39-75; F. Sysyn, “Peter
Mohyla and the Kiev Academy in Recent Western Works: Divergent Views on Seventeenth-
Century Ukrainian Culture,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 8 (1984): 155~-87. One might include
here a body of Soviet scholarship—largely indebted to an Orthodox historiographic
tradition—which regards VySens’kyj as one in a series of “political and social activists” who,
since 1596, have struggled to liberate the Ukrainian lands from “reactionary” Vatican
influence: see, for example, L. Kyzja and M. Kovalenko, Vikova borot’ba ukrajins’koho
narodu proty Vatikanu (Kiev, 1959), pp. 38 —46.

4 Ever since the appearance of studies by Kuli§, Franko, iytec’kyj, and others in the latter
decades of the nineteenth century, scholars often have based their evaluation of Vy3ens’kyj’s
work on the opposition, made by the author himself, between not only the type of information
offered in his writings and alternative messages but also the manner of rhetoric used to convey
that message and other types of verbal expression. In particular, scholars have made frequent
reference to a number of passages in which Vy3ens’kyj offers a topical condemnation of rhetor-
ical “stratagems” (xytrosti ) and equally topical affirmation of Christian “simplicity” ( prostota):
see A. N. Robinson, Bor’ba idej v russkoj literature XVII veka (Moscow, 1974), pp. 319-27.
Cf. fn. 105 below.
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tural programs for the Ruthenian inhabitants of the Commonwealth
consciously—and often extensively—employed the tools of their “Latin”
rivals.’

Other scholars, in seeking to elucidate the ideological position adopted
by VySens’kyj in his writings, have had recourse to historiographic formu-
fae that relate to the religious and ideological conflict between the Reforma-
tion and the Counter-Reformation. According to this interpretation,
VySens'kyj was an ardent propagandist who combated the influence of
Catholic thought by means of highly effective satire and irony, combined
with merciless invective, in a manner similar to “humanist and Reforma-
tion” (i.e., non-Catholic) writers such as Ulrich von Hutten, the celebrated
German patriot, ardent supporter of Luther’s cause, and bitter adversary of
those who resisted the spread of the “new learning.”® Scholars noted that
Vygens’kyj’s criticism of the Protestant Reformation was far less hostile
than his denunciation of post-Tridentine Catholicism,” and hypothesized
that he might have been influenced in his youth by the increasingly success-
ful assaults of Protestant and heterodox propaganda being conducted in the
1560s and 1570s throughout the Kingdom of Poland and the Grand Duchy
of Lithuania.® At the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth

5 See Martel, La langue polonaise, pp. 259—66. It is paradoxical that this negative evaluation
of Vy3ens’kyj’s thought, which is still influential in contemporary scholarship, has its origins
in Kuli§’s exaltation of the Athonite monk’s “apostolic ignorance™: cf. I. Franko, Ivan
VySens’ kyj, pp. 15-17, 164—65.

6 See I. Franko (Miron), “loann Visenskij. (Novye dannye dlja ocenki ego literaturnoj i
ob&estvennoj dejatel’nosti),” in Franko, Zibrannja tvoriv, vol. 27 (Kiev, 1980), pp. 318-19.
Beginning with Franko—and especially in the Soviet period—a dominant historiographic trend
has established an intimate connection between Vysens’kyj’s “democratic humanism” and
“utopian beliefs” and the ideological schemes of the “progressive” Protestant Reformation (in
contradistinction to “reactionary” Counter-Reformation thought): see V. S. Xaritonov, “Ivan
VySens’kyj i rozvytok idei jevropejs’koho humanismu,” in Literaturna spadstina kyjivs’ koj
Rusi i ukrajins'ka literatura XVI-XVIII st. (Kiev, 1981), pp. 197-222. On the difficulty of
applying conventional labels such as “Renaissance,” “Reformation,” and “Baroque” to
Vysens’kyj’s oeuvre, see G. Grabowicz, Toward a History of Ukrainian Literature (Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1981), pp. 37-38.

7 See, most recently, Seveuk, Ivan Vydens’kyj, p. 6. Almost a century ago, Myxajlo
Hrusevs’kyj advanced the view that VySens’kyj’s condemnation of “heresy” was not limited to
the teachings of the Protestant Reformation but directed at all deviations from the Orthodox
faith (M. Hrulevs’kyj, Istorija Ukrajiny-Rusy, 10 vols. [reprinted New York, 1954-57],
6:420-26). Cf. M. V. Dmitriev, Pravoslavie i reformacija. Reformacionnye dvifenija v
vostolno-slavjanskix zemljax (Moscow, 1990), pp. 98-119, esp. pp. 100—101.

8 On the impact of Protestant propaganda among the Ruthenians, see Tretiak, Piotr Skarga,
pp. 34-52; Martel, La langue polonaise, pp. 203—18; S. Kot, La Réforme dans le Grand-
Duché de Lithuanie (Brussels, 1953), esp. pp. 56— 58; Kosman, Reformacja i kontrreformacja,
esp. pp. 21-103; G. H. Williams, “Protestants in the Ukraine during the Period of the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 2 (1978):41~72 and 184—-210; Dmi-
triev, Pravoslavie i reformacija. Insofar as Reformation influences on Vy3ens’kyj are con-
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century, moreover, a number of literary specialists pointed to not only
interesting thematic correspondences but also, on occasion, revealing stylis-
tic affinities between the Orthodox monk VySens’kyj and such “anti-
Catholic” (i.e., Calvinist and Anti-Trinitarian) Polish writers as Mikotaj
Rej, Marcin Krowicki, Marcin Czechowic, and Gregorz Pawet z Brzezin.’
In other words, even when scholars challenged the notion that VySens’kyj’s
writings represent a total rejection of all things new and Western, they
almost always focused their attention on the impact of Reformation
thought. !0

If one considers the language debates which took place in the late six-
teenth and initial decades of the seventeenth century between the defenders
of Ruthenian Orthodoxy and its adversaries regarding the nature and pres-
tige of the Slavic language, as well as the legitimacy of a Ruthenian vernac-
ular standard,!! one can observe that here, too, scholars have stressed the

cemned, scholars have placed particular emphasis on the importance of his native city of Sudova
Vysnja (Sadowa Wisznia) where, among other religious and cultural activists, the celebrated
political and religious polemicist Stanistaw Orzechowski (himself of Ruthenian origin)
preached and where Marcin Krowicki—the first Latin rite priest in the Commonwealth to be
married, future Calvinist and Anti-Trinitarian, and author of the Obraz a kontrefet wiasny
Antykrystéw (Pificzéw, 1560)—served as priest and took part in the dietine of the Ruthenian
palatinate: see HruSevs’kyj, Istorija ukrajins’koji literatury, 5:286-88; Seviuk, Ivan
Vysens’kyj, pp. 5-17.

9 See Franko, Ivan VySens’kyj, p. 8; HruSevs’kyj, Istorija Ukrajiny-Rusy, 6:399-421; V. N.
Peretc, “Ivan Visenskij i pol’skaja literatura XVI veka. Issledovanija i materialy po istorii sta-
rinnoj ukrainskoj literatury XVI-XVIII vekov, 1,” Shornik Otdelenija russkogo jazyka i slo-
vesnosti 101, no. 2 (1926): 15-47.

10 An important exception to this tendency can be observed in the work of Volodymyr Peretc
(“Ivan ViSenskij i pol’skaja literatura,” pp. 24—-30, 34—42), who detected revealing textual
coincidences between Ivan Vy$ens’kyj and such quintessentially Catholic writers as Stanistaw
Sokotowski, Benedykt Herbest, Piotr Skarga, and Jakub Wujek. It is unfortunate, indeed, that
the research carried out in the 1920s by Peretc, HruSevs’kyj, and others could not be continued
in the 1930s and beyond.

11 On the Ruthenian language disputes of the late sixteenth and first half of the seventeenth
century, see P. L. iytec’kyj (iiteckij), OCerk literaturnoj istorii malorusskogo nareéija v XVII i
XVIHI vv., vol. 1, Olerk literaturnoj istorii malorusskogo naretija v XVII veke (Kiev, 1889),
and its Ukrainian translation: Narys literaturnoji istoriji ukrajins’koji movy v XVII vici, ed. L.
A. Bulaxovs’kyj (Lviv, 1941); M. Weingart, “Dobrovského Institutiones,” pt. 1,
“Cirkevnéslovanské mluvnice pfed Dobrovskym,” Shornik Filosofické fakulty University
Komenského v Bratislavé 1 (1923):637-95; Martel, La langue polonaise; N. 1. Tolstoj,
“VzaimootnoSenie lokal’nyx tipov drevneslavjanskogo literaturnogo jazyka pozdnego perioda
(vtoraja polovina XVI-XVII v.),” in Slavjanskoe jazykoznanie: Doklady Sovetskoj delegacii,
V. MeXdunarodnyj s’’ezd slavistov (Moscow, 1963), pp. 230-72; R. Mathiesen, “The
Inflectional Morphology of the Synodal Church Slavonic Verb” (Ph.D. diss., Columbia Univer-
sity, 1972), pp. 50-63; 1. K. Bilodid, Kyjevo-Mohyljans’ka akademija v istoriji
sxidnoslov’ jans’ kyx literaturnyx mov (Kiev, 1979), esp. pp. 48—84; G. Y. Shevelov, A Histori-
cal Phonology of the Ukrainian Language (Heidelberg, 1979), pp. 566-80; R. Picchio,
“Church Slavonic,” in A. Schenker and E. Stankiewicz, eds., The Slavic Literary Languages:



LANGUAGE BELIEFS OF IVAN VYSENS’KY] 11

discrepancies between VySens’kyj’s “old Orthodox Slavic” beliefs and the
views held by his more “practical” and “secular-minded” Ruthenian con-
temporaries.!2 Accordingly, in response to the frontal attack on the
Ruthenian cultural heritage launched by Piotr Skarga with his On the Unity
of God's Church under One Shepherd,'® Vy3ens’kyj did not contend—as

Formation and Development, Yale Russian and East European Publications, 1 (New Haven,
1980), pp. 28 -32; B. A. Uspenskij, Jazykovaja situacija Kievskoj Rusi i ee znalenie dlja istorii
russkogo literaturnogo jazyka (Moscow, 1983), esp. 55—-84; idem, Istorija russkogo literatur-
nogo jazyka (XI-XVII vv.), Sagners Slavistiche Sammlung, 12 (Munich, 1987), esp. pp.
259-74; B. Struminsky (Strumins’kyj), “The Language Question in the Ukrainian Lands
before the Nineteenth Century,” in R. Picchio and H. Goldblatt, eds., Aspects of the Slavic
Language Question, 2 vols., Yale Russian and East European Publications, 4 (New Haven,
1984), 2:9-47; D. Frick, “Meletij Smotryc’kyj and the Ruthenian Language Question,” Har-
vard Ukrainian Studies 9 (1985):25-52; H. Goldblatt, “Orthodox Slavic Heritage and
National Consciousness: Aspects of the East Slavic and South Slavic National Revivals,” Har-
vard Ukrainian Studies 10 (1986): esp. 337—-43; O. Nedeljkovi¢, “The Linguistic Dualism of
Gavrilo Stefanovi¢ Venclovi€¢ and ‘Prosta Mova’ in the Literature of the Orthodox Slavs,” in
Studia Slavica Mediaevalia et Humanistica Riccardo Picchio dicata, ed. M. Colucci,
G. Dell’Agata, and H. Goldblatt (Rome, 1986), pp. 592—-610.

12 On VyZens’kyj’s language beliefs, see B. Groschel, Die Sprache Ivan VySenskyjs: Unter-
suchungen und Materialen zur historischen Grammatik des Ukrainische, Slavistiche
Forschungen, 13 (Cologne and Vienna, 1972), pp. 7—26; Robinson, Bor’ba idej v russkoj
literature, pp. 319-36; Frick, “Meletius Smotricky,” pp. 172—76. On the dubious notion of a
“secular élite,” which allegedly “did not attempt to resurrect Church Slavonic” but rather
“quietly engaged in the production of a vernacular body of literature to replace the old, error-
laden Bulgaro-Slavonic texts,” see A. Sydorenko, The Kievan Academy in the Seventeenth Cen-
tury, University of Ottawa Ukrainian Studies, 1 (Ottawa, 1977), pp. 6-8. For a discussion of
Sydorenko’s work within the tradition of Ukrainian historiography, see Sysyn, “Peter Mohyla
and the Kiev Academy,” pp. 158 —-60.

13 Piotr Skarga, O jednosci Kosciola Bozego pod jednym Pasterzem i o greckim od tej
Jednosci odstqpieniu (Vilnius, 1577). A revised version of the work appeared in print in
Cracow in 1590 under the title O rzqdzie i jednoSci Kosciola Bozego. . . and was dedicated to
the newly crowned King Sigismund III Vasa; this version was republished, also in Cracow, in
1610. Scholars generally accept the view that VySens’kyj’s Kratkoslovnyj otvit Feodula and
Zacapka mudraho latynika z hlupym rusinom were written in direct response to the Athonite
monk’s acquaintance with the 1590 edition of Skarga’s assault on the Ruthenian Orthodox her-
itage. On the impact (both direct and indirect) of Skarga’s writings on VySens’kyj, see Tretiak,
Piotr Skarga, pp. 233-87; Eremin, Ivan Visenskij, pp. 295—-96, 316—25. For Skarga’s argu-
ments against the “Slavic language” (“jezyk Slowieriski” ) see part 3, section 5, of the work, as
published in P. Gil'tebrandt, Pamjatniki polemileskoj literatury v zapadnoj Rusi, vol. 2
(=Russkaja istori¢eskaja biblioteka, 7) (St. Petersburg, 1882), cols. 482-88, esp. cols.
485-87. One should note that an evaluation of Skarga’s comments on the Slavic language and
Ruthenian Orthodox tradition should not be evaluated solely on the basis of the “fundamental
differences” between the Polish Jesuit and the Athonite monk; cf. Peretc, “Ivan Vifenskij i
pol’skaja literatura.” Indeed, as shall be shown below, it might be argued that VySens’kyj’s
statements on the language of the Liturgy in chapter 3 of the KnyZka do not oppose Skarga’s
views but, instead, seem to reflect in a number of ways the influence of the language beliefs
held by the Polish Jesuit and other leading proponents of Counter-Reformation thought in the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. For the purpose of the present study, it is also important to
point out that in both his polemical treatise of 1577 and elsewhere (especially in his Kazania o
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did many Ruthenian cultural activists—that, like Latin and Greek, the
Slavic language had full dignity by virtue of its grammaticality.* He
asserted, instead, that the Slavic tongue was a prestigious literary medium
favored by God precisely because it lacked the “cunning” techniques
characteristic of Greek and especially Latin,!5> These scholars further have
pointed out that—in contrast with Ruthenian scholars, such as Smotryc’kyj,
who aimed to establish a functional equivalence between, on the one hand,
Latin and the Slavic language and, on the other hand, Polish and a
Ruthenian vernacular standard—the Athonite monk apparently relied nei-
ther on the major sixteenth-century intellectual trends of Western Europe
nor on the theories which echoed the ideological struggle between the
Reformation and the Counter-Reformation.! Even those scholars who
managed to detect in Ivan Vy3ens’kyj’s language beliefs, or in the language
of his writings, at least a partial application of certain well-established
theoretical principles have focused primarily on the impact of Protestant
patterns of thought.!” To sum up: although much has been made of

siedmi sakramentach [Cracow, 1600]), Skarga’s discussion of the Orthodox Ruthenian linguis-
tic patrimony is intimately bound up with the issues of intelligibility and the language of the
Liturgy: see D. Frick, Polish Sacred Philology in the Reformation and the Counter-
Reformation, University of California Publications in Modern Philology, 123 (Berkeley, 1989),
pp- 201-4.

14 See Martel, La langue polonaise, pp. 264 —66; Mathiesen, “The Inflectional Morphology,”
pp- 55—-60; Frick, “Meletij Smotryc’kyj,” pp. 32—34. Cf. the comments on “the perfect gram-
matical Slavic language,” in contradistinction to the “vulgar imperfect Polish writing,” offered
by Myxajlo Rahoza, Metropolitan of Kiev and Galicia, in an encyclical letter of 1592 praising
the achievements of the Lviv Brotherhood: “...udlenie svjatyx'’ pisanii zélo oskudé, pace e
Slovenskoho Rossiiskaho jazyka, i vsi Celovéci prilofisasja prostomu nes’’ver$ennomu Ljad-
skomu pisaniju, i seho radi v'' razli‘nyja eresi vpadoSa, ne védusce v'’ Bohoslovii sily
s''verSennaho hrammatiCeskaho Slovenskaho jazyka” (cited after Mathiesen, “The Inflectional
Morphology,” p. 59).

15 See Eremin, Ivan Vilenskij, esp. pp. 23-24, 171, 191-98. For a discussion of
Vysens’kyj’s views on the nature and status of the Slavic language see Robinson, Bor’ba idej v
russkoj literature, pp. 319-32.

16 This vision of Vy¥ens'kyj's “spontaneity,” so important for Kuli§'s definition of the
Athonite monk as “prophet” and “apostle,” was extended to the language of his writings as
well. Here, too, Franko played a vital role in establishing an interpretative tradition according
to which the writings attributed to VySens’kyj were compiled by a relatively “unlearned” per-
son, were minimally dependent on any kind of language theories, and were largely guided by
the author’s “living feelings” coupled with popular usage: see Franko, Ivan Vysens’'kyj, pp.
209-10.

17 Since the end of the last century, scholars frequently have attributed the use of the “vulgar
tongue” (prostaja mova | prostyj jazyk) or the “Ruthenian tongue” (ruskyj jazyk | ruskyj
dialekt) by VySens’kyj and contemporary Ruthenian writers to the “fundamental Reformation
belief” that the unique message of the divine Scriptures and the Liturgy be made accessible to
“simple people” in an “intelligible language™: see P. P. Pljuf¢, “Russkaja ‘prostaja mova’ na
Ukraine v XVI-XVIII vekax,” in Nalal’nyj étap formirovanija russkogo nacional nogo
Jjazyka. Sbornik statej, ed. B. A. Larin (Leningrad, 1961), pp. 219-36; idem, “Do pytannja pro
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Vysens’kyj’s bitter polemic with the Counter-Reformation linguistic
thought of Skarga and the Latin tradition championed by Polish polemicists,
little attention has been focused on the possible influence of language poli-
cies elaborated by the post-Tridentine Catholic Church.

*
* ok

Chapter 3 of Vy3ens’kyj’s KnyZa (The Book) contains the passage most
frequently cited by scholars as emblematic of the Athonite monk’s language
beliefs:

Do not subvert the Gospel'® and the Apostle!® in the Church during the Liturgy with
the vernacular tongue ( prostym jazykom). But after the Liturgy, so that people might
understand, explain and interpret them in a simple way ( poprostu).2°

In this terse yet precise statement on language usage, VySens’kyj makes
two crucial points:

(1) During the Liturgy the Slavic language alone must be employed in
the readings from the Gospel and the Epistle,?! for the use of a vernacular
tongue would subvert the Liturgy of the Word.??

(2) After the Liturgy the biblical lections must be “explained and inter-
preted”? in the vulgar tongue, so that people might understand.

tak zvanu ‘prostu movu’ XVI-XVHI st. na Ukrajini,” in Pytannja istoryinoho rozvytku
ukrajins’ koji movy, ed. 1. K. Bilodid (Kharkiv, 1962), pp. 91~96; Groschel, Die Sprache Ivan
Vysenskyjs, pp. 12— 14. Cf. Frick, “Meletij Smotryc’kyj,” pp. 40—46.

18 [e., the Gospel pericopes, which represent the high point and most solemn action in the
Liturgy of the Catechumens.

19 Te., the liturgical book containing the readings from the Acts of the Apostles and the Epis-
tles of the New Testament (particular St. Paul’s Epistles). These lections are read before the
Gospel pericopes.

2 “Evanhelie i Apostola v cerkvi na liturhii prostym jazykom ne vyvoralajte. Po liturhii ¥
dlja zrozumenja ljudskoho poprostu tolkujte i vykladajte” (Eremin, Ivan Visenskij, p. 23). All
subsequent references to VySens'kyj’s writings will rely on Eremin’s 1955 edition; page
numbers will be given in parentheses.

21 See fn. 19 above.

22 On the biblical lections and their place in the Liturgy, see V. Dolotskij, “O &enii sv.
pisanija pri bogosluZeniju,” Xristianskoe (tenija 24, no. 2 (1846):145-60; K. T. Nikol’skij,
Obozrenie bogoslufebnyx knig po otnoeniju ix k cerkovnomu ustavu (St. Petersburg, 1856);
F. Brightman, Liturgies Eastern and Western, vol. 1, Eastern Liturgies (Oxford, 1965), pp.
36ff; 1. Herwegen, Die Heilige Schrift in der Liturgie der Kirche (Berlin, 1931); M. Solovey,
The Byzantine Divine Liturgy. History and Commentary, trans. D. Wysochansky (Washington,
1970), pp. 188—203; J. Mateos, La célébration de la parole dans la liturgie byzantine, Orien-
talia Christiana Analecta, 191 (Rome, 1971), pp. 110-41.

23 One should note that the imperative forms tolkujte and vykladajte appear to be more than
mere synonyms in Vy$ens’kyj’s vocabulary; instead, they seem to refer to the two distinct
actions of translation and explication connected with the sermon. In other words, the Athonite
monk seems to suggest here that it is inappropriate to offer either a literal translation of the
biblical readings or a commentary on them (in the vulgar tongue) immediately after chanting
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Although this textual fragment has received a good deal of attention—
especially by historians of the Ukrainian language—it is surprising that it
rarely has been examined either as a liturgical solution that based itself on
certain well-defined principles of language speculation or in the larger con-
text of VySens'kyj's writings and against the full backdrop of cultural
influences and counter-influences which characterized late sixteenth- and
early seventeenth-century Ruthenian culture. The purpose of this paper is to
demonstrate that, in defending the sacrality of the Slavic language and
attempting to define precisely the limits of acceptability to be imposed on a
Ruthenian vernacular, the Athonite monk might have relied on certain
conceptual formulae and aspects of the language policies set forth at the
Council of Trent and spread throughout the entire Polish-Lithuanian Com-
monwealth by post-Tridentine Catholicism.

*
* %

Scholars often have ascribed Vysens’kyj’s exaltation of the Slavic language
as a sacred tongue “most beloved of God,”?* as well as his injunctions
against the use of a Ruthenian vernacular, to the Athonite monk’s
“intolerant” and preeminently “medieval” Orthodox literary stance.?’ There
is no question that in his writings VySens’kyj felt not only duty-bound to
affirm the unique status of the Slavic tongue—for only it could offer believ-
ers salvation? —but also obliged to impose severe limitations on the

the pericopes in the Slavic language, but that both acts are necessary “after the Liturgy.” Cf. the
patristic distinction (and at times synonymity) between “OuiAla” and “Sidoxn’”/
“Sidacxadic.” Cf. also Pope John VIII's Industriae tuae addressed to Prince Svatopluk of
Moravia (880): “Nec sanae fidei vel doctrinae aliquid obstat sive missas in eadem Sclavinica
lingua canere sive sacrum evangelium vel lectiones divinas novi et veteris testamenti bene
translatas et interpretatas legere aut alia horarum officia omnia psallere. . .” (F. Grivec and F.
Toms3i¢, eds., Constantinus et Methodius Thessalonicenses, Fontes [= Radovi Staroslavenskog
Instituta, 4] [Zagreb, 1960], p. 73). On the parallels between VySens’'kyj’s formulation in
chapter 3 of the Kny?ka and the language policy of the Roman curia in the Cyrillo-Methodian
period, see fn. 34 below. As shall be shown below, the issue of defining the sermon as both
“translation” and “commentary” is an important item of discussion at the Council of Trent. On
the use of the designation “wyklad” (as well as its derivatives) and other terms in regard to the
“translation” and “interpretation” of the Bible in Poland during the Reformation and Counter-
Reformation, see Frick, Polish Sacred Philology, pp. 1, 251-52.

% “Ato dlja toho diavol na slovenskij jazyk borbu tuju maet, zane ¥ est plodonosnijsij ot vsix
Jazykov i bohu ljubimsij” (23).

25 Indeed, VySens’kyj’s authority as an apologist for Orthodoxy is sometimes presented as
one of the principal obstacles to the emergence of a national Ukrainian language in the period
of the Reformation and Counter-Reformation: see O. Pritsak and J. Reshetar, “Ukraine and the
Dialectics of Nation-Building,” Slavic Review 22, no. 2 (1963):7—-8. Cf. Sydorenko, The
Kievan Academy, pp. 6—8.

26 In chapter 3 of the Kny’ka, immediately after his comments on the Liturgy, Vy3ens’kyj
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possible application of a vernacular tongue during the liturgical service.?’
Nevertheless, it would be a serious error to underestimate the significance
Vy3ens’kyj attached to the use of a “common language” after the Liturgy.
In his opinion, the vernacular not only could but had to be utilized in the
service of “explication and interpretation” so that “the people might under-
stand.” The Athonite monk thus proposed a function for a Ruthenian ver-
nacular which appears to reflect an attitude typical of much of Ruthenian
literature from the middle of the sixteenth century onwards.?®

It is important to stress that in his writings, always offered in polemical
opposition to alternative positions, VySens’kyj was especially preoccupied
with the problem of audience capability and intelligibility. On the basis of
Christian doctrine, he sought to ensure that his epistles would break down
the notion of a divided (i.e., learned versus unlearned) humanity and, more
specifically, that even “simple and unlettered listeners” would have the pos-
sibility to grasp the message of truth contained in the Kny#ka.2® One should

offers a defence of the Slavic tongue which appears to rely on longstanding beliefs regarding
the sacrality and inspired origins of the language of the Slavs. Indeed, there are cogent reasons
to suggest that the Athonite monk might have drawn upon an Orthodox Slavic theory of verbal
expression which appears to have crystallized in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries under the
impact of the Hesychast spiritual revival. (On the close link between devotional practice and
language speculation in Hesychast teachings, see H. Goldblatt, Orthography and Orthodoxy:
Constantine Kostenecki’ s Treatise on the Letters, Studia Historica et Philologica, 16 [Florence,
1987), esp. pp. 3-9, 347-50.) According to VySens’kyj, the Slavic language represents not
only the perfect language of revelation—standing in sharp contradistinction to the imperfect
language of man—but also the very essence of a spiritual tradition, for it is the instrument of
salvation against which the devil is directing his entire struggle: see fn. 24 above. One should
recall, in this regard, that in the introduction to his Knyzka, the Athonite monk asserts that the
primary impulse behind the writing of the book resided in his obligation to expose falsity for
the salvation of human souls in Rus’: “Posylaju vam terminu o 1%, kotoraja nad istinnoju u
vaSej zemli carstvuet. . .. Siju Ze terminu, nacisto prevedsi, i infim vsim znati o tom dajte,
pone? ne o lyko ili o remenec idet, ale o ciluju kofu, se est o spasenie dus nasix i da ne pohib-
nem i dolasne i vicne ot Boha Ziva” (7-8).

27 Or, more specifically, that the vernacular could not be employed until after the Orthodox
faithful had participated in the Eucharist.

22 Here one might mention works, such as the Peresopnycja Gospel (1556-61), the
Ruthenian Cathechism of Szymon Budny (1562), the Lexicons of Lavrentij Zyzanij (1596) and
Pamvo Berynda (1627), and the Homilary Gospel of Meletij Smotryc’kyj (1616), all of which
seck to emphasize the importance of using a Ruthenian vernacular by virtue of its “intelligibil-
ity” for “simple people™: see Martel, La langue polonaise, pp. 76-97; Frick, “Meletij
Smotryc’kyj,” pp. 40—46.

2% See Vy¥ens'kyj’s comments, in the first preface to the Kny?ka, on the best way to read his
work: “Pr’’v'’e ubo da budet protitatel iskusen. . .aby i prostym bezknifnym sluxadom razum
redenyx javijen i v'’misten byl” (9). Cf. Smotryc’kyj’s definition of the duty of every preacher,
as presented in the preface to his Homilary Gospel: “Khdy? to est’’ kaZdoho Xristianskoho
Kaznodii povinnost. . .voli i prikazanjam Bozskim prostyx i neukix ljudej uliti” (cited after
Frick, “Meletij Smotryc’kyj,” p. 44).
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not forget that for Vy3ens’kyj the correspondence between “simplicity” and
“illiteracy” was intimately bound up with the gift of apostleship.3® In other
words, according to the Athonite monk, only the use of an “apostolic”
dialect could help all strata of society, even “simple people,” emerge from
their functional “spiritual infancy” and prepare them for participation in a
more dignified medium—that is, the Slavic language—which had been
illuminated by theology and which could lead them to salvation through its
use in the most sacred parts of the divine service.!

Hence, Ivan VySens’kyj’s remarks on the language of the Liturgy in
chapter 3 of the KnyZka aimed to serve two very important purposes which
might underscore the distinction of sacred and apostolic media: first, the
Athonite monk was spiritually bound to defend the sacrality of the Slavic
language and its exclusive role in the divine service; second, he was obliged

30 See Acts 4:13: “Now when they saw the boldness of Peter and John, and perceived that
they were unlettered and common (“dypdppotor xoi (Siéton” / “neknizhna i prosta™) men,
they wondered; and they recognized that they had been with Jesus.” Significant here is that, in
accordance with the apostolic model, the coupling of “simplicity” and “illiteracy” betrays a
topos which reflects the traditional teaching of the Church regarding the necessity of using ver-
nacular tongues for the purpose of preaching and missionary activity. See Picchio, “Questione
della lingua,” pp. 34-63; idem, “Il posto della letteratura bulgara antica nella cultura europea
del medio evo,” Ricerche Slavistiche 27-28 (1980—1981): 37—-64; idem, “Literaturni i ezikovi
aspekti na starob#lgarskata tradicija,” in Vrori mezhdunarodni kongres po bdlgaristika, Sofija,
23 maj-3 juni 1986. Plenarni dokladi (Sofia, 1986), vol. 1, pp. 79-101.

31 In chapter 3 of the Kny#a, in his celebrated exaltation of the monastic way of life
(25-44), VySens’kyj alludes to the role of the vernacular as a missionary and instructive
medium. In particular, the Athonite monk explains here that, as St. Paul had been compelled to
do at Corinth (1 Cor. 3: 1-9), so he, too, in an age of dissension and disbelief, was required to
offer to his public—that is, the *“spiritual infants of Rus’ "—*“milk, not solid food” (38-39). It
is noteworthy that the identical image drawn from St. Paul was used by Cardinal Caesar
Baronius, the most authoritative historian of the Catholic Counter-Reformation, to justify the
use of a Slavic tongue as an apostolic dialect in the mission to Great Moravia: “. . . ita natam
recens Ecclesiam lacte nutriens parvolorum. . . fore ut Moraviensis Ecclesia Matris ex qua gen-
ita est lingua perfecte loquutura esset” (cited after Picchio, “Literaturni i ezikovi aspekti,”
p- 93). (See R. Picchio, “La Bulgaria nella storia ecclesiastica del Baronio,” in Per Valdo Zilli,
ed. S. Bertolissi [Rome, 1986], pp. 41-52.) For a similar image employed at the Council of
Trent, in reference to the vulgar tongue as an instrument of explication during the Mass, see
Chapter VIII of Session XXII (17 September 1562): “Quamobrem, . . . ne oves Christi esuriant,
ne parvuli panem petant et non sit qui frangat eis [Lam. 4.4]: mandat s. Synodus pastoribus et
singulis curam animarum gerentibus, ut frequenter inter missarum celebrationem vel per se vel
per alios ex his, quae in messa leguntur, aliquid exponant, atque inter cetera Smi. huius
Sacrificii mysterium aliquod declarent...” (Concilium Tridentinum: Diariorum, Actorum,
Epistularum, Tractatuum nova collectio [Freiburg, 1901- ], vol. 8, p. 961.) All subsequent
references to the acts and deliberations of the Council of Trent will rely, where possible, on the
volumes of this edition. The first number will refer to the volume; the second numeral will give
the page.
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to confirm the rightful place of the vulgar tongue as an apostolic instrument
of instruction and explication.

*
* ok

There is little doubt that in chapter 3 of the Knyka VySens’kyj sought to
expound a message which was in complete accord with the dogmatic teach-
ings of Orthodox Christendom. It is no less true that not only VySens’kyj’s
views on the Slavic language and a Ruthenian vernacular but also those of
contemporary Ruthenian writers (both Orthodox and Uniate) living in the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, such as Smotryc’kyj and Josafat Kun-
cevy¢, most certainly expressed an attempt to reflect the traditional teaching
of the Church regarding the use of sacred and apostolic languages.

It is noteworthy, in this regard, that the Athonite monk’s particular
admonitions about the Slavic language—as well as his opposition to the
presence of the vulgar tongue in the Liturgy together with an insistence on
its use after the reading of the liturgical texts—are highly reminiscent of the
position concerning Latin and a Slavic vernacular taken by the Roman
Church during the “Cyrillo-Methodian language controversy.” As Riccardo
Picchio clearly has shown, the papal letters connected with the Moravian
mission not only presented a consistent policy on the use of the sacred
media such as Latin and Greek in relation to a Slavic “apostolic” dialect but
also appear to have offered conceptual formulae and a specific terminology
sanctioned by the theoretical and practical tradition of the Eastern and
Western churches.32 Picchio has drawn particular attention, in the epistles
sent by Popes John VIII and Stephen V, to the crucial distinction made in
regard to the Mass between the sacred formulae of the divine Mysteries,
which could be chanted by no one but the priest and consequently only in
Latin, and the ceremonial portions which included the legitimate participa-
tion of laymen in liturgical functions and therefore could be chanted in a
Slavic vulgar tongue. The Roman curia did not oppose the use of the Slavic

32 Picchio, “Questione della lingua”; idem, “Il posto della letteratura bulgara”; idem, “Lingua
d’apostolato € lingua liturgica nella chiesa latina e nel Primo impero bulgaro,” in A#ti dell’8°
Congresso internazionale di studi sull’ alto Medioevo, Spoleto, 3—6 novembre, 1981 (Spoleto,
1983), pp. 269-79. Picchio has examined the “Cyrillo-Methodian language question” not only
within the general context of the traditional language policies of the Church but also
specifically against the background of the attitudes held by the Roman Church towards the use
of vulgar tongues in the ninth century. See, in this regard, the formulation of the bishops at the
Council of Tours (813), who expressly demanded the translation of homilies into the language
of simple people: “ut easdem omelias quisque aperte transferre studeat in rusticam romanam
linguam aut thiotiscam, quo facilius cuncti possint intelligere quae dicuntur” (J. D. Mansi, ed.,
Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio, 53 vols, in 60 [Paris, 1901 -27], 14: 85,
can, 17).



18 HARVEY GOLDBLATT

tongue during the Mass,3? but could not sanction its use either in the cele-
bration of the sacred Mysteries and divine offices or in the chanting of the
biblical lections before (or to the exclusion of) the Latin readings; in other
words, Rome could not accept the notion of Slavic as a sacral language.3*
However revealing we might find the similarities in phrasing between
Vysens’kyj’s statements on the use of the Slavic language and the vulgar
tongue and the language policy of the Roman curia formulated in regard to
the Cyrillo-Methodian mission, they do not provide us with any concrete
information on the particular source for Vy3ens’kyj’s language beliefs. It is
appropriate first of all to ask whether—and if so, to what extent—the
Athonite monk’s precise formulation in chapter 3 of the Kny#ka might have
drawn upon a particular source in the Orthodox Slavic cultural heritage.
There is no question that, from the establishment of the Slavic Church in
Bulgaria under Boris and Symeon, a nascent Orthodox Slavic tradition of

33 As shall be seen, the issue of where—if at all—the vuigar tongue can be employed during
the Mass is of critical importance not only to the Orthodox monk Ivan Vysens’kyj but also to
the participants in the deliberations at the Council of Trent.

3 1t is important to emphasize that the fundamental opposition of sacred language (i.e.,
Latin), to be employed in the celebration of the Mysteries, and apostolic “dialect” (i.e., Slavic),
to be used so that instruction be made accessible to all who cannot understand Latin, is
expressed not only in the epistles which have been identified by scholars as hostile to the Slavic
Liturgy, such as John VIII's epistle to Methodius (879), Stephen V’s epistle to Prince Svato-
pluk (885), and the Commonitorium for the papal envoys John and Stephen (885), but also in
documents regarded as supportive of celebrating the Mass in the Slavic language, such as
Hadrian II’s letter to Princes Rostislav, Svatopluk, and Kocel (869), and John VIII's celebrated
Industriae tuae addressed to Prince Svatopluk (880): see Picchio, “Il posto della letteratra bul-
gara.” Significantly, moreover, in both groups of letters one finds admonitions about the use of
the sacred language which are not limited to the Eucharist but refer also to the Liturgy of the
‘Word, that is the biblical lections, and thereby are strikingly similar 1o VySens’kyj’s remarks in
phrasing and. intent. Thus, on the one hand, Pope John’s oft-cited “defence of the Slavic
Liturgy” is equally insistent that the Gospel be chanted in Slavic only after the Latin text be
read: “Iubemus tamen, ut in omnibus ecclesiis terrae vestrae propter maiorem honorificentiam
evangelium Latine legatur et postmodum Sclavinica lingua translatum in auribus populi Latina
verba non intelligentis adnuntietur” (Grivec and Tom$i¢, Constantinus et Methodius, p. 73).
On the other hand, Pope Stephen V’s alleged “prohibition of the Slavic Liturgy” is highly rem-
iniscent of Vy3ens’kyj’s rigid liturgical distinction between the sacred language and the vulgar
tongue: “Divina autem officia et sacra mysteria ac missarum solemnia. . . nullo modo deinceps
a quolibet praesumatur. . . excepto quod ad simplicis populi et non intelligentis aedificationem
attinet, si evangelii vel apostoli expositio ab eruditis eadem lingua [i.e., in the Slavic language]
annuntietur, et largimur et exhortamur et ut frequentissime fiat monemus, ut omnis lingua lau-
det Deum et confiteatur ei” (Grivec and Tom3i¢, Constantinus et Methodius, p. 77). The phras-
ing of Pope Stephen’s Commonitorium is even closer to what we find in chapter 3 of the
KnyZka: “Missas et sacratissima illa ministeria. . . ne aliquo modo pracsumatur, penitus interdi-
cit. Verumtamen si aliquis Sclavorum lingua tam doctus invenitur, ut post sacratissimam
evangelicam apostolicam lectionem eius explicationem doctus sit dicere ad aedificationem
eorum, qui non intelligunt, et laudat, si fiat, et concedit et approbat” (Grivec and Tomsi¢, Con-
stantinus et Methodius, p. 75).
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language speculation appears to have stressed both the apostolic and sacred
aspects of the Slavic linguistic patrimony.33 In regard to the apostolic com-
ponent it is essential to remember that the very legitimacy of the Slavic
tongue seems to have been grounded in its function as an instrument for
explication and popular preaching in accordance with the Pauline spirit
extolled by both the Latin and Greek Churches. As Picchio has pointed out,
Prince Rostislav’s celebrated appeal to the Byzantine emperor in chapter 5
of the Vita Methodii—". . .but we Slavs are a simple people (prosta ¢ad’)
and there is no one among us who could instruct us in the truth and give us
knowledge36 —may have sought to underscore reliance on language prin-
ciples invoked by both Churches with regard to the use of apostolic
“dialects.”’

In subsequent periods, the apostolic “simplicity” ( prostota) of the Slavic
language frequently would be opposed to the “stratagems” (xytrosti) of
Hellenic instruction.?® The topical affirmation of the Slavic language as an
illuminating instrument of interpretation revealed in the age of Grace is a
recurrent motif in many East Slavic and South Slavic texts.3® Nonetheless,
in the history of Orthodox Slavic language speculation prior to the time of
Ivan VySens’kyj and the concurrent ideological struggle between the Refor-

35 See Picchio, “Literaturni i ezikovi aspekti.”

36« . .a my Sloveni prosta dad’ i ne imam’’, ife by ny nastavil’’ na istinnou i razoum’’
s"’kazal’’” (P. A. Lavrov, Materialy po istorii vozniknovenija drevnejSej slavjankoj
pis’mennosti, Slavistic Printings and Reprintings, 57 [The Hague and Paris, 1966], p 72).

37 “In particular, the formula prosta ¢ad’ conforms to the definition of the ‘simple people’
(vulgus plebs) which was employed by the Roman Church in that period for apostolic activity.
Indeed, it does not seem unreasonable to translate the Slavic prosta ¢ad’ with the Latin expres-
sion simplex populus used by Pope Stephen V in his epistle to Methodius [see fn. 34 above]”
(Picchio, “Il posto della letteratura bulgara,” p. 24). Cf. G. Y. Shevelov, “Prosta dad’ and Pro-
staja mova,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 12/13 (1988/1989): 593 -624.

32 On the topical condemnation of “pagan craft” and equally topical affirmation of “Christian
simplicity,” which can be found in the writings of many Orthodox Slavic writers—including
Ivan Vy$ens’kyj (10)—up to the time of Archpriest Avvakum (among the East Slavs) and
Paisii Hilendarski (among the Balkan Slavs), see R. Picchio, “L’‘intreccio delle parole’ e gli
stili letterari presso gli Slavi ortodossi nel tardo Medio Evo,” in Studi slavistici in ricordo di
Carlo Verdiani, ed. A. M. Raffo (Pisa, 1979), pp. 245-62; Robinson, Bor’ba idej v russkoj
literature, pp. 319—-41; G. Dell’Agata, “The Bulgarian Language Question from the Sixteenth
to the Nineteenth Century,” in Picchio and Goldblatt, Aspects of the Slavic Language Question,
1:161-62; B. A. Uspenskij, “OtnoSenie k grammatike i ritorike,” in Literatura i iskusstvo v
sisteme kul’ tury (Moscow, 1988), pp. 208 -24.

3% Le., the inspired books, such as the Nomocanon, which previously had been obfuscated by
the “cloud of wisdom” (oblakom’ premoudrosti) of the Greek language, now—because they
“had been made intelligible” (rek3e istlokovany) through the Slavic language—could dispel the
darkness of ignorance and bring forth the light of knowledge: see Lj. Stojanovi€, Stari srpski
zapisi i natpisi, vol. 1 (Belgrade, 1902), pp. 7—8, 17; E. Mel’nikov, “Vyskazyvanija o russkom
i slavjanskom jazyke i bor’ba s inostrannymi slovami v drevnej Rusi (XI-XVII v.),” Slavia.
Casopis pro slovanskou filologii 22 (1953): 577.
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mation and the Counter-Reformation, the doctrine of apostolic simplicity,
while extremely important, remained the exclusive property of the sacred
Slavic tongue and totally separate from vernacular language. In particular,
the Orthodox Slavic theory of verbal expression, which appears to have
crystallized in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries under the impact of the
Hesychast spiritual revival and which undoubtedly was influenced by the
resurgence of Atticism as well as the heightened philological concerns
characteristic of fourteenth-century Byzantine culture, could hardly have
identified the positive values of apostolic simplicity with a level of verbal
expression (i.e., the “common tongue™) that remained entirely beyond the
bounds of the linguistic patrimony of Orthodox Slavdom.*® Sustained by a
vision of Greco-Slavic spiritual unity and cognizant of those Greek-
speaking monks and churchmen who questioned the ability of the Slavic
language to render the conceptual subtleties of Christian doctrine, Orthodox
Slavic writers from fourteenth-century Trnovo to sixteenth-century
Muscovy do not appear to have focused on the link between apostolic sim-
plicity and the vulgar tongue.*! In seeking to establish an even more rigid
distinction between sacred and profane, they do not seem to have insisted
that a prostyj jazyk be used as an apostolic instrument of interpretation and
explication.*? Thus, although VySens’kyj was no doubt aware of the impor-
tance attached to the apostolic and sacred components in Orthodox Slavic
speculation, it is unlikely that the Athonite monk relied on a particular
Orthodox Slavic language model for the functional relationship between the
Slavic tongue and the vernacular which he offered in chapter 3 of the
KnyZ?ka in defence of the Christian spiritual heritage.

* * %*
If the formulaic comments offered in chapter 3 of the Kny%a were not
entirely shaped by patterns of thought connected with a tradition of Ortho-
dox Slavic language speculation, it is reasonable to assume that, like con-
temporary Ruthenian writers (whether Orthodox or Uniate), such as
Smotryc’kyj and Kuncevy¢, VySens’kyj may have been influenced in his
language beliefs by the ideological conflict between the Reformation and
the Counter-Reformation as it evolved in the lands of the multinational
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. In this regard, it is important to recall
not only the impact of Vy3ens’kyj’s early years in Sudova Vysnja (Sadowa

40 See Goldblatt, Orthography and Orthodoxy, pp. 222, n. 16, 231, n. 2, and 252-53.
41 Goldblatt, Orthography and Orthodoxy, pp. 350-60.
42 See Uspenskij, Jazykovaja situacija Kievskoj Rusi, pp. 55—64.
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Wisznia), where the dietine of the Ruthenian palatinate sometimes con-
vened,”> but also—and perhaps even more significant—the Athonite
monk’s references in his writings to his years in Luc’k, where—as he put
it—he had encountered at least one leading representative of the Catholic
clergy and had been exposed to the sweet temptations of Latin rhetoric.*
Nor should we forget that, even after he had embraced the contemplative
life on Mt. Athos, VySens’kyj continued to follow closely events in the
Ruthenian lands.*® Finally, we should remember that his reputation for eru-
dition among the Athonite monks was such that he was entrusted with the
difficult task of responding to Skarga’s polemical treatise, On the Adminis-
tration and Unity of God’'s Church under One Shepherd, which had been
reissued in Cracow in 1590.46

Notwithstanding the position taken by some scholars since the end of the
nineteenth century,*” it seems probable that VySens’kyj’s language beliefs
were conditioned not by Protestant trends but by the policies of the post-
Tridentine Catholic Church. While it is true that the motive of intelligibility,
found in numerous texts from the middle of the sixteenth century to justify
the use of a Ruthenian vernacular for homiletic and polemical purposes,*
may indeed reflect the ideological schemes of the Protestant Reformation, it
is only in Counter-Reformation ideas—as formulated at the Council of
Trent and elaborated in the lands of the Polish-Lithuanian Common-

43 See fn. 8 above.

44 The passage in question is to be found in the second preface to the Kratkoslovnyj otvit
Feodula: “I ja bo nikohda vo toj probf byl i sam svoim sluxom latynskoho oratora svid(il. Dija
Ceho krotko, tixo xolju pripomniti. . .to, ¢to latynskij orator, dostojnstvom sana mistr, imfl
druzbu so mnoju v Lucku i ne utail tilesnoe poZadlivosti predo mnoju, kotoroju zvitjaZen byl,
ato kak bluda ot cnotlivye devicy pragnul i ne mohl povabkami toho sebf zednati. . .ric’ mi
sladkimi i besidami prel’stil devicu i tim slovesnym poxlibstvom cnotu devicy vedome ukral”
(135). On the basis of his examination of chapter 5 of the KnyZka, Franko concluded that
Vysens’kyj was well acquainted with not only Kyrylo Terlec’kyj, Bishop of Luc’k, and his
entourage but also Dionysij Zbirujs’kyj, Bishop of Xol'm (Franko, “Ioann ViSenskij,” pp.
323-24). One should note, in this regard, that a number of scholars also have indicated that
Vysens’kyj was active in the Greco-Slavic-Latin academy founded in Ostrih by Prince Kon-
stantyn Ostroz’kyj. However, Vy%ens’kyj’s participation in the work of the academy remains
far from certain: see Kryms’kyj, “Ioann ViSenskij,” pp. 388 -90.

45 Indeed, all of VySens’kyj’s extant writings were written on Mt. Athos in conscious
response to a particular crisis or perceived ordeal in Rus’. One should not forget that for
Vysens’kyj, in accordance with what he regarded as the basic tenets of Orthodox spirituality,
ascetic detachment and concern for self-perfection in no way minimized the apostolic and pro-
phetic roles of the monks in Christian society. Cf J. Meyendorff, A Study of Gregory Palamas
(London, 1964), pp. 198—-201; idem, Byzantium and the Rise of Russia. A Study of Byzantino-
Russian Relations in the Fourteenth Century (Cambridge, 1981), pp. 108-12.

46 See Eremin, Ivan Visenskij, pp. 316—20. See also fn. 13 above.

47 See fn. 17 above.

48 See fn. 28 above.
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wealth—that the Athonite monk could have found a clear exposition which
contained the traditional teaching of the Church regarding the use of sacred
and apostolic languages. In other words, in the Tridentine language princi-
ples, which were quickly transmitted to Poland and affirmed in the writings
of leading proponents of Counter-Reformation thought, Vy$ens’kyj could
have discovered not only an affirmation of the uniqueness of a sacred
medium but also a rigid opposition to the indiscriminate*® use of the ver-
nacular coupled with an insistence that it be employed to ensure the intelli-
gibility of Christian teachings for “simple people.” Indeed, it is not surpris-
ing that the linguistic proscriptions set down by the Uniate archbishop of
Polatsk Josafat Kuncevy¢ are closest to the phrasing and intent of the
Athonite monk.5® The fact is that in the age of the Counter-Reformation,
Vysens’kyj and Kuncevy¢, for all their differences, manifested a similar
concern for reform based above all on the restoration of a traditional spiritu-
ality, an essential component of which resided in the proper use of language
in the Liturgy.!

*
* ok

At the Council of Trent, which met in a series of thirty-five sessions inter-
mittently between 1545 and 1563, the Roman Catholic Church sought to
react to all aspects of Reformation teaching, especially in its most radical
forms.5? In the participants’ defence of an ecclesiastical hierarchy which
served as the mediator for God’s saving Grace through the sacraments, no
topic was of greater importance than that of the Eucharist. One should note,
in this regard, that all stages in the crucial discussions on the real presence
and the Sacrifice of the Mass could be distinguished but not separated from
the “language question,” that is, the debates on the nature of and the rela-

49 See fns. 56 and 61 below.

50 See Kuncevyd's instructions for Uniate priests: “Khdy te?’ &itajut’’ Evanhelie, albo
Jjakuju molitvu v holos abo ektenii, ne majut vykladat slovenskix slov’’ po rusku, ale tak Citati
Jjako napisano. Utitannoe zas Evanhelie abo fitie styx Citajudi ljudem, mohut vykladati” (cited
after Martel, La langue polonaise, p. 99).

51 Recent studies by Sister Sophia Senyk, offered in deliberate reaction to certain well-
entrenched historiographic clichés, convincingly have demonstrated the importance of
Hesychast devotional practices (in their Muscovite version) for Kuncevy¥’s spirituality
(S. Senyk, “The Sources of the Spirituality of St. Josaphat Kuncevych,” Orientalia Christiana
Periodica 51 [1985]): 425-36).

52 For an excellent treatment of the principal doctrinal issues dealt with at the Council of
Trent, see J. Pelikan, The Christian Tradition. A History of the Development of Doctrine, vol.
4, Reformation of Church and Dogma (1300-1700) (Chicago and London, 1983), pp.
245-303.
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tionship between Latin and the vulgar tongues.” Indeed, after Session IV
(8 April 1546) of the Council, which dealt with the need to define the rela-
tive authority of Church and Scripture as well as the status of the Vulgate
and vernacular translations of the Bible,3* the problem of the vulgar tongue
exclusively was bound up with the issue of the Liturgy.

The most detailed inquiry into the question of liturgical language at the
Council of Trent is to be found in the rulings handed down by Session XXII
(17 September 1562), entitled “On the Sacrifice of the Mass.” In particular,
the relation between Latin and the vulgar tongue in the Liturgy was treated
most fully in Chapter VIII of Session XXII, which aimed to elucidate the
twofold function of the Mass as both Sacrifice and instruction: in other
words, the chapter sought to affirm not only that “the Mass may not be cele-

brated in the vernacular,” but also that “its Mysteries are to be explained to
the people™:3

Though the Mass contains much instruction for the faithful, it has, nevertheless, not
been deemed advisable by the Fathers that it should be celebrated indiscriminately in
the vernacular tongue. Wherefore, the ancient rite of each Church, approved by the
holy Roman Church. . . being everywhere maintained, that the sheep of Christ may

53 1t should be noted that the present study is a logical outgrowth of previous research
devoted to Slavic “language questions” carried out in both Italy and the United States under the
direction of Riccardo Picchio. See Picchio, Studi sulla Question della lingua presso gli Slavi;
Picchio and Goldblatt, Aspects of the Slavic Language Question; H. Goldblatt, “The Language
Question and the Emergence of Slavic National Languages,” in The Emergence of National
Languages, ed. A. Scaglione (Ravenna, 1984), pp. 119—-73; Frick, “Meletij Smotryc’kyj.” On
the language debates which took place at the Council of Trent, see, inter alia, H. Schmidt,
Liturgie et langue vulgarie. Le probléme de la langue liturgique chez les premiers
Réformateurs et au Concile de Trente, Analecta Gregoriana, 53 (Rome, 1950); J. Froger, “Le
concile de Trente a-t-il prescrit de donner des explications en langue vulgaire pendant les
cérémonies liturgiques?,” Ephemerides liturgicae 73 (1959):81-115, 161 -205; A. De Marco,
Rome and the Vernacular (Westminister, Md., 1961), pp. 93—-140; R. Theisen, Mass Liturgy
and the Council of Trent (Collegeville, Minn., 1963); L. Lentner, Volkssprache und Sakral-
sprache. Geschichte einer Lebensfrage bis zum Ende des Konzils von Trient, Wiener Beitriige
zur Theologie, 5 (Vienna, 1964), pp. 197~305.

54 On Protestant arguments defending the translation of the Holy Scriptures into the vulgar
tongue as well as the deliberations of Catholic theologians—carried out in conscious reaction
to the Protestant programs—which led to the decrees adopted at Session IV of the Council, see
Schmidt, Liturgie et langue vulgarie, pp. 23—95. One should note that in the discussions on
vernacular translations, the issue of the Slavic Scriptures, and the part allegedly played by St.
Jerome in their creation, was raised by Thomas Campeggius, Bishop of Feltre (Schmidt, Litur-
gie et langue vulgaire, pp. 82—83). Yet even here the justification for translating the Bible into
the vulgar tongue was presented in /izurgical terms: “Nec etiam abusum habendum censeo,
quod sacri libri vernacula lingua legantur, cum divus Hieronymus Illyrico idiomate missam
ediderit, cuius usum permisit ecclesia Illyricis” (Conc. Trid. 1: 503).

55 “Caput octavum. Missa vulgari lingua non celebretur, eius mysteria populo explicentur”
(Conc. Trid. 8:961).
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not suffer hunger, . . . the holy council commands pastors and all who have the care
of souls that they. . . explain frequently during the celebration of the Mass some of
the things read during the Mass, and that among other things they explain some
Mystery of this most holy sacrifice, especially on Sundays and festival days.5

One can detect in the decrees of Session XXII four important points which
appear to have been equally decisive in the structures of VySens’kyj’s
thought:57

(1) While it is true that the Mass contains instruction, it is in essence a
Sacrifice. For this reason, the Mass may not be celebrated in the vulgar
tongue.8

(2) At the same time, the Church is obliged to use the vernacular for the
purpose of explaining the Mysteries to the people.*®

(3) The use of the vulgar tongue is linked with a particular function and
place in the celebration of the Mass.%0

(4) The vernacular must be employed in accordance with the authority
of the Church.!

The decrees promulgated at Session XXII of the Council represent an
outgrowth of two long series of deliberations which followed Session XIV
(25 November 1551) and Session XXI (16 July 1562).52 One should note

56 English translation partially cited after H. J. Schroeder, Canons and Decrees of the Council
of Trent (St. Louis and London, 1941), p. 148. “Etsi missa magnam contineat populi fidelis
eruditionem, non tamen expedire visum est patribus, ut vulgari passim lingua celebraretur,
Quamobrem, retento ubique cuiusque ecclesiae antiquo et a sancta Romana ecclesia. . . probato
ritu, ne oves Christi esuriant. . .: mandat s. Synodus pastoribus et singulis curam animarum
gerentibus, ut frequenter inter missarum celebrationem vel per se vel per alios, ex his, quae in
missa leguntur, aliquid exponant atque inter cetera Smi. huius Sacrificii mysterium aliquod
declarent, diebus praesertim Dominicis et festis” (Conc. Trid. 8:961).

57 Obviously, our intention at this point is not to suggest any direct influence but rather to
elucidate certain analogies or parallels between the deliberations and decrees adopted at the
Council of Trent and Ivan VySens’kyj’s mode of thought.

58 Or, more specifically, there are parts of the Mass which cannot be chanted in the vulgar
tongue. See, in this regard, Canon IX of Session XXII: “Si quis dixerit. . . lingua tantum vulgari
missam celebrari debere, . . . anathema sit” (Conc. Trid. 8:962). On the use in Canon IX of the
crucial word tantum (rather than nonnisi), see De Marco, Rome and the Vernacular, esp. pp.
127-30.

59 Cf. the title to Chapter VII of Session XXIV (“De Reformatione™): “Sacramentorum virtus,
antequam populo administrentur ab episcopis et parochis explicetur. Inter missarum solemnia
sacrae paginae explanentur” (Conc. Trid. 9:981).

60 ., the sermon (or homily) is to be delivered in the vulgar tongue after the chanting of the
biblical lections but before the Mystery of the Eucharist. One should note, however, that the
exact position of the sermon during the Mass remained an objection of contention at the Coun-
cil. On the meaning of the phrases “inter missarum celebrationem” (Session XXII) and “inter
missarum sollemnia” (Session XXIV), as well as the Tridentine deliberations on the place of
the sermon, see Froger, “Le Concile de Trente,” esp. 16264, 186—89.

61  See Froger, “Le Concile de Trente,” pp. 178-83.

62 For the relevant texts, see Froger, “Le Concile de Trente,” pp. 95—115. Froger has remind-
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that both in the earlier phase of these preparatory deliberations (3 December
155124 January 1552),5 as well as in the discussions that took place more
than a decade later (19 July—16 September 1562),% a starting point was
offered by ten “articles” (that is, programmatic statements) taken from Pro-
testant doctrine, submitted on 3 December 1551, which were prepared for
examination by theologians at the Council precisely because they most
clearly and forcefully rejected the sacrificial character of the Mass and the
sacrament of Orders.5 Of particular interest for both series of deliberations
is Article IX, which dealt with the problem of the vernacular language in
relation to the Protestant notion that, because the Mass was only a memorial
and instruction for the faithful, and not the Sacrifice of the Cross, it must,
by virtue of its essence, be intelligible to the commonality:

The rite of the Roman Church. . . must be condemned; and the Mass must be cele-
brated only in the vernacular, so that everyone understand; and to attribute certain
masses to certain Saints is a fabrication.%6

In response to the Protestant tenet that the Mass must be celebrated “in
the vernacular only,”®’ many participants at the Council of Trent, in both
series of discussions, sought to stress the vital and unique role that Latin
had to play in the liturgical service. For a good number of distinguished
theologians at the Council, such as Josse Ravesteyn and Bartholomaeus de
Miranda, the special status granted to Latin was based on a twofold distinc-
tion in the Mass: in other words, in one part of the Liturgy—more
specifically, in the “type of functions and ministries which are performed by
the priest himself”®® —only a sublime language and “sacred instrument”

ed us to distinguish carefully between the preparatory deliberations of the fathers and the
definitive decrees adopted at the Council (p. 92).

63 See Schmidt, Liturgie et langue vulgaire, pp. 97-119.

64 Schmidt, Liturgie et langue vulgaire, pp. 119-51.

65 Schmidt, Liturgie et langue vulgaire, pp. 97 - 100.

66 “Ecclesiae romanae ritum. ..damnandum esse; missamque non nisi in lingua vulgari,
quam omnes intelligant, celebrari debere; imposturamque esse, certas missas certis sanctis attri-
buere” (Conc. Trid. 7:377). On the relevant texts of Protestant theologians, such as Martin
Luther and John Calvin, and their claim that the vernacular is essential to the nature of the
Liturgy, see Froger, “Le Concile de Trente,” esp. pp. 93—94; De Marco, Rome and the Vernac-
ular, pp. 93-100.

67  See fn. 58 above.

68  “Considerandum igitur duplex esse, quod ad propositum negotium pertinet, genus
officiorum quae in ecclesia apud populum celebrantur, unum quod cum populo agitur ad eius
exhortationem, consolationem et aedificationem, atque hoc certe in ea omnino lingua fieri con-
venit, quam populus intelligit, alioqui quam aedificationem et exhortionem accipere posset
populus, qui sermonem exhortatiorum et aedificatorium sermonem proponi populo in ea lingua
quam non intelligit?. . . Alterum est genus officiorum et ministeriorum, quae ab ipso sacerdote
tanquam populi intercessore et advocato apud Dominum Deum aguntur inter Deum et sacer-
dotem pro populi salute, quae si hactenus cognita sunt populo, ut intelligat pro se fieri supplica-
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such as Latin, in contradistinction to the vulgar tongues, could be “espe-
cially expedient” in maintaining “the majesty of this unspeakable Mys-
tery.”®® Furthermore, in answer to Protestant attacks on the use of Latin,
another distinct but interconnected argument seems to have been of funda-
mental importance for the fathers at the Council: only the preservation of
Latin in the Liturgy could safeguard the unity of the Church which
embraced “many peoples distinguished by a great difference of
language.””° Indeed, inasmuch as exposing the “divine and holy Mysteries”
to numerous translations in the vernacular threatened the very essence of
the Mass, an insistence on Latin represented the defence of a sacred heri-
tage against the onslaught of the Protestant Reformation. Thus here, too,
emphasis on the notion of a sacred linguistic medium, the definition of
language as the essence of a spiritual and cultural community, the preserva-
tion of a language in defence of the faith—all these ideas can be viewed as
essential components in Vy3ens’kyj’s language beliefs.”!

Notwithstanding the considerable attention devoted to the unique role of
Latin in the Liturgy, one should not forget that many fathers at the Council
of Trent felt equally compelled to offer a strong defence of the vernacular
for the “exhortation, consolation, and edification” of the people.”? Indeed,
some of the participants at the Council believed that the use of the vulgar
tongue in the liturgical service deserved special consideration. Especially
noteworthy, in this regard, are the comments of Bartholomaeus de Miranda,
Archbishop of Toledo. Proceeding from the crucial distinction between, on
the one hand, the Sacrifice and certain other parts of the Mass (i.e., the read-
ings of the Epistle and the Gospel) which had to be recited in the Latin
tongue and, on the other hand, those very same parts which had to be

tionem apud Deum Patrem.” (cited after Froger, “Le Concile de Trente,” p. 99). See Schmidt,
Liturgie et langue vulgaire, pp. 103—104; De Marco, Rome and the Vernacular, pp. 107-8,
122-23.

69 “Hac enim secreti ratione et maiestas huius ineffabilis mysterii rectius servatur, et populus
excitatur ut de eo reverentius et maiori cum devotione cogitet. Lingua enim latina, quae in
titulo crucis Domini tamquam quoddam divinum instrumentum est consecrata, mysteriis mis-
sae in occidentali ecclesia celebrandis, maxime convenit” (Conc. Trid. 7: 482).

70 “[Ecclesia in occidentali], quae cum tot gentes magna diversitate sermonis distinctas et fre-
quentissime inter se communicantes brevi terrae spatio complectatur, uno hoc profecto ser-
mone, qui omnibus communis est, in peragendo hoc communionis sacrificio uti debuit” (Conc.
Trid. 7:482). See Schmidt, Liturgie et langue vulgaire, esp. pp. 115-16; De Marco, Rome and
the Vernacular, p. 115.

7! It is noteworthy that, in response to the contents of the above-mentioned Article IX, Caesar
Ferrantius introduced the example of the Slavic Liturgy as proof of the “inconveniences” which
could arise from translating the Mass into the vernacular (Conc. Trid. 8:742). See Schmidt,
Liturgie et langue vulgaire, pp. 122-24.

72 See fn. 68 above.
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explained afterwards in the vernacular, the Spanish archbishop suggested
that Article IX not be considered heretical like all the others.” In his opin-
ion, the use of the vulgar tongue at certain levels of the Liturgy was
required and should have an official character in order that it reach the pub-
lic. In particular, it was necessary during the Mass to “interpret” the Epistle
and the Gospel in the vulgar language.’

It is important to note that, for some participants in the conciliar deli-
berations, the notion of “interpreting” the Epistle and the Gospel in the ver-
nacular went beyond mere “explanation” or “commentary” to include the
idea of “translation” as well.”> Hence, a significant theme in the discussions
at the Council of Trent was whether the sermon (i.e., the “interpretation”)
ought to be accompanied by a literal reading (i.e., “translation™) in the vul-
gar tongue.’® As indicated above, moreover, the particular place of the
sermon—that is, whether it should immediately follow the Gospel
pericopes—also appears to have been a subject of considerable impor-
tance.”” Here as well, therefore, the demand that the vernacular be used in
matters of “interpretation” (i.e., in the sermon), the concern not only for
“explanation” but also for “translation” of the biblical lections,’® and the
attention given to the specific place of the sermon—all were relevant issues
for Ivan VySens’kyj in his efforts to safeguard the Orthodox spiritual tradi-
tion.

One should not forget that among the numerous deliberants who spoke
out (albeit in various ways) in favor of the use of the vernacular in the
Liturgy, one could find at least two participants whose dioceses had well-
developed Slavic liturgical traditions (in Glagolitic), namely, Albert de
Glirici, Bishop of Veglia (Krk), and Mutius Calinus, Archbishop of Zara
(Zadar).”™ While the former sought to defend the status of the vulgar tongue

73 “Alii quoque articuli haeretici sunt: sed nonus non debet, ut alii, damnari de celebratione
missae in lingua: licet canon semper debeat latina lingua et secreto dici, ob mysteria magna, ut
Basilius docet. Alia etiam debent lingua latina legi, sed in concione declarari: in quo major
fructus offertur populo. Quae declaratio necessaria est, et in ecclesia fieri debet” (Conc. Trid.
7:437).

74 One can recognize the views of the Spanish archbishop in the declaration made by a gen-
eral assembly on 4 January 1552: “Et quidam vellet statui a sancta Synodo, quod in missis pub-
licis semper aliqui interpretarentur epistolam et evangelium in lingua vulgari” (Conc. Trid.
7:441).

75 See Froger, “Le Concile de Trente,” esp. pp. 164-65. On the Polish terms used during the
age of Reformation and Counter-Reformation to signify “translation” and “interpretation,” see
Frick, Polish Sacred Philology, pp. 251-52.

76 See Froger, “Le Concile de Trente,” p. 167.

77 See fn. 60 above.

78 See fn. 23 above.

7 See S. Graciotti, “Il pensiero del Polacco Hosius (1558) sull’uso liturgico del volgare
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in the Mass in general terms,* the latter reacted to an anti-vernacular canon
by specifically referring to the use of the Slavic tongue during the celebra-
tion of the Mass in Dalmatia.3! Indeed, especially revealing are the
correspondences in phraseology between Ivan Vy3ens’kyj and Mutius
Calinus, who “did not reprove the custom in Dalmatia, where after the
reading of the Latin Gospel, the vernacular is also added so that these peo-
ples might better be instructed.”8?

%
* Kk

The ideas set forth at the Council of Trent on the nature of and relationship
between sacred and vulgar tongues quickly spread to the major cultural
centers of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. The diffusion of Triden-
tine formulations to the Commonwealth was accomplished, above all,
through the missionary and educational programs of the Jesuit order, which
was taken under special royal protection in 1565. More specifically, the
liturgical solutions reached at Trent were reflected in the writings of such
leading proponents of Counter-Reformation thought in Poland as Cardinal

slavo,” in Studi in onore di Arturo Cronia, Collectanea di Studi sull’Europa Orientale, 7
(Padua, 1967), pp. 229-30. It is also noteworthy that in reaction to Article IX (see fn. 66
above), Paul II Gregorianczi, Bishop of Agram (Zagreb) sought to defend the interests of the
“Eastern churches,” including the dioceses where the “Mass is celebrated in their own
language, which. . .is derived from St. Jerome™: “9. non videtur generaliter damnandum de
lingua vulgari, quia in multis locis, ut est in sua dioecesi, missae eorum lingua celebrantur,
quam dicunt esse B. Hieronymi: et placeret constitui, ut celebrans declararet, lingua vulgari”
(Conc. Trid. 7:443).

80  «“[n 4, cap. ratio quare missa latina lingua celebranda sit, non videtur bona, neque damnandi
qui vulgari lingua celebrant. Et in ecclesia Hierosolymitana sancti sepulchri celebrantur missae
qualibet lingua, quae est sub caelo” (Conc. Trid. 8:766).

81 Tt is interesting to note that Mutius Calinus could also suggest that the Slavic language was
something more than a mere vernacular; indeed, in a letter written to Cardinal Luigi Cornaro
Camerlengo (6 December 1563), the archbishop of Zara sought to underscore the similarities
between the Slavic tongue and Latin: “. . . si ancora perche detta lingua schiava antica non ¢ la
volgare, e materna di quei popoli, anzi & loro cosi oscura, come quasi a nostri idioti Italiani la
Latina” (L. Jeli¢, ed., Fontes Historici Liturgiae Glagolito-Romanae a XIII ad XIX saeculum
[Veglia, 1906}, p. 28).

8 “Multa in canones, et praesertime in eo de non dicenda missa in lingua vulgari; se non
improbare tamen morem in Dalmatia, ut post latinum evangelium subiiciatur etiam vulgare, ut
illae nationes magis instruantur” (Conc. Trid. 3: 1, 385). Cf. Mutius Calinus’s remarks to Car-
dinal Camerlengo (see fn. 81 above): “Ma non fu impedito che secondo I'antico uso, ed univer-
sale di quella Provincia (di Dalmazia) si potessero celebrare fuori della cittd per la Diocesi le
messe e gli uffizi divine nella lingua Schiava antica. . . . Ma perche il mio popolo desiderava
infinitamente, che nelle chiese di certe confraternite (della cittd di Zara) alla messa Latina fosse
restituito 1'uso de quelle Epistoli ed Evangeli in lingua Schiava, supplicai Sua Signoria Illus-
trissima, che si degnasse come Supremo Inquisitore concedere loro questa grazia” (Jeli€,
Fontes Historici, p. 28).
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Stanistaw Hosius, who played a central role in introducing the Jesuits and
inaugurating the Catholic reforms, and Piotr Skarga, the great Jesuit and
royal preacher.33

As Sante Graciotti rightly has pointed out, Cardinal Hosius, who was one
of the five papal legates during the last period of the Council of Trent, not
only could not have offered language views different from those adopted at
Trent but also might have influenced the conciliar deliberations.®* Indeed, it
appears that the definition of Hosius as the resolute opponent of the liturgi-
cal use of the vulgar tongue in all its forms is in certain need of revision.®
In two works published in 1558 and written in direct response to alternative
positions—namely, A Treatise on the Express Word of God® and A Dialo-
gue On Whether It is Fitting that the Chalice be Permitted to
Laymen. . .and the Divine Office be Performed in the Vulgar Tongue®
—Hosius dealt with all major liturgical issues raised during both the early
and later phases of the Council of Trent. These included the special status
of the Latin tongue as a sacred medium, its importance for preserving
Catholic unity and Church order, the problem of intelligibility,®® and,
finally, the question of a Slavic liturgical vernacular for Catholic worship in
Poland.?® One should not forget that these two polemical works, which
stressed the rigid liturgical distinction between sacred and vulgar tongues
but apparently did not preclude the explanation of the biblical readings (i.e.,
the sermon) in the vernacular,”® were quickly translated into Polish under

83 This section of the paper is greatly indebted to David Frick’s highly perceptive treatment
of the problems of biblical translation and liturgical language in Reformation and Counter-
Reformation Poland: see Frick, Polish Sacred Philology, esp. pp. 36—44, 192-93, 202-9. 1
would like to thank Professor Frick for his generous assistance and for graciously allowing me
to make extensive use of the relevant chapters in his book before it went to press.

8 Graciotti, “T! pensiero del polacco Hosius,” pp. 217-20, 229-30.

85 Graciotti, “Il pensiero del polacco Hosius,” pp. 217-20, 229-30. Cf. Frick, Polish Sacred
Philology, pp. 40-44.

86 De expresso Dei verbo. . . libellus (Dilinga, 1558).

87 Dialogus de eo, num calicem laicis,. . .ac divina officia vulgari lingua peragi fas sit
(Dilinga, 1558).

88  Hosius’s insistence that the sacred language of the Liturgy (i.e., Latin) need not be intelli-
gible fully corresponds to the position taken by many participants at the Council of Trent. One
wonders, however, if by suggesting that the language of the Slavic rite is partially unintelligible
even to the priests themselves, Hosius—like Skarga after him—was not implicitly raising the
Slavic language to the status of a sacred tongue: see fn. 98 below. Cf. Frick, Polish Sacred
Philology, p. 204.

89  See, in this regard, B. Otwinowska, “Polski dwuglos o jezyku narodowym w Kosciele
(Hozjusz-Frycz),” in Andrzej Frycz Modrzewski i problemy kultury polskiego Odrodzenia, Stu-
dia Staropolskie, 42, ed. T. Bierfikowski (Wroclaw, 1974), pp. 131 -63; Graciotti, “Il pensiero
del polacco Hosius,” esp. 229-36. Cf. Frick, Polish Sacred Philology, pp. 42-44.

90 Frick has noted that, in response to Protestant claims that 1 Cor. 14 justifies a vernacular
Liturgy, Hosius asserted: “Quid si Pauli prescriptum hoc, magis ad praedicationes, quam ad
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the title Books on the Clear and Pure Word of God®' Thus, as David Frick
has noted, “through this roughly contemporaneous translation, Hosius took
part in the debates not only in Latin but also in Polish.”?

It was stated above that, although scholars often have pointed to the
importance of VySens’kyj’s bitter polemic with Skarga’s On the Unity of
God's Church under One Shepherd regarding the dignity of the Slavic
language and Ruthenian Orthodox cultural tradition,” they rarely have
sought out possible parallels or points of similarity between the Orthodox
monk, who spent most of his adult life on Mt. Athos, and the Polish Jesuit,
who after completing his novitiate was dispatched to the eastern lands of
the Commonwealth and came into frequent contact with various heterodox
sects as well as its Orthodox inhabitants. Yet the fact is that in his
writings—from the Unity of God’ s Church under one Pastor, first published
in 1577, to his Sermons on the Seven Sacraments, which appeared in 1600%
—Skarga offered a vision of the relationship between sacred and vulgar
tongues which, in large part, could have been readily accepted by
Vysens’kyj. Like the deliberants at the Council of Trent and Hosius before
him, Skarga underscored the strict distinction between the Mass—which
was far more than instruction and must therefore be celebrated in a tongue
which was both unintelligible and immutable—and the sermon, which
ought to be celebrated in the vulgar tongue.” Indeed, on the basis of this
fundamental difference, the spiritual leader of Counter-Reformation Poland
not only bemoaned the fact that the Jesuit order had not been better trained
in the Slavic language and had not cultivated a Ruthenian vernacular in the
service of explication and propagation of the faith.% He even implied that

precationes pertinere uidetur?” (Frick, Polish Sacred Philology, p. 43, fn. 30). Cf. Schmidt,
Liturgie et langue vulgaire, pp. 125-35, passim.

91 Ksiegi o jasnym a szczyrym Stowie Bozym (Cracow, 1562). This fact should not escape our
attention when considering possible influences on the language beliefs of Vy3ens’kyj, who
undoubtedly knew Polish well: see fn. 46 above.

92 Frick, Polish Sacred Philology, p. 36.

93 See fn. 13 above.

94 L., the Kazania o siedmi sakramentach (Cracow, 1600). Frick has pointed out that one of
Skarga’s sermons, namely the Kazanie o mszy, “contains his most general and yet complete
statement on the question [of ‘intelligible’ language and the scriptural component of the Mass];
it covers all the specific points made on the use of the Slavonic liturgical language in his On the
Unity of the Church of God under one Pastor. . .” (Frick, Polish Sacred Philology, p. 203).

95 FPrick, Polish Sacred Philology, pp. 203—4.

%  As Skarga notes in his O jednosci Kosciota Bozego. . .: “By§my byli czuyni, mogligmy
dawno szkoly Ruskie mie¢ a wszytkie pisma Ruskie przeyrze€, y w Stowieriskim ich i¢zyku
mieé swoie katoliki éwiczone. Trzeba bylo y na Polski, abo na Ruski iezyk przeklada¢ Ruskim
narodom rzeczy, ku temu stuzace, zeby rychley prawde obaczyli. Dobrze by y do przed-
nieyszych Ruskiego nabozefistva panow vczone posylaé, a onym ich bledy y
niebespieczefistwo vkazowaé” (Gil’tebrandt, Pamjatniki polemideskoj literatury, 2: 499).
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the Slavic tongue, perhaps because it was now unintelligible,” could be
placed—along with Latin, Greek, and Hebrew—among those special and
sacred media in which one could celebrate the Mass.%®

It is thus possible that the author of the statements regarding the
language of the Slavic Liturgy contained in chapter 3 of the Kny#ka could
have had recourse to the precise conceptual formula dealing with the
language of the Liturgy offered by the revised system of post-Tridentine
Catholicism. In other words, Ivan VySens’kyj, the patriotic defender of
Orthodox spirituality, might have found it beneficial to rely on the language
policies of the Catholic Church, as formulated at the Council of Trent and
quickly transmitted to Counter-Reformation Poland, in order to affirm the
unique status of the Slavic language and elucidate its precise relationship to
the vulgar tongue. Further studies should focus not only on the decisive
importance of Counter-Reformation thought for the culture of Orthodox
Slavs from Ruthenia and Muscovy to Serbia and Bulgaria, but also on the
fact that it was precisely the existence and vitality of the spiritual commun-
ity of Orthodox Slavdom which made possible the penetration and spread
throughout that community of ideological clichés elaborated by the Catholic
Counter-Reformation.*®

*
* ok

Nevertheless, VySens’kyj’s position on the liturgical “language question”
seems to have differed sharply from the deliberations which took place at
the Council of Trent in one very important respect. Indeed, it is fair to say

97 In his Kazanie o Mszy Skarga writes: “Rug pierwey Slowieriskim naszym dawnych oycow
iezykiem Msza §. czynili, y dzi§ czynia. Na on czas iezyk ten ktory si¢ tez Bulgarskim zowie,
rozumiany byt dzi§ go ani zaden Bulgar, ani Karwat, ani Moskwa, ani Rusin nie rozumie, az z
wielkiey nauki y pilnosci. Bo tylo w ksiggach on iezyk zostal, a lud prosty insze stowa w
mowe wprowadzit” (cited after Frick, Polish Sacred Philology, p. 204, fn. 38). Cf. fn. 81
above.

98  “Wszytek §wiat Chrzefciarfiski z starodawna Mszey §. nie odprawuie, iedno kila iezykow,
abo Laciriskim, abo Greckim, abo Chaldeyskim, abo Stowieriskim. Nikt od tysigca lat y daley,
swego igzyka, ktorym mowi, do Liturgiey y Mszey nie wnosit, iedno ten z ktorym wiare §.
przyiat” (cited after Frick, Polish Sacred Philology, p. 204, fn. 40).

9 Paradoxically, as Picchio has shown, it was the work of Skarga himself which facilitated
the diffusion of one of the major ideological tools of the Counter-Reformation among the
Orthodox Slavs. His compendium of Cardinal Baronius’s Annales Ecclesiastici (Rome,
1558-1607), first published in 1603 under the title Roczne dzieje koscielne od Narodzenia
Pana Boga naszego lezusa Christusa, not only appears to have circulated in a Russian version
(Baronij) in Muscovite Russia during the “Time of Troubles” but came to be considered an
authoritative writing among both the Old Believers and representatives of the Russian Church.
It was the official version of Baronij published by the Synodal printing house of the Russian
Orthodox Church in 1719 which spread throughout the still-vital cultural community of Ortho-
dox Slavdom and which became one of the most important sources for Paisij Hilendarski’s
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that this apparent distinction testifies to the Athonite monk’s efforts to pro-
vide a traditional and yet peculiarly Orthodox solution to the problem of
liturgical language use in general and of the homily in particular. While it is
true that discussions did occur at Trent concerning the precise place for the
homily,!% all participants in the deliberations appear to have been in agree-
ment that the biblical lections and commentary in the vulgar tongue should
take place “during the celebration of the Mass” 0! but before the “Sacrifice
of the Mass.” None of the church fathers at the Council seems to have pro-
posed that the homily be offered “after the Mass,” that is, following the
celebration of the Eucharist. Yet this is the very idea which the Orthodox
monk VySens’kyj appears to put forward in chapter 3 of the KnyZa:
namely, one is to explain and interpret the Gospel and the Pauline Epistle in
the vulgar tongue after the Liturgy,!9 that is, after the prayer behind the
Ambo.103 According to the Athonite monk, therefore, it seems that the
homily could not interrupt the Liturgy, all parts of which had to be cele-
brated in the Slavic language. -

It is noteworthy that in the structures of VySens’kyj’s thought one can
detect not only a traditional pattern of language speculation stressing the
special role of the Slavic tongue as an instrument of salvation,'% but also a
contemporary attitude strongly opposing the influence of the curriculum in
the new Jesuit schools and the renewed importance given to preaching in
the Ruthenian lands.'®> One should not forget that Ivan Vy3ens’kyj’s

Istorija Slavénobolgarskaja (1762): see R. Picchio, “Gli Annali del Baronio-Skarga e la Storia
di Paisij Hilendarski,” Richerche Slavistiche 3 (1954): 212-33.

100 Je,, for example, immediately following the Gospel pericopes or after the Credo: see fn.
60 above.

101 Te., “inter missarum celebrationem” or “inter missarum sollemnia”; see fn. 60 above. Cf.
Vysens’kyj’s phrasing in chapter 3 of the KnyZka: “Evanhelie i Apostola v cerkvi na liturhii
prostym jazykom ne vyvoralajte” (23).

102 “Po liturhii ¥ dlja zrozumenja ljudskoho poprostu tolkujte i vykladajte” (23).

103 See Father Solovey (The Byzantine Divine Liturgy, pp. 330—31), who points out that,
although the homily is a constituent part of the Liturgy of the Catechumens, in some places it is
delivered not after the Gospel but following the Holy Eucharist. Indeed, he notes, “the custom
of preaching after the prayer behind the Ambo is still prevalent in the Russian-Orthodox
Church” (p. 202). Cf. N. I. Barsov, “Propoved’,” in Enciklopedileskij slovar’, ed. F. A. Brock-
haus and 1. A. Efron (St. Petersburg, 1890), 25:548-49; G. Lenhoff, “Problems of Medieval
Narrative Typology: The Exemplum,” in Gattung und Narration in den dlteren slavischen
Literaturen (Zweite Berliner Fachtagung 1984), ed. K.-D. Seemann (Wiesbaden, 1987), pp.
117-18.

104 See fn. 26 above.

105 Yet, as James Murphy rightly has noted, “It is extremely difficult to discuss in theoretical
terms a movement. . .seeking simplicity. The movement is apparently continuous with the
whole history of the Church. The history of Christian preaching is filled with recurrent cycles
of antipathy to rhetorical form. . . . But all the evidence seems to point to the conclusion that a
purposeful choice of nontheory was regarded by many churchmen, over many centuries, as a



LANGUAGE BELIEFS OF IVAN VYSENS’KYJ 33

comments in chapter 3 of the KnyYka were offered in response not to the
Polish adversaries of Orthodox Ruthenian spirituality but rather to “those
among us” (i.e., among the Ruthenians) who blasphemed against the Slavic
language and its tradition and thereby participated in the work of the
devil.10 Tt thus seems that the Athonite monk felt duty-bound to expose
abuses in the liturgical practices of the Ruthenian “school preachers,”
whose actions threatened the supreme position of the Eucharist by giving
precedence to seductive preaching over self-perfection and salvation.!%” In
VyZens’kyj’s opinion, an exaggerated emphasis on preaching, which was
delivered immediately after the Gospel and gave precedence to the rhetori-
cal skill of the speaker over the apostolic need for instruction, would not
only invalidate the unvarying link between reading and homily authenti-
cated in the early Church but also draw attention away from the unique and
redemptive act of the Eucharistic Sacrifice.!%8

sk
% %k

The present study leads us to conclude that:

(1) It is wrong to suggest that Ivan Vy$ens’kyj’s language beliefs did
not depend on certain well-defined principles or traditions of language
speculation. _

(2) It is incorrect to define either VySens’kyj’s ideas on the “vulgar
tongue” and its relationship to the Slavic language, or the language of his
writings, as conceived primarily under the influence of the Protestant Refor-
mation. While it is true that the motive of intelligibility, found in numerous
texts from the middle of the sixteenth century to justify the use of a
Ruthenian vernacular for homiletic and polemical purposes, may indeed
reflect Protestant ideological schemes, it is clear that the Athonite monk
could not have found a clear exposition in Reformation thought which not

viable way to respond to Christ’s preaching mandate” (J. Murphy, Rhetoric in the Middle Ages.
A History of Rhetorical Theory from St. Augustine to the Renaissance (Berkeley, 1974), pp.
299-300.

106  See Eremin, Ivan Visenkij, p. 23.

107 Vygens’kyj’s attack on the excessive attention given to preaching connected with “Latin
sophistry” would be developed in his later writings, especially in his Poslanie lestnoe i
blagogovijnoi staricy Domnikii (written ca. 1605).

108 In commenting on the situation which still prevails in the Russian Orthodox Church (see
fn. 103 above), Father Solovey has observed that “perhaps the reason for moving the sermon to
the end of the Liturgy was that the faithful, after having heard the sermon after the Gospel, left
the church thus omitting the most important part of the Divine Liturgy—the eucharistic-
sacrificial part. Even St. John Chrysostom complained in his homilies that many Christians
came to church only to hear the grandiloquence of the preacher and, after having heard, left [cf.
Migne, PG, 48, 725]” (Solovey, The Byzantine Divine Liturgy, p. 202, fn. 47).
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only affirmed the uniqueness of a sacred medium but also both rigidly
opposed the indiscriminate use of the vernacular and insisted that the latter
be employed to ensure the intelligibility of Christian people for “simple
people.”

(3) VySens’kyj’s language speculation reflects the traditional teaching of
the Church regarding the use of “sacred” and “apostolic” languages.

(4) In his defence of the sacrality of the Slavic language, as well as the
attempt to define the limits of acceptability to be imposed on the use of a
Ruthenian vernacular, VySens’kyj might have had recourse to the precise
formulaic language of the post-Tridentine Catholic Church.

(5) The language beliefs elaborated at the Council of Trent quickly were
transmitted to the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. VySens’kyj could
easily have become acquainted with these language beliefs in the writings
of both the leading proponents of Counter-Reformation thought in Poland
and his Ruthenian contemporaries. Thus, Catholic language speculation
could have assumed considerable importance in what Vysens’kyj saw as a
defence of the Orthodox spiritual tradition.

(6) Notwithstanding VySens’kyj’s apparent reliance on formulations
linked with the language policies of the post-Tridentine Catholic Church,
the Athonite’s monk’s views regarding the place, nature, and precise func-
tion of the sermon seem to have been in sharp contrast to the position
representative of Catholic Counter-Reformation thought in the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth.

Yale University



The Conflict between the Secular and the Religious Clergy
in Eighteenth-Century Western Ukraine

JOHN-PAUL HIMKA

In the late eighteenth century a conflict between the secular clergy, backed
by the episcopate, and the Basilian religious order was one of the dominant
features of ecclesiastical life in Western Ukraine.! The conflict generated a
daunting body of documentation as the monks and bishops took their cases
to Rome, Warsaw, and Vienna and as the authorities to whom they
appealed tried to sort out the merits of the respective arguments. The
conflict concemed property rights, with the Basilian order and the
episcopate at odds over cathedrals, estates, and even marketplaces. It con-
cerned episcopal jurisdiction, with the bishops working to reassert their
authority over the order. It concerned the selection of bishops, with the
Basilians arguing that only they could provide candidates for episcopal
office. And it concerned the administration of eparchies, as the Basilians
opposed the establishment from the secular clergy of cathedral chapters.
These issues were all logically connected, as the present article will demon-
strate. The conflict broke out in the 1740s and was essentially resolved, in
the secular clergy’s favor, in the 1780s.

The first historical account of the dissension was provided by Mykhail
Harasevych who was not primarily a historian but a consistorial official in
the early nineteenth century. He was still close enough to the conflict for his
Annales Ecclesiae Ruthenae to be permeated by a partisan anti-Basilian
spirit. The Annales even contain a special section entitled “Damna s. unioni
a PP. Basilianis illata. Angustiae cleri saecularis,”? but passages directed

1 An earlier version of this paper was presented at the conference “From Kievan Rus’ to
Modern Ukraine: A Millennium of Growth” sponsored by the Ukrainian Research Program at
the University of Illinois, June 1988. I would like to thank the Social Sciences and Humanities
Research Council of Canada for a grant to study the Greek Catholic Church, 1772-1918, a
research project from which information in this article was drawn. I have profited from the
advice of Sr. Sophia Senyk and Iaroslav Isaievych.

2 Mykhail Harasevych (Michael Harasiewicz), Annales Ecclesiae Ruthenae (Lviv, 1862), pp.
520-39. It is interesting, however, that in 1801, as a member of a crownland commission,
Harasevych supported the Basilians against a group of Polish nobles who tried to remove them
from the Przemy$l (Peremyshl’) gymnasium, which had been entrusted to their care. Mykhail
Malynovs’kyi (Michael Ritter von Malinowski), Die Kirchen- und Staats-Satzungen beziiglich
des griechisch-katholischen Ritus der Ruthenen in Galizien (Lviv, 1861), pp. 416-17.
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against the Basilian order can be found in many places in the work.
Harasevych’s partisan effort had a major influence on subsequent historiog-
raphy. Mykhail Malynovs’kyi, who edited and published the Annales and
who was also a consistorial official (but of a later generation than
Harasevych), wrote his own historical study of the Ukrainian Church in
which the Basilians were treated in exactly the same spirit as in the
Annales.3 The foremost historian of the Ukrainian Uniate Church, Iuliian
Pelesh, was aware that Harasevych’s work was marred by partisanship and
bigotry* with regard to the Basilians, but he found it impossible to liberate
himself from Harasevych’s viewpoint. Except for two sentences praising
the Basilians for educational work, Pelesh’s account of the Basilians is at
least as damning as Harasevych’s and is presented in language no more re-
strained. The major nineteenth-century Polish historian of the Uniate
Church, Edmund Likowski, also accepted Harasevych’s negative view of
the Basilians. In fact, it played an important role in his explanation of why
the Uniate Church was in such a debilitated state when Poland was parti-
tioned at the end of the eighteenth century. He argued that the Basilians
were more responsible for the decay of the Uniate Church than was the Pol-
ish government.’ Wtadystaw Chotkowski, who wrote before the First World
War, had a negative appraisal of the Greek Catholic Church as a whole and
included the Basilians in his condemnation.5

The conflict between the secular and the religious clergy in Western
Ukraine has not been the subject of specialized study by later scholars,’” and

3 Malynovs’kyi, Die Kirchen- und Staats-Satzungen, e.g., p. 226. Although the title page
bears the date 1861, the book was actually published late in 1863 or in 1864.

4 His phrase was: “eine zu ungeschminkte Parteilichkeit und Unbilligkeit.” Tulian Pelesh
(Julian Pelesz), Geschichte der Union der ruthenischen Kirche mit Rom von den aeltesten
Zeiten bis auf die Gegenwart, 2 vols. (Wiirzburg and Vienna, 1881), 2: 480.

5 Edward Likowski, Dzieje KoSciota Unickiego na Litwie i Rusi w XVIII i XIX wieku uwa-
zane gldwnie ze wzgledu na przyczyny jego upadku, 2 vols., 2nd ed., Biblioteka Dziet
Chrzescijariskich (Warsaw and Cracow, 1906), 1: 258 -67.

6 Wiadystaw Chotkowski, Historya polityczna kosciota w Galicyi za rzqdéw Maryi Teresy, 2
vols. (Cracow, 1909), see esp. vol. 2, pp. 43233, 470. Chotkowski’s work had a pronounced
anti-Ukrainian tone. See Ivan Krevets'kyi, “Halychyna v druhii polovyni XVIH st. Ohliad
novykh vydan’,” Zapysky Naukovoho tovarystva imeny Shevchenka (hereafter Zapysky NTSh),
91 (1909):43.

7 See Mykhailo Vavryk, “Bibliohrafichnyi ohliad istorii Vasyliians’koho Chyna za
1935-1950 rr.,” Zapysky ChSVV! Analecta OSBM, ser. 2 (Rome), sec. 2, vol. 3(9), no. 1/2
(1958):237-76; and idem, “Bibliohrafichnyi ohliad istorii Vasylilans’koho Chyna za
1950-1970 1r.,” Zapysky ChSVV/ Analecta OSBM, ser. 2, sec. 2, vol. 7(13) (1971):334-424,
The conflict between the Basilians and the secular clergy is not treated in a Polish scholar’s
recent book on the order: Maria Pidtypczak-Majerowicz, Bazylianie w Koronie i na Litwie.
Szkoly i ksiqzki w dziatalnosci zakonu (Acta Universitatis Wratislaviensis, 779) (Warsaw and
Wroctaw, 1986).
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the anti-Basilian views of the nineteenth- and early twentieth-century his-
torians still prevail by default. The present article is not an attempt to
reverse the prevalent view and take up the cause of those who lost their
struggle at the end of the eighteenth century—the documentary evidence
does not allow this—but an attempt to rewrite the history in a synthetic and
less tendentious manner and with more attention to the inner connections
among the various aspects of the dispute. It also makes use of published and
unpublished sources from the Vatican archives that were unknown to the
earlier historians; these sources, however, do not alter the general outline
of the picture painted by Harasevych and his successors. The article
proceeds in chronological fashion, beginning with the background to the
dispute that broke out in the 1740s; continuing with the efforts of Bishop
Leo Sheptyts’kyi to curb the Basilians, first under Polish rule until 1772,
then under Austrian rule; and ending with the defeat of the Basilians in the
era of Josephinism.

Shortly after the majority of the Ukrainian and Belorussian hierarchs
accepted union with Rome (1596), efforts were made to reform and revive
monastic life. Metropolitan Iosyf Veliamyn Ruts’kyi was the outstanding
figure in this revival; the culmination of his efforts was the consolidation of
the disparate monastic communities into the Basilian order, organized partly
along the lines of Western religious orders (1617).2 The order developed
slowly in the tumultuous seventeenth century but grew rapidly in the
eighteenth (there were only 160180 Basilians in the 1670s but about 1,150
in the 1740s).° Basilians appeared in Western Ukraine only at the turn of
the eighteenth century, when the eparchies of Peremyshl’ (Przemysl), Lviv,
and Luts’k finally accepted the union with Rome (in 1692, 1700, and 1702,
respectively). The West Ukrainian Basilians developed quickly, however,
and in 1739 formed their own “Ruthenian” congregation in Lviv (more
properly called the Congregation of the Protection of the Mother of God).
When in 1743 the Ruthenian congregation formally joined with the
“Lithuanian” (Holy Trinity) congregation, it was nearly double the size of

8 There is an excellent account of Ruts’kyi’s motives and intentions in founding the Basilian
order: Sophia Senyk, “Rutskyj’s Reform and Orthodox Monasticism: A Comparison; Eastern
Rite Monasticism in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in the Seventeenth Century,”
Orientalia Christiana Periodica 48, no. 2 (1982): 406~ 30. A brief survey of the Basilian order
can be found in Petro B. T. Bilaniuk, “Basilians,” The Modern Encylopedia of Russian and
Soviet History, ed. Joseph L. Wieczynski, vol. 47: Supplement (Gulf Breeze, Fla., 1988), pp.
60-65; for a longer, institutional history of the Basilians in Galicia, see Isydor Patrylo, “Narys
istorii Halyts’koi provintsii ChSVV,” Analecta OSBM 17 (1982):43-130.

9 Mykhailo M. Vavryk, Narys rozvytku i stanu Vasyliians'koho chyna XVH-XX st.
Topohrafichno-statystychna rozvidka (Rome, 1979) (= Analecta OSBM, ser. 2, sec. 1, vol. 40),
pp. 1-31.
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the older congregation, with 129 monasteries and almost 700 monks. In this
period of flourishing, the first half of the eighteenth century, the order
boasted a number of schools!® and wealthy benefices. It also acquired two
privileges that were to become bones of contention in the 1740s—-1780s.
The first of these was a piece of legislation—article 6 of the Synod of
Zamo$¢ (1720)—which effectively stipulated that only Basilian monks
could become bishops in the Uniate Church.!! The second privilege,
granted at the union of the Ruthenian and Lithuanian congregations in 1743,
was dispensation from episcopal jurisdiction; Basilians henceforth were to
be subordinate only to their own protoarchimandrite. To complete this pic-
ture of the Basilians on the eve of their conflict with the secular clergy it
only remains to mention that many of them—and some of the most
influential among them—were members of the Polish gentry who changed
from the Latin to the Greek rite to join the order.!2

While the Basilians flourished, the Ukrainian secular clergy languished.
Parish priests were poor!? and uneducated.!* Poverty and ignorance had

10 pidtypczak-Majerowicz, Bazylianie, pp. 28—55. For the story of a particularly brilliant
Basilian theology professor in Lviv, who regularly shamed the Jesuits in public disputations,
see Tyt Voinarovs’kyi, Vplyv Pol’shchi na ekonomichnyi rozvii Ukrainy-Rusy. Istorychno-
ekonomichna rozvidka (Lviv, 1910), p. 17. I am grateful to Iwan S. Koropeckyj for this refer-
ence.

1 Harasevych, Annales, 482—83. For commentary, see Pelesh, Geschichte der Union,
2:475-77.

12 Harasevych, characteristically, put it this way: “Magna ex parte religiosi Basiliani erant
natione Poloni, e ritu latino propter promotiones ad Abbatias et Eppatus Ruthenos vel plane
propter eradicandum ritum Graecum venientes.” Annales, p. 521n. Essentially the same infor-
mation, but modified to suit the author's viewpoint, appears in Likowski, Dzieje, 1:266.
Pidlypczak-Majerowicz, Bazylianie, p. 27, states that “almost half” of the Basilians had origi-
nally been Catholics of the Latin rite but cites no source to support this assertion; moreover, the
same author on p. 167 states that the Basilians “derived above all from the Ruthenian nation.”
See also Pelesh, Geschichte der Union, 2:566; Anton Korczok, Die griechisch-katholische
Kirche in Galizien (Leipzig and Berlin, 1921), pp. 104-5; and Dmytro Blazejovskyj,
Ukrainian and Armenian Pontifical Seminaries of Lviv (1665 —1784) (Rome, 1975) (= Analecta
OSBM, ser. 2, sec. 1, vol. 29), pp. 34-35.

13 Bishop Leo Sheptyts’kyi, writing to the Roman curia in 1761, lamented that barely one
hundred parishes in the extensive Lviv eparchy had endowments of land large enough to sup-
port their pastors: L’vovskaia ruskaia eparkhiia pered stoma lity, opysana po doneseniiu;
podanomu do Rymskoi kurii Preosviashchenniishym L’vom Sheptytskym, Epyskopom
L’vovskym, Halytskym i Kamenetskym, perepechatano iz “Zori Halyts’ koi—Al’ buma na hod
1860 (Lviv, 1860), p. 14.

14 “Parish priests, with few exceptions, knew little more than how to read, write and perform
church rites. Their knowledge of the truths [of the Faith] was usually limited to a superficial
acquaintance with the catechism. It happened that some acquired a higher education, but these
generally left the ranks of the secular clergy and entered the Basilian order, where they could
count on a higher ecclesiastical career.” Likowski, Dzieje, 1:259. For a finely nuanced over-
view of the problem, see Sophia Senyk, “The Education of the Secular Clergy in the Ruthenian
Church before the Nineteenth Century,” Orientalia Christiana Periodica 53, no. 2
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dogged the West Ukrainian clergy for centuries and they were certainly not
introduced by the Basilians. But the Basilians did have some responsibility
for the secular clergy’s inferior status in the mid-eighteenth century. As a
married clergy, the secular Ukrainian clergy was in practice and by tradition
excluded from episcopal office, but it had not been excluded explicitly until
1720 when the Basilians managed to have article 6, reserving the episcopate
to themselves, accepted by the Synod of Zamo$¢. The same synod had
enjoined upon the Basilians the task of establishing seminaries to educate
the secular clergy, but the order did not take this duty seriously.!> More-
over, as the order expanded, it took to acquiring property by the method that
was all too common in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth: expropria-
tion. The order took church land and buildings into its possession, alienating
thus both the secular clergy and the bishops. The alienation of the bishops
from the monks was intensified after 1743, when the monks were exempted
from the bishops’ jurisdiction.

In the mid-1740s the symptoms of discord in the West Ukrainian Church
were unequivocal. Bishops Ieronym Ustryts’kyi (1715-1746) and Onufrii
Shumlians’kyi (1746—1762) of Peremyshl’ had to contend with the Basili-
ans’ pretensions to the episcopal estate of Strashevychi near Sambir.
According to Pelesh, the Basilians took the estate from Ustryts’kyi simply
“on the charge that the bishop had too many estates.”'® The king intervened
on Bishop Ustryts’kyi’s behalf and the monks withdrew; but when
Ustryts’kyi resigned in 1746 and Shumlians’kyi assumed office, the Basili-
ans renewed their claims. In fact, with the help of a mob of peasants, they
occupied the estate. The intervention of the papal nuncio and royal authori-
ties forced the Basilians to withdraw again, but now they laid claim to the
cathedral in Sambir. An uneasy settlement in the bishop’s favor was finally
imposed in 1750.17

(1987). 387—-416. For insight into the material circumstances and cultural level of the clergy of
the Lviv eparchy in the late eighteenth century, see Melaniia Bordun, “Z zhytia ukrains’koho
dukhovenstva L’vivs’koi eparkhii v druhii polovyni XVII v.,” Zapysky NTSh 109
(1912): 3990, and 110 (1912): 55-100.

15 Likowski, Dzieje, 1: 263. Senyk, “Education,” pp. 408~9.

16 Pelesh, Geschichte der Union, 2:684. Pelesh used the archives of the Peremyshl’ consis-
tory in his examination of this property dispute.

17 Pelesh, Geschichte der Union, 2: 683-86. C. ongregationes particulares Ecclesiam Cathol-
icam Ucrainae et Bielarusjae spectantes, vol. 2: 1729-1862, ed. Athanasius G. Welykyj
(Rome, 1957) (= Analecta OSBM, ser. 2, sec. 3), pp. 171-203. Acta S.C. de Propaganda Fide
Ecclesiam Catholicam Ucrainae et Bielarusjae spectantia, vol. 4: 17401769, ed. Athanasius
G. Welykyj (Rome, 1955) (= Analecta OSBM, ser. 2, sec. 3), pp. 52, 55, 58. Audientiae Sanc-
tissimi de rebus Ucrainae et Bielarusjae (1650—1850), vol. 1: 1658—-1779, ed. Athanasius G.
Welykyj (Rome, 1963) (= Analecta OSBM, ser. 2, sec. 3), pp. 125-26. Litterae S.C. de Pro-
paganda Fide Ecclesiam Catholicam Ucrainae et Bielarusjae spectantes, vol. 4: 17301758,



40 JOHN-PAUL HIMKA

In the same period, in 1746 and again in 1747, the secular clergy of Lviv
and Peremyshl’ eparchies submitted complaints to Rome against the monks.
The Basilians, according to the petitioners, were making a mockery of Pope
Benedict XIV’s decree of 1744 (“Inter plures”) which stated that a
monastery had to have at least eight, and preferably ten, monks.!® The Basi-
lians of Western Ukraine had many “monasteries” with only two or three
monks, but to comply formally with church law they simply declared com-
munities in several separate localities to be part of the same monastery. The
secular clergy objected strenuously to this practice because the Basilians
used it as a method to appropriate church property: any residence in which
two or three monks lived was declared monastery property. The implica-
tions of this will be clearer if one considers where small groups of monks
could be found. In the early eighteenth century the cathedrals generally had
a few monks attached, since, as the most educated members of the
Ukrainian clergy, they were the most suitable personnel for the administra-
tion of the eparchy. Sometimes, too, the monks were brought in to parish
churches to minister to the needs of the faithful when suitable secular
priests could not be found; usually these were more important (and hence
more lucrative) parishes. In short, as payment for their services in adminis-
tration and pastoral work, the monks were taking the property—cathedrals
and the better benefices—on which they were stationed. The petition of the
secular clergy of 1747 discussed not only the Basilians’ aforementioned
claims to the Sambir cathedral but to other church property as well: the
cathedrals in Lviv and Peremyshl’ and the parish churches in Butsniv and
Zhovkva. Pope Benedict XIV responded to the secular clergy with a bull
dated 14 August 1747 that called upon the Ukrainian bishops to educate
secular priests and to promote them instead of Basilians to office in the
eparchies. The implication of the pope’s response was that the removal of
the Basilians from the eparchial administration and benefices would remove
the grounds for their claims.'®

The pope’s advice was taken to heart by the bishop who ascended the
throne of Lviv in 1749 and immediately showed himself to be an outspoken
champion of the secular clergy. This was Leo Sheptyts’kyi, a strong and
complex personality, a friend of Poland’s last and most enlightened king, a

ed. Athanasius G. Welykyj (Rome, 1957) (= Analecta OSBM, ser. 2, sec. 3), pp. 235-36.

18 The Congregatio de Propaganda Fide reminded the Basilians of this several times in the
following decade. See, e.g., Litterae, 4: 277, 289, 295-96.

19 Harasevych, Annales, pp. 495, 522—24. See also Supplicationes Ecclesiae unitae Ucrainae
et Bielarusjae, vol. 3: 1741-1769, ed. Athanasius G. Welykyj (Rome, 1965) (= Analecta
OSBM, ser. 2, sec. 3), pp. 68—71, 8889 (the publication and discussion of a very similar peti-
tion from the same secular clergy, but under the year 1748).
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Ukrainian nobleman of Polish culture and—ironically, but inevitably—a
Basilian.?0 The contention between Sheptyts’kyi and his former brothers
broke out on the very day of Sheptyts’kyi’s solemn enthronement, on the
feast of SS. Peter and Paul, 29 June 1749. The Basilians demanded to march
in the procession ahead of the secular clergy; for their arrogance,
Sheptyts’kyi had them excluded from the procession proper and all that the
monks were allowed was to follow behind after the procession, dressed in
their ordinary clothes.?!

At the time of this incident, the Basilians were deeply involved in their
property disputes with the bishop of Peremyshl’ and this may explain why
they left the bishop of Lviv in relative peace for the time being. In 1750,
however, they disengaged from the battle in the Peremyshl’ eparchy,
accepting a mitigated defeat, and in the next year began a series of formal
property suits against the bishop of Lviv that were to continue for some
thirty years.22 At issue were all three of Sheptyts’kyi’s cathedrals and some
of the eparchy’s richest estates. The monks claimed St. George’s Cathedral
in Lviv, where they had assumed pastoral duties during the reign of Leo
Sheptyts’kyi’s predecessor.2® Along with the cathedral, the monks claimed
the income from the biannual fair held on the square next to it; this came to
about 400 Polish zlotys a year.2* The monks also claimed the cathedral in
Kam’’ianets’-Podil’s’kyi and, according to Sheptyts’kyi, even plundered
the ruins of the episcopal residence to obtain construction materials.2
Along with the cathedral in Halych,26 the monks claimed the large estate of
Perehinsko, which was an appurtenance of that cathedral.?’ The parish and
estate of Univ also figured in the monks’ claims. Bishop Sheptyts’kyi con-
ceded to the Basilians the parish of Zhovkva,?® even though the secular
clergy had contested Zhovkva in their petition of 1747.

20 Encykiopedyja Powszechna [Orgelbranda], 28 vols. (Warsaw, 1859—1868), s.v. “Szep-
tycki (Leon Ludwik),” by Jul[jan] B[leszczyriski].
21 From the “Chronologia” of Sheptyts’kyi’s life prepared immediately after his death by his
scribe, Danyil Verkhrats’kyi; printed in Harasevych, Annales, p. 574. There is also a somewhat
oblique reference to this incident, which occasioned “great scandal for the dignitaries and peo-
ple of various estates who gathered for the celebration,” in Sheptyts’kyi’s letter to Rome of
1761, L’vovskaia ruskaia eparkhiia, p. 17.
22 Harasevych, Annales, p. 495.
23 Sheptyts’kyi, L’vovskaia ruskaia eparkhiia, pp. 9-11. Pelesh, Geschichte der Union,
2:673-74. Chotkowski, Historya, 2: 435-38, 445-46. Archivio Segreto Vaticano (hereafter,
ASV), Archivio della Nunziatura di Vienna (hereafter, ANV), 65, pp. 154—55v.

Sheptyts’kyi, L’vovskaia ruskaia eparkhiia, p. 13.
25 Sheptyts’kyi, L’ vovskaia ruskaia eparkhiia, pp. 12, 14.
26 ASV, ANV, 75, pp. 24—25v, 34v—37. Supplicationes, 264 —65.
27 ASV, ANV, 75, pp. 26v—-32.
28 Sheptyts’kyi, L’ vovskaia ruskaia eparkhiia, p. 17.
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Bishop Sheptyts’kyi fought the Basilians’ representations in the curia, at
the Polish and later Austrian court, and in the Galician gubernium. He was
fairly successful in resisting the Basilians’ claims, partly because of the po-
litical conjuncture. His friendship with the reforming King Stanistaw
August Poniatowski assured him of a favorable hearing in Warsaw; and the
“Josephinism” that was already coming to the fore in Vienna during the
reign of Maria Theresa meant that the monks’ pretensions would not arouse
much sympathy at the Austrian court. Still, the final settlement of these pro-
perty disputes was not to occur during Sheptyts’kyi’s lifetime. As the
disputes dragged on, the bishop worked energetically to reorganize his
eparchy to make it more resistant to Basilian influence.

Pope Benedict XIV had already suggested the way forward in 1747; edu-
cate the secular clergy and replace the monks with educated secular priests.
In fact, this policy had already been initiated to some extent by Leo
Sheptyts’kyi’s predecessor, Bishop Atanasii Sheptyts’kyi (1715—1746).%°
Leo Sheptyts’kyi searched out gifted young aspirants to the priesthood and
sent them for higher education, primarily to the pontifical college in Lviv.3
In time, he was able to gather about him a coterie of educated secular
priests who worked with him in the administration of his eparchy. Already
by 1761, it is clear, Sheptyts’kyi was planning to obtain for these priests the
formal status of members of the cathedral chapter (in Ukrainian, krylos or
kapitul[a]; in German, Domkapitel),’! but he proceeded cautiously,
correctly anticipating that his plan would meet with great resistance, partic-
ularly from the Basilians. In fact, it was not until 11 March 1771 that he for-
mally announced the establishment of a cathedral chapter and began to seek
confirmation of his action from the pope and the king of Poland.?? The
Basilians found a powerful ally in the Roman Catholic archbishop of Lviv,

29 Senyk, “Education,” p. 411.

30 According to Ioan Rudovych, Korotka istoriia halytsko-I'vivskoi ieparkhii. Na osnovi
hretskykh zherel i inshykh noviishykh pidruchnykiv, vidbytka z Shematyzmu Arkhiieparkhii
U'vivskoi na r. 1902 (Zhovkva, 1902), p. 46, Sheptyts’kyi also sent students to Rome. But this
is not borne out by Dmytro Blazejovskyj, Byzantine Kyivan Rite Students in Pontifical Col-
leges, and in Seminaries, Universities and Institutes of Central and Western Europe
(1576-1983) (Rome, 1984) (= Analecta OSBM, ser. 2, sec. 1, vol. 43). Blazejovskyj records
twenty-four seminarians from Lviv eparchy who passed through the pontifical seminary in Lviv
during the reign of Leo Sheptyts’kyi (pp. 111—14) and one who attended the pontifical sem-
inary in Vilnius (p. 171).

31 This is evident from his letter to Rome of 1761 which contains historical justification for a
cathedral chapter of the Ukrainian eparchy of Lviv. Sheptyts’kyi, L’ vovskaia ruskaia eparkhiia,
p. 10.

32 The best, most concise account of the complicated history of the cathedral chapter and its
confirmation is Korczok, Die griechisch-katholische Kirche, pp. 56—66. See also Pelesh,
Geschichte der Union, 2: 612-34.
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Wactaw Sierakowski, who used all his influence to prevent a decision in
favor of Sheptyts’kyi’s cathedral chapter. The Basilians and Sierakowski
said that the Eastern Church did not have cathedral chapters or consistories;
therefore, they argued, Sheptyts’kyi was proposing a Latinizing innovation
that could only alienate Eastern Christians and contribute to the mainte-
nance of the schism.3*> One of the members of Sheptyts’kyi’s unconfirmed
chapter, Antonii Levyns’kyi, expressed quite the opposite point of view.
The opposition to the chapter on the part of the Polish hierarchy, he wrote
in a letter in 1773, was a clear example of Latin oppression of the Uniates
and as such might even drive Ukrainian Uniates back into schism.34

In 1772, of course, Lviv came under Austrian rule and the political strug-
gle over the cathedral chapter changed venue from Warsaw to Vienna. This
change was eventually to work in favor of the secular clergy in all respects,
including with respect to the cathedral chapter. The Austrian empress Maria
Theresa was an enlightened absolutist determined to raise the status of the
Greek Catholics, as she renamed the Uniates, and to enforce equality
between the Latin and Greek rites, goals which could only be served by
confirming a Greek Catholic cathedral chapter in Lviv. Her son and co-
ruler, Joseph II, and her and Joseph’s outstanding advisor, Kaunitz, were
deeply distrustful of monastic orders and very concerned to improve

33 A. S. Petrushevych, Svodnaia halychsko-russkaia litopys’ s 1772 do kontsa 1800 hoda, pt.
2 (=Lyteraturnyi sbornyk, 1888) (Lviv, 1889), pp. 139-41. Malynovs’kyi, Die Kirchen- und
Staats-Satzungen, pp. 362—67. ASV, ANV, 65, pp. 167—68. The Vatican at first accepted this
argument. Litterae S.C. de Propaganda Fide Ecclesiam Catholicam Ucrainae et Bielarusjae
spectantes, vol. 5: 1758—1777, ed. Athanasius G. Welykyj (Rome, 1957) (= Analecta OSBM,
ser. 2, sec. 3), pp. 187—88. For additional discussion of the chapter question, see ASV, ANV,
75, pp. 115—-15v, 116v.

3 Levyns’kyi’s letter is a very moving and revealing document, well worth quoting at length:
“...szkoda, ze§my si¢ czego uczyli; bo gdyby$my byli nic tak iak nasi Oycowie nie umieli i
nie wiedzieli, toby$my i tych krzywd, ktére niewinnie ponosimy, nie poznawali, a per conse-
quens nie tylko te nas ponizenie, ale y podwod, iak nasi Oycowie czynili, odbywanie nakoniec
y samey pariszczyzny robi¢ nakazywanie iako glupim y niewiadomym nie bylo nam tak
przykre, iak uciazliwosci teraZnieysze. A ie€li by sie nam byly sprzykrzyly Pariszczyzny y
podwody, to iako prostacy Schizmatycy latwo mogli bySmy byli znaleZé Protekcya u
Moskwy, teraz w caley Europie apprehensia maiacey. I pewnie predzey bysmy ia byli tam
znale#li, iak teraz w Rzymie. Boga prosze, aby mi dal twalo§¢ w Wierze $wigtey y nie
przypuscit na mnie apprehensyi do desperacyi prowadzacey. Ze propter fidem opprimimur a
Moschis, opprimimur wedlug ich zdania sprawiedliwie, iako od nich odszczepieni, y to nam
iest gloriosum et meritorium. Ale ze opprimimur propter Ritum Catholicum a Catholicis, to
wzbudza zal niezno$ny y do tey desperacyi przywodzi.... Szkoda, ze Konfederatom nie
powiodlo sie, boby nas juz moze byli wycigli, y zaspokoili si¢, a tak biig nas biig, a nie
zabiig. . . . Niech si¢ wola Boza dzieie, ia tego tylko boie si¢, aby takowe Latinis in Urbe
poblazanie, a nas za nic mianie, gorszey iak Cerulariusz nieznowito Schizmy.” Ant. Petrushe-
vych, “Akta otnosiashchiiasia do zatverzhdeniia Kapytuly Epyskopskoho Sobora vo L’vovi,”
Halychanyn, bk. 1, no. 1 (1862), p. 141.
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pastoral work, attitudes which would incline them in favor of the arguments
of the bishop and the secular clergy rather than those of the monks. Thus, it
is not surprising that on 15 June 1774 Empress Maria Theresa issued a
decree approving the cathedral chapter in principle and stating that the erec-
tion of the chapter was a most suitable means to promoting the Union.3’
Archbishop Sierakowski traveled to’ Vienna to argue in person against the
empress’s decision and other representations were made, but the empress
did not change her mind on the issue.3® On 17 December 1776 she issued a
resolution stating that she was prepared to confirm the erection of the
chapter, but requested information from Sheptyts’kyi about its organization
and funding. After the information was received and examined, she
informed the bishop on 3 January 1778 that she would confirm the chapter
in the near future.3” But neither the empress nor the bishop lived to see the
final resolution of the issue.

Still, Bishop Sheptyts’kyi was on sure enough ground in the Austrian
period that he could develop his plans further. He worked to end the Basili-
ans’ monopoly of the episcopate. This can be seen partly as an extension of
the establishment of a cathedral chapter; having called into being a stratum
of the secular clergy with higher education, significant responsibility, and
greater ambition, it was natural to allow members of this group the possibil-
ity of advancement to episcopal office. Partly too, of course, the recruitment
of his successors from the secular clergy would help preserve Bishop
Sheptyts’kyi’s work to protect the secular clergy and eparchial property
from the Basilian order. The Basilians continued to argue that bishops could
only be chosen from the religious clergy in the Ukrainian Church,® but on
22 January 1779 the empress declared she had the right to nominate bishops
from either the secular or regular clergy.®

The final aspect of Bishop Sheptyts’kyi’s program of action was the
reassertion of episcopal jurisdiction over the order. In 1770 he appealed to
the Congregatio de Propaganda Fide to protect his right to grant the impri-
matur to Basilian publications.?* He went much further in the Austrian
period. In March 1774, both he and the bishop of Peremyshl’, Atanasii
Sheptyts’kyi, appealed to the Austrian government for the complete

35 Harasevych, Annales, p. 556.

36 Korczok, Die griechisch-katholische Kirche, p. 62.

37 Korczok, Die griechisch-katholische Kirche, p. 62. Harasevych, Annales, p. 556.

38 ASV, ANV, 65, pp. 166—67; see also 75, pp. 113-20v.

39 Pelesh, Geschichte der Union, 2:627. Petrushevych, Svodnaia halychsko-russkaia litopys,
p- 124.

40 Litterae, 5:163.
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resubordination of the Basilian order to episcopal authority.*! The Basilians
protested strenuously against this reform,*? which would seriously have
undermined their position, particularly with respect to the property disputes.
The matter was not resolved until the Josephine era.

By the late 1770s, Bishop Sheptyts’kyi was also making headway in
Rome. On 13 March 1779, the Congregatio de Propaganda Fide wrote to
him, condemning in strong terms the cupidity and pretensions of the Basili-
ans and urging the bishop to stand firm and maintain his authority.*> Bishop
Sheptyts’kyi thanked the congregation on 12 May 1779,* and within two
weeks passed away.

With the death of Bishop Leo Sheptyts’kyi, the question of whether only
Basilians could be elevated to the episcopal dignity was posed concretely
and acutely.*> Empress Maria Theresa nominated Petr Biliansky, a secular
priest, in fact, canon (Dombherr) of the Lviv cathedral chapter. The Basilians
resisted the nomination fiercely, both in Vienna and Rome, but only suc-
ceeded in delaying, not preventing, his consecration. The Vatican tried to
make Biliansky enter the order pro forma, but he altogether refused; for a
long time he even refused to request a dispensation from the monastic pro-
fession, as provided for by article 6 of the Zamo$§¢ synod. Biliansky wanted
to force the point that a secular priest could become bishop. And, on 23
September 1781, already during the reign of Emperor Joseph II, he did
become the first candidate from the secular clergy to be elevated to
episcopal rank in the Ukrainian Catholic Church.4® This settled the issue
once and for all. Although the Basilians reiterated their claims to the Lviv

41 Petrushevych, Svodnaia halychsko-russkaia litopys’, pp. 56-60. Malynovs’kyi, Die
Kirchen- und Staats-Satzungen, pp. 348—51.

42 Malynovs’kyi, Die Kirchen- und Staats-Satzungen, p. 351. ASV, ANV, 65, pp. 159-65v.
At one point (p. 163v), the Basilians even advanced the curious argument that it was better to
have the monks exempt from episcopal authority in case a Greek Catholic bishop should
become a schismatic (Orthodox).

43 Harasevych, Annales, pp. 536~37. Also in ASV, ANV, 65, p. 153. Partially quoted also in
Pelesh, Geschichte der Union, 2: 567.

44 Harasevych, Annales, pp. 537~38. ASV, ANV, 65, pp. 153-53v.

45 Litterae S.C. de Propaganda Fide Ecclesiam Catholicam Ucrainae et Bielarusjae spec-
tantes, vol. 6: 17781790, ed. Athanasius G. Welykyj (Rome, 1957) (= Analecta OSBM, ser.
2, sec. 3), pp. 56, 59.

4 Modern Encyclopedia of Religions in Russia and the Soviet Union (forthcoming), s.v.
“Biliansky, Petr,” by John-Paul Himka. Litterae, 6:56, 5961, 67—68, 72, 88—91, 104-5,
114-15, 118-19. Further documentation of the controversy over Biliansky’s nomination can
be found in Epistolae metropolitarum, archiepiscoporum et episcoporum, vol. 8: Epistolae
Jasonis Junosza Smogorzevskyj Metropolitae Kiovensis Catholici (1780-1788), ed. Athanasius
G. Welykyj (Rome, 1965) (= Analecta OSBM, ser. 2, sec. 3), pp. 245-75.
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episcopate during the vacancies of 1798 and 1805—-1806, nothing came of
these efforts.4”

The property disputes between the Basilians and the bishops and secular
clergy were also settled definitively. On 17 April 1779, just weeks before
his death, Bishop Sheptyts’kyi received a favorable settlement from the
Austrian authorities; the Lviv and-Halych cathedrals and their appurte-
nances were declared the property of the bishop, not of the monks. On
30 November 1780 the Basilians were ordered to leave St. George’s
Cathedral; although some remained in the buildings until 1817, the issue
had been basically settled.*®

In 1781-1782 and 1786 Joseph II subordinated Austrian monks in gen-
eral and the Basilians in particular to the authority of the hierarchy.*® With
this legislation, almost all that Bishop Leo Sheptyts’kyi had pressed for dur-
ing his lifetime was brought to fruition. The only outstanding issue was that
of the cathedral chapter, which had been on the verge of settlement in 1778.
This was not settled definitively in the Josephine period; in fact, Vienna did
not finally confirm Greek Catholic cathedral chapters for Lviv and
Peremyshl’ until 1813 and 1817, and Rome not until 1864.5° However, by
the early 1780s the issue of the cathedral chapter had developed a new set
of complications that had nothing to do with the Basilians. The Basilians
lost power completely in the 1780s. Emperor Joseph II, as is well known,
closed many monasteries of many orders throughout the Habsburg monar-
chy. The Basilians of Galicia were not able to avoid the common fate and

41 Pelesh, Geschichte der Union, 2:633-34. Malynovs’kyi, Die Kirchen- und Staats-
Satzungen, pp. 405-16; see also pp. 46685 for a document of the metropolitan ordinariate
from 1830 still discussing the question whether only monks can become bishops in the Eastern
Church. After the death of the Peremyshl’ bishop Maksymylian Rylo in 1794, a Basilian was
not to assume the episcopal dignity in Western Ukraine until 1899 when Andrei Sheptyts’kyi
became bishop of Stanyslaviv. The leading Ukrainian newspaper of the time, Dilo, warned that
this would bring about a “repetition of that period in the history of the Uniate Church when the
order of St. Basil the Great stood at the head of the white clergy and brought the clergy to that
miserable state from which Austria finally delivered our church.” “Halytskii mytropolyt,” Dilo
20, no. 7 (1899): 1.

43 Harasevych, Annales, pp. 551, 557. Petrushevych, Svodnaia halychsko-russkaia litopys’,
p- 138. Malynovs’kyi, Die Kirchen- und Staats-Satzungen, pp. 382—84. Chotkowski, Historya,
2:468-69. In 1780 the monks were also ordered to retumn to the bishop all documents relating
to the property of the Lviv bishopric, but no documents were handed over until 1786. Rumors
circulated that most of the papers of the former St. George’s Monastery were turned over to the
monastery in Pochaiv. The cathedral in Kam™’ianets’-Podil’s’kyi was not at issue here, because
Kam’ianets’ was under Polish rule. In 1795 it would pass under Russian rule and the Union
would be violently eliminated.

49 Petrushevych, Svodnaia halychsko-russkaia litopys’, p. 155. Pelesh, Geschichte der
Union, 2: 736. Harasevych, Annales, p. 610.

50 Korczok, Die griechisch-katholische Kirche, pp. 65—66.
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suffered substantial reduction. Joseph thought to leave them with only six
monasteries, but in the end they were able to rescue fifteen.’! Still, they
ceased to be an influential factor in the West Ukrainian Church; indeed,
they entered upon a period of grievous decline, which was not to be inter-
rupted until a major reform was undertaken in 1882, a century after they
had lost their struggle with the secular clergy.

University of Alberta

51 Vavryk, Narys, p. 56. Forty-two Basilian monasteries had passed to Austria in 1772.

Pidtypczak-Majerowicz, Bazylianie, p. 23.



The Kachkovs’kyi Society and the National Revival
in Nineteenth-Century East Galicia*

PAUL ROBERT MAGOCSI

Most Slavic peoples, including Ukrainians, experienced a national revival
in the nineteenth century. At the time, the vast majority of Ukrainians
(approximately 85 percent) lived in the tsarist Russian Empire, with the
remainder living within the neighboring Austro-Hungarian Empire.
Although numerically smaller than their brethren in the Russian Empire,
Ukrainians in politically more liberal Austria-Hungary had much greater
opportunities to develop a national revival. This began seriously during the
revolutionary years of 1848—1849, blossomed during the 1880s and 1890s,
and finally culminated in the first decade and a half of the twentieth century.
Of the Ukrainian-inhabited lands in the Austro-Hungarian Empire, it was
most especially in the largest region—roughly the eastern half of the Aus-
trian province of Galicia—that the national revival was played out in full
force.!

In the course of the national revival, cultural organizations played a cru-
cial role in transmitting cultural and national awareness from the educated
elite—the intelligentsia—to the peasant masses, who made up nearly ninety

*

The period of national revival in late nineteenth-century East Galicia is marked by potential
confusion about the terminology used by local writers in describing the East Slavic population.
The terms russkyi, rus’kyi, rusyn, ukrains’kyi are among those most frequently encountered,
some or all of which may be synonyms, depending on the ideological convictions of the author.
In an attempt at consistency and the avoidance of undue confusion, I have decided to render
russkyi, rus’kyi, and rusyn as Rus’; ukrains’kyi as Ukrainian; and the less frequent rosiis’kyi as
Russian, Also, in an attempt to cut down on lengthy repetitions in the footnote references, the
organizational name, Obshchestvo im. Mykhaila Kachkovs’koho, will be rendered by the ini-
tials OMK.

For transliteration, a modified Library of Congress system is used. Personal names of Gali-

cian Rus’ activists are rendered in modern Ukrainian. Titles of works by Old Ruthenians (writ-
ten in the “historic” Galician Rus’ language) follow the Library of Congress transliteration,
with the following additions: 6 =6; b=1; and u=9.
! For a useful introduction to the Ukrainian national revival in East Galicia during the second
half of the nineteenth century, see Ivan L. Rudnytsky, “The Ukrainians in Galicia Under Aus-
trian Rule,” in Andrei S. Markovits and Frank E. Sysyn, eds., Nationbuilding and the Politics
of Nationalism (Cambridge, Mass., 1982), pp. 23—~67. For further literature on the subject, see
the bibliographical essay by Paul R. Magocsi, in ibid., pp. 255—-320, and the more extensive
discussion in idem, Galicia: A Historical Survey and Bibliographic Guide, 2nd ed. (Toronto,
1985), esp. pp. 116-73.
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percent of Galicia’s Ukrainian population. The first modern Ukrainian cul-
tural organizations came into being in 1848, when the Galician-Rus’ Maty-
tsia and a Chair of Rus’ Language and Literature at the University of Lviv
were established. That same year also witnessed the establishment of the
first Ukrainian newspaper, Zoria halyts’ka (1848—57), and the beginnings
of a fund-raising drive to create a National Center (Narodnyi Dim), which
was opened in 1849. During the next half century, several other Ukrainian
cultural organizations came into being, including university chairs, a wide
variety of publications in all fields, and an unofficial academy of sciences
known as the Shevchenko Scientific Society.

Yet among all these cultural organizations, the most influential for the
national revival were those that reached directly into the villages, where
they had an impact on the daily lives of peasants. In Ukrainian-inhabited
Galicia there were two such popular-education societies, the Prosvita
Society (Tovarystvo “Prosvita”) established in 1868 and the Kachkovs’kyi
Society (Obshchestvo Kachkovs’koho) established in 1874. Each lasted
until the outbreak of World War I and even beyond, so that both were
active throughout the whole era of the Galician-Ukrainian national revival.

Despite the importance of both the Prosvita Society and the
Kachkovs’kyi Society for the development of a national consciousness in
Ukrainian Galicia, only Prosvita has been analyzed with any seriousness.?
In an effort to correct that imbalance, this essay provides at least the broad
outlines of the history of the Kachkovs’kyi Society from its establishment in
1874 until the outbreak of war in 1914, that is, during the period which
coincides with the height of the Ukrainian national revival in East Galicia.
Following a review of existing literature on the subject, the focus of atten-
tion rests on the establishment and structure of the Kachkovs’kyi Society,
its activity, and its historical evolution and ideology.

LITERATURE AND SOURCES ON THE KACHKOVS’KYI SOCIETY

The scant secondary literature on the Kachkovs’kyi Society is limited pri-
marily to works published before 1910. Of this material, the most extensive
includes a memorial book published on the twenty-fifth anniversary of the
society’s activity (1899) and a rare and virtually inaccessible history by
P.O. Goptsus published in the Russian Empire at the outset of the twentieth
century.? Besides these early works, all that remains are a few short articles

2 Magocsi, Galicia, pp. 37 and 144.

3 0. A. Monchalovskii, Pamiatnaia knyzhka v 25-1ftnii iuvylei Obshchestva ymeny Mykhaylo
Kachkovskoho, 1874 — 1899, Izdanie OMK, no. 285 (Lviv, 1899); P.O. Goptsus, Zarubezhnaia
Rus’ v bor’be za svoiu natsional’ no-kul’turnuiu samobytnost’: Narodnoprosvetitel’ naia
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and encyclopedic entries on Mykhail Kachkovs’kyi in which the society
named after him is mentioned, 4 some comments on the society in more
general studies that deal with the so-called Russophile movement in Gali-
cia,’ and passing references to the society in general histories® and in
memoirs or essays by contemporaries, whether by visitors from the Russian
Empire like Mykhailo Drahomanov and Elizaveta de Vitte’ or by local Gal-
ician activists like Mykhailo Pavlyk, Ivan Franko, and Kost’ Levyts’kyi.?
There are several reasons for the dearth of literature on the
Kachkovs’kyi Society. While individual histories of other Old Ruthenian
and Russophile cultural organizations in Galicia have been published,® the
Kachkovs’kyi Society, with its more populist and less “scholarly” concerns,
seemed less important. For other reasons, the society has been of little con-
cern to both Soviet and non-Soviet Ukrainian historians writing in the
period since World War II. They simply have disregarded the earlier
assessment of Franko—that the Kachkovs’kyi Society “published a series

deiatel'nost’ Obshchestva imeni Mikhailo Kachkovskogo v Galitskoi Rusi, osnovannogo
prosvetitelem ee o. loannom Naumovichem (Poltava, 1909).

4 Afanasii Vasil’ev, “Mikhail Alekseevich Kachkovskii i obshchestvo ego imeni na Galitskoi
Rusi,” Izvestiia Sankt-Peterburgskogo slavianskogo blagotvoritel’nogo obshchestva, vol. 5
(1888), reprinted in his Zarubezhnaia Rus’ (Petrograd, 1905), pp. 1-6, and in Russkaia beseda
1, no. 8 (1895):99-108; J. Hejret, “Spolek Michaila Katkovského,” Ceska osvéta, no. 10
(Prague, 1909); and the most recent, Jarostaw Moklak, “Mychajlo Kaczkowskij i czytelnie jego
imienia na L.emkowszczyznie,” in Magury '87 (Warsaw, 1987), pp. 5264,

The longest encyclopedic entry on Kachkovs’kyi with a description of the society is in the
tsarist Russian Entsiklopedicheskii slovar’, vol. 14a (St. Petersburg, 1895), pp. 814—15. It is
interesting to note that the most important pre-World War I Polish encyclopedia, Samuel
Orgelbrand’s Encyklopedja powszechna (Warsaw, 1898—-1912), did not carry any entry on
Kachkovs’kyi, but that the analogous Czech encyclopedia did include a brief entry on him by
the Prague specialist on Ukrainian affairs, FrantiSek Rehot, Omiv slovnik naucny, vol. 13
(Prague, 1898), p. 729.

5 Mykola Andrusiak, Narysy z istorii halyts’koho moskvofil’stva (Prague, 1935), pp. 42—45;
Stefan A. Fentsik, “Galitsiia,” Karpatskii svet (Uzhhorod), 1, no. 10 (1928): 380-82.

6  Omelian Ohonovskii, Ystoriia lyteratury ruskoy, vol. 2 (Lviv, 1889), pp. 89-90; Filipp L.
Svistun, Prikarpatskaia Rus’ pod viadeniem Avstrii (1896), 2nd rev. ed. (Trumbull, Conn.,
1970), pp. 417-18.

7 Mykhailo Drahomanov, “Avstro-rus’ki spomyny” (1889-92), in his Literaturno-
publitsystychni pratsi, vol. 2 (Kiev, 1970), esp. pp. 254~57; Elizaveta de Vitte, Puteviia
vpechatleniia s istoricheskimi ocherkami: Leto 1903 g., Bukovina i Galichina (1904), 2nd ed.
(Bridgeport, Conn., 1977), esp. pp. 226 —44.

8  Mykhailo Pavlyk, “Pro rus’ko-ukrains’ki narodni chytal’ni” (1887), in his Tvory (Kiev,
1985), pp. 233-35; Ivan Franko, “Narys istorii ukrains’ko-rus’koi literatury do 1890 r.”
(1910), in his Zibrannia tvoriv, vol. 41 (Kiev, 1984), pp. 331 and 420; Kost’ Levyts’kyi,
Istoriia politychnoi dumky halyts’ kykh ukraintsiv 18481914, pt. 1 (Lviv, 1926), pp. 146—47.
9  For instance, the Stauropegial Institute has an extensive literature, while the Galician Rus’
Matytsia and National Home are each the subject of at least one major study. See Magocsi,
Galicia, pp. 35—-36.
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of books that were important for the practical life of the peasantry”!? —and
the conclusion of Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi regarding the national orientation
that the Kachkovs’kyi Society epitomized: “The so-called ‘provincial
Muscophiles’. . . are in no way Muscovites or Russians despite what their
Lviv critics may say; they are simply Old Ruthenians—that is, Ukrainians
also, even if they have old-fashioned and strange views. . . . They are a very
useful force whether in economic or political work, and without them one
cannot carry on any work in the countryside, because they are the real
power among the local intelligentsia.”!! Instead, most Soviet and non-
Soviet Ukrainian historians seem intent on dismissing the Kachkovs’kyi
Society outright, or at best in criticizing it for its supposed Russophile, con-
servative, clerical, tsarist, and, worst of all, “anti-revolutionary” tenden-
cies.!? It is only in the past few years that two Canadian specialists on
Ukrainians in Galicia have called for a reassessment of the Kachkovs’kyi
Society and for a dispassionate analysis of its historic role.!3

Unpublished sources on the Kachkovs’kyi Society are held in the Central
State Historical Archive in Lviv. Colleagues who have recently reviewed
the archival fond devoted to the organization report that it only contains
minutes and reports similar to those available in published sources.!* This
study is based on materials in the contemporary press from the time of the
establishment of the Kachkovs’kyi Society in 1874 until its first demise fol-
lowing the outbreak of World War I in 1914,

Although the society never had its own newspaper or journal, several
periodicals provided systematic coverage of its activity. In this regard, the
most important were the newspapers Slovo (Lviv, 1861-87), Chervonnaia

10 Franko, “Narys istorii,” p. 420. See also the positive assessment of Andrusiak, Narysy z
istorii, pp. 42—45.

11 Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi, “Konets’ rutenstva,” Literaturno-naukovyi vistnyk, 40 (Kiev and
Lviv, 1907), p. 139.

12 The Kachkovs’kyi Society is given a negative assessment in a brief entry in the non-Soviet
Ukrainian Entsyklopediia ukrainoznavstva, vol. 5 (Paris and New York, 1966), p. 1807, while
neither it nor Kachkovs’kyi himself have any entry at all in either the first or second editions of
the Ukrains’ka radians’ka entsyklopedia (Kiev, 1959—-65 and 1977-85) or the Radians’ka
entsyklopediia istorii Ukrainy (Kiev, 1969—-72).

13 John-Paul Himka, Socialism in Galicia: The Emergence of Polish Social Democracy and
Ukrainian Radicalism (1860—-1890) (Cambridge, Mass., 1983), p. 42, mentions the “progres-
sive qualities” of Russophilism. Stella M. Hryniuk, in her “A Peasant Society in Transition:
Ukrainian Peasants in Five East Galician Countries, 1880—1900” (Ph.D. diss., University of
Manitoba, 1984), esp. pp. 175—79, after discussing in some detail the Kachkovs’kyi Society’s
activity at the local level, suggests that “it is possible that its contribution to Ukrainian enlight-
enment in East Galicia has been underestimated.”

14 The Lviv archival fond in question is 182: “Materialy ob organizatsionnoi i propagan-
distskoi diiatel’nosti Obshchestva im. M. Kachkovskogo” (1879~-1909). I am grateful to Dr.
Stella Hryniuk, who reviewed the fond at my request.
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Rus’ (Lviv, 1888-91), and Halychanyn (Lviv, 1893—-1913), which carried
once each year the full texts of the Kachkovs’kyi Society’s annual reports
(otchety) as well as descriptions throughout the year of the activity of the
society’s affiliates. Four other periodicals—Nauka (1871-99, 1902-14),
Russkaia rada (1871-1912), Russkoe slovo (1890-1914), and Golos
naroda (1909-1915)—were less systematic in reproducing the annual
reports, but they did provide detailed descriptions of the society’s annual
meetings and other activity throughout each year. Thus, the contemporary
Galician press provides extensive data to trace the history and development
of the Kachkovs’kyi Society.

THE ESTABLISHMENT AND STRUCTURE
OF THE KACHKOVS’KYI SOCIETY

The idea to establish the Kachkovs’kyi Society originated with the
Reverend Ivan Naumovych (1826-1891), a Greek Catholic priest in the
town of Skalat not far from the Russian border. Naumovych was already
well known throughout Ukrainian-inhabited Galicia as the author of several
widely read short stories and plays and as the founding editor of the popular
journal for rural domestic affairs, Nauka. In short, Naumovych’s influence
and popularity were based on the fact that he knew how to reach the Gali-
cian Ukrainian peasantry, not only to speak their language but to respond to
their needs. He was a classic populist, whose primary life goal was to raise
the cultural level of the Galician Ukrainian masses by working with them
and at their level, or in his words, by going to the people (k narodam).!>
Indeed, two other cultural organizations were already in existence; the
Galician Rus’ Matytsia from 1848 and the more recent Prosvita Society
from 1868. However, the Matytsia limited itself to publishing an irregular
and rather esoteric scholarly journal, while Prosvita, which was established
to correct the Matytsia’s isolation, did not (at least initially) do much better.
For instance, during its first eight years of existence, only 564 persons

15 Naumovych’s role was even recognized by his adversaries, such as the socialist and
Ukrainophile activist Mykhailo Paviyk. Otherwise opposed to the conservative, clerical,
Orthodox, and pro-Russian views of Naumovych, Pavlyk could nonetheless write that Naumo-
vych “rendered a great service in the enlightenment of the Rus’ people of Galicia!. . . because
despite himself he cleared the Galician ground for true Ukrainophilism, even more so than
most certified populists, since he readied the masses of our people for Ukrainianism.”
M. Pavlyk, Moskvofil’ stvo ta ukrainofil’ stvo sered avstro-rus’ koho narodu (Lviv, 1906), p. 45.

On Naumovych’s career, see the two biographies by, respectively, his Old Ruthenian and
Russophile ideological descendants: O. A. Monchalovskii, Zhyt' e i diiatel’ nost Ivana Naumo-
vycha (Lviv, 1899) and Vasilii R. Vavrik, Prosvititel’ Galitskoi Rusi Ivan G. Naumovich (Lviv
and Prague, 1926).
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joined Prosvita, whose high dues and cost of publications closed out the
peasant masses, making it just another cultural society “for the intelli-
gentsia.”16

It was in these circumstances that the newly elected deputy to the
national parliament in Vienna (1873), Ivan Naumovych, decided to act.
While his new position did not garner for his people any concrete advan-
tages from the Austrian government, it did give him a chance to interact in
Vienna with leaders of other Slavic national revivals.

Generally, it is thought that the Galician Ukrainian national revival
looked to the Poles, the Serbs, and most especially the Czechs to point the
way. While this is true in general, in the case of Naumovych he found
encouragement in the Slovenes, numerically the smallest Slavic people in
the Habsburg Empire, divided geographically and administratively between
Carniola and five other Austrian provinces. From Slovene representatives
in Vienna, Naumovych learned of their struggle for national survival in the
face of Germanization, and he was particularly impressed with the popular
Slovene cultural society known as the Society of St. Hermagoras (Druzhba
sv. Mohorja). This was actually a publishing house whose members
(23,000 in the mid-1870s) guaranteed through their annual dues the publica-
tion of books in Slovene that no commercial publisher would be willing
financially to underwrite.!” Thus, reasoned Naumovych, if the numerically
small Slovenes could survive in the face of German influence, so, too, could
the Rus’ people of Galicia stand up to the Poles.!®

With the Slovene model in mind, Naumovych turned first to the Galician
Rus’ Matytsia and Prosvita Society, recommending that they dissolve them-
selves, join forces, and create a single publishing house. When his proposal
was rejected, he decided instead to form a new cultural organization. On 20
August 1874, he summoned a group of Galician-Rus’ patriots, not to the
Polish-dominated provincial capital of Lviv, but to the small town of Kolo-
myia tucked in the Carpathian Mountain valleys of southeastern Galicia.
About 300 people gathered in Kolomyia, half of whom were peasants from

16 Mykhailo Lozyns’kyi, Sorok lit diial’ nosty ‘Pros’vity’ (Lviv, 1908), p. 10.

17 For an introduction to the Hermagoras Society in the context of similar organizations, see
Stanley B. Kimball, The Austro-Slav Revival: A Study of Nineteenth-Century Literary Founda-
tions, Transactions of the American Philosophical Society, vol. 63, pt. 4 (Philadelphia, 1973),
p. 66.

18 On the influence of the Slovenes on Naumovych, see his statements in “O obshchestvi
Mykhayla Kachkovskoho,” Russkaia rada (Kolomyia), 5, no. 24 (1875): 190, and “Poslanie k
vsim nashym chlenam OMK y dobr§m liudam, shchyrfm Rusynam!,” Kalendar OMK na hod
prostyi 1885 (Lviv, [1884)), pp. 69—71; as well as O. A. Monchalovskii, “Rich, proiznesennaia
v heneral’nom sobraniy chlenov OMK, 17 (29) sentiabra v Temopoli,” Slovo, 29 September
and 2 October 1884, pp. 1-2 and 1-2,
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the local countryside, to form what became known as the Mykhail
Kachkovs’kyi Society (Obshchestvo im. Mykhaila Kachkovskoho).

But why was the new society named after Mykhail Kachkovs’kyi?
Kachkovs’kyi (1802—-1872) was an Austrian civil servant, who in 1848
began a rather uneventful career as a judge at the district court in Sambir,
where he acquired a reputation for defending peasants whenever disputes
with manorial landlords were brought before him regarding forest and pas-
ture rights.!® Unmarried and with no other family obligations, he attained a
certain amount of wealth which he used to support a few important publica-
tions in the late 1850s. In 1861, he provided funds for the establishment of
the newspaper Slovo, which for nearly two decades was to be the authorita-
tive organ of the Old Ruthenian orientation in Galician Ukrainian society;
then, in 1871, he provided funds to help Naumovych publish a popular jour-
nal (Nauka) and newspaper (Russkaia rada) written in the vernacular.
When Kachkovs’kyi died unexpectedly a few months after his retirement in
1872 while on a trip to the Russian Empire, he left in his estate the sum of
60,000 guldens to the National Center (Narodnyi Dim) in Lviv for the “pub-
lication of books for the spiritual welfare of the Rus’ people.”?® Two years
later, Naumovych thought that by naming his new society after
Kachkovs’kyi and by carrying out the publication goals of the deceased’s
will, the fledgling organization would surely be guaranteed the endowed
funding. Even though the matter was contested in Austrian courts for over
a decade, in fact the National Home never released the funds, so that the
society named for him never received any income from the Kachkovs’kyi
estate.?!

With no funding from the Kachovs’kyi estate or, with a few exceptions
very much later, any funding from the Austrian central or Galician provin-
cial governments, the Kachkovs’kyi Society had to survive solely on sup-
port from its own members. Moreover, since the vast majority of those

19 For further details on Kachkovs’kyi, see the only significant biography, Bohdan A.
Didytskii, Mykhayl Kachkovskii y sovremennaia halytsko-russkaia lyteratura: Ocherk
biohrafycheskii y ystoryko-lyteraturn$i (Lviv, 1876); on the backround to forming the
Kachkovs’kyi Society, see Pavlyk, “Pro. . . chytal’ni,” pp. 226-33.

20 From a speech by Kachkovs’kyi in Sambir (13 November 1860), as recorded by B. A.
Didytskyi, “Vspomynka o M. Kachkovskom,” Slovo, 9 (21) November 1885, p. 1.

For the text of the will, see “Zavishchanie Mykhayla Kachkovskoho, ehozhe slavnoe ymia
nashe Obshchestvo nosyt,” in Yliustrovanngi kalendar’ OMK na hod prost$i 1886 (Lviv,
[1885)), pp. 155-60.

21 1, Naumovych, “O obshchestvi Mykhayla Kachkovskoho,” Russkaia rada (Kolomyia), 5,
no. 24 (1875):190. Several sources still assume incorrectly that the Kachkovs’kyi Society was
funded by the Kachkovs’kyi estate. Cf. the editorial note in Franko, Zibrannia tvoriv, p. 624.
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members consistently came from the peasantry, it could in fact be called a
national society.

The basic goals of the Kachkovs’kyi Society were outlined in the first
paragraph of its statutes issued at the founding meeting in Kolomyia: “to
spread knowledge, morality, industriousness, thriftiness, sobriety, civic
awareness, and all aspects of integrity among the Rus’ people of Austria”
(see appendix 1). These goals were frequently summed up in the slogan,
“study, pray, work, and prosper” (uchysia, molysia, pratsiui, statkui;, or
molys’, uchys’, trudys’ i shchady, depending on the language of the author),
which appeared over and over again in the annual reports and speeches of
society members. It seemed to Naumovych and to most of his successors
that the best way to achieve those goals was through the “diffusion of inex-
pensive and useful booklets among our Rus’ people living in the Austrian
state,”??

The structure of the Kachkovs’kyi Society was the following. Individual
members paid only 1 gulden annually in return for which they received
gratis a publication each month, including the society’s annual almanac.??
(It is interesting to note that for the first nine years of its existence,
Kachkovs’kyi's older rival, the Prosvita Society, charged 2 guldens to
become a member plus nearly 8 guldens annual dues; moreover, publica-
tions had to be purchased by Prosvita members.)?

According to a revision of the statutes made in 1875, Kachkovs’kyi
Society members belonged to local affiliates, which could be formed when-
ever at least twenty members submitted a petition to the central branch in
Lviv for approval. The affiliates were generally based in district centers
and were responsible for the territory of the given district (Bezirk/ povif).
Of the fifty-five districts in Ukrainian-inhabited eastern Galicia, the
Kachkovs’kyi Society had affiliates at some time or other in thirty-two dis-
tricts, with a total of thirty-one affiliates in 1913 (see appendix 2). The
affiliates carried on their own cultural activity and were entitled to 10 per-
cent of the annual dues of members living within their jurisdiction, the
remainder going to the central branch. The founding statutes already made
provision for the establishment of reading rooms, which could be set up
with a minimum of twelve members (see appendix 1, section 7).

22 “Zahal’noe sobranie obshchestva Mykhayla Kachkovskoho otbudesia v Stryi dnia 22. lat.
(10 rus) serpnia seho roku,” Russkaia rada (Kolomyia), 6, no. 15 (1876): 110.

23 “Otchet OMK. . . 1876—1877,” Slovo, 27 September 1877, pp. 1-2.

2 Lozyns’kyi, Sorok lit, p. 10, actually states 4 crowns membership and 1.4 crowns monthly,
which after conversion (1 gulden equaled 2 crowns before 1892) equal the figures given here.
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The central branch itself was first located in Kolomyia (on Honchars’ka
Street), but as a result of an extraordinary general meeting held in January
1876, it was decided to change its location to Lviv. For nearly the next
three decades, the central branch had its offices in the National Center
(Narodnyi Dim at 22 Teatral’na Street) in downtown Lviv, for which it paid
rent, until it was finally able to purchase its own building in 1904 at no. 14
on nearby Valova Street.

The governing body of the central branch and the Kachkovs’kyi Society
as a whole was its central committee (tsentral nyi vydil), composed of
twelve members, of which eight were full members and four were alter-
nates. Among the eight full members there were four officers—a chairman,
vice-chairman, secretary, and treasurer. The central committee was elected
at each annual meeting by dues-paying members in attendance, and it was
responsible for all policy and financial aspects of the society’s activity. Not
surprisingly, the first chairman elected was the person who conceived the
idea of the society, Ivan Naumovych, and in the period until World War I
there were only four other chairman (see appendix 3), those with the long-
est tenure being Bohdan Didyts’kyi (1884-1903) and Fylyp Svystun
(1903-1914).2 All work by the officers was done on a voluntary basis,
Didyts’kyi gaining his livelihood, for instance, as curator of the National
Center and Svystun as a gymnasium teacher.

The original statute (see appendix 1) suggested the Kachkovs’kyi
Society was to represent the Rus’ people throughout all of Austria, and at its
founding and subsequent annual meetings much emphasis was given to the
representation from neighboring Bukovina. It was also because of the
Bukovinian presence that the religious issue arose. When at the second
meeting held in historic Halych a local Galician Greek Catholic priest
expressed concern that the Orthodox Bukovinian guest and his fellow Gali-
cian Rus’ were of a different religion, the speaker was criticized “because
our members did not meet here for religious speeches but for the purposes
of raising the level of education and welfare of the people.”2

Bukovinian participation at annual meetings was to continue and already
by 1876 there were eight Kachkovs’kyi reading rooms in Bukovina. This
was in sharp contrast to Subcarpathian Rus’ in Hungary where, during a

25 For biographies of the first four chairmen, see Monchalovskii, Pamiatnaia knyzhka, pp.
6-8,113-20.

26 «Zahal’noe sobranie OMK v Halychy,” Russkaia rada (Kolomyia), 5, no. 17 (1875): 132.
It is interesting to note that it was also at this meeting that the suggestion of the university stu-
dent and future radical politician, Mykhailo Pavlyk, to have the Gospel “translated into the
popular speech,” was turned down. “Otchet yz vtoroho heneral’noho sobraniia OMK,” Siovo,
19 August 1875, p. 1.
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period of increasing magyarization before World War I, there was no parti-
cipation or seemingly even awareness of the Kachkovs’kyi Society.?’” This
was confirmed during a visit to the area by Mykhailo Drahomanov
(1841-1895), who, during an interview with the well-known Subcarpathian
writer and archimandrite of the Mukachevo Monastery, Anatolii Kralyts’kyi
(1834-1894), later recalled: “I couldn’t believe my ears: the archiman-
drite of a Rus’ monastery, a contributor to Slovo, and he never saw a publi-
cation of the Kachkovs’kyi Society until [I] a Ukrainophile from Russia
brought them to him.”?® On the other hand, the Kachkovs'kyi Society did
make its presence felt among immigrants to the New World (mostly from
Subcarpathian Rus’ and the Lemko region), and beginning in the 1890s it
frequently sent its publications to immigrant organizations in the United
States, Canada, and Brazil. By 1903, there were 139 Kachkovs’kyi Society
members in the United States, most of whom were in branches located in
Seymor, Connecticut, and in Olyphant and Shamokin, Pennsylvania.?®

THE ACTIVITY OF THE KACHKOVS’KYI SOCIETY

We have seen how Naumovych’s idea for creating the Kachkovs’kyi
Society sprang from the success of a Slovene publishing house. While it is
true that the Kachkovs'kyi Society with its various affiliates became
increasingly involved in other kinds of activity, the “main task of the central
committee” remained throughout its history the publication program. Its
importance was further underlined by the fact that the chairman of the cen-
tral committee was simultaneously responsible for publications.

The object of the publication program was accessibility and frequency.
This meant small booklets (generally between 75 and 125 pages) published
each month and sent gratis to all members. In practice, members received a
booklet on an average ten to eleven times a year (the summer months were
often doubled-up); after 1885 this included the society’s annual farmer’s
almanac (kalendar) that usually was large enough to cover the page

27 One commentator suggested that in the 1880s the Subcarpathian Rusyns were still “with
us,” but that “since that time they have no contacts with us as if they were not of Rus’ origin.”
“O heneral’ndm sobraniiu chlendv OMK v Kolom$1,” Russkaia rada, (Kolomyia), 34, no. 17
(1905): 134.

On the magyarization process in Subcarpathian Rus’ and decreasing contacts with Galicia,
see Paul Robert Magocsi, The Shaping of a National Identity: Subcarpathian Rus’, 18481948
(Cambridge, Mass., 1978), pp. 55-75.

28 Drahomanov, “Avstro-rus’ki spomyny,” p. 276.

% “OMK: Spravozdanoe. . .za lita 1894—95 y 1895-96,” Russkoe slovo (Lviv), 7, no. 35
(1896): 6; “OMK: Otchet o diiatel’nosty tsentr. vidila,” Halychanyn, 8 September 1897, pp.
1-2; Halychanyn, 30 September 1903, pp. 1-2.
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allotment for two months. The monthly series was officially known as the
Izdaniia Obshchestva ymeny Mykhayla Kachkovskoho (Publications of the
Mykhail Kachkovs’kyi Society), and between 1875, when the first booklet
appeared, to the outbreak of World War I over 460 numbers were issued in
the series.

Considering the double numbers assigned to certain titles, there were at
least over 400 booklets that appeared between 1875 and 1914.%0 The size of
the printings remained stable for each number within a given year (with the
almanac usually printed in an extra 1,500 copies), but that size was to
change from decade to decade depending on the society’s membership.
The initial four numbers (1875) came out in printruns of 10,000, but
thereafter dropped to 6,000 and then after 1879—the lowest point in
membership—to 5,500 and 5,200. It was not until the 1890s that the print-
ings were again increased, culminating during the first decade of the twen-
tieth century in 8,500 (1900) and then 10,500 (1904).

Since the Kachkovs’kyi Society was so consistent in getting out its
monthly publications, during the thirty-eight years to 1914, it printed
perhaps over 2.5 million copies. The importance of the publication pro-
gram was confirmed by the annual budgets, over half of which each year
went for editorial and printing costs.3! Just what were these publications?
Did they fulfill the intended goal of the society’s statute: “to spread
knowledge, morality, industriousness, thriftiness, sobriety, and civic aware-
ness”? First of all, with regard to form, they were all written in the so-
called traditional Galician-Rus’ book language, that is, basically Galician-
Ukrainian vernacular with a significant number of archaic forms and
Church Slavonic influences and a lesser number of Russian influences. This
book language was used in church books and had been taught in elementary
schools at least until the 1870s. Moreover, in a semi-literate, conservative,
and rural environment sensitive to any changes away from traditional

30 I am not aware of any complete list of all Kachkovs’kyi Society publications. The estimate
given here is based on the annual reports (otchety), which indicated the numbers in the series
published in a given year and often provided titles as well. The most comprehensive list avail-
able (before 1893) is found in Ivan Em. Levytskii, Halytsko-russkaia bybliohrafiia XIX-ho sto-
littia, vol. 2: 1861-1886 (Lviv, 1895), and the supplements under the title Materiialy do
ukrains’ koi bibliografii: Ukrains’ka bibliohrafiia Avstro-Uhorshchyny za roky 1887 —1893, 3
vols. (Lviv, 1909-11). See also the discussion of the society’s publishing activity and lists of
publications (to 1905) arranged according to subject matter in Goptsus, Zarubezhnaia Rus’, pp.
72-82.

31 For instance, looking at a typical budget during an early and later period, printing, binding,
and postage costs represented 51 percent of expenses during the fiscal year 18851886 and
50.5 percent in the 1900- 1901 fiscal year. Slovo, 3 (15) September 1886, p. 3; Halychanyn, 13
September 1901, pp. 1-2.
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forms, the etymological alphabet was used, with its iery [}, iat [$], and
hard sign [5]. Thus, the Kachkovs’kyi Society publications had a familiar
look and were perceived by the peasant masses to be “our” Galician Rus’
books.3?

In terms of content, each booklet included a single title or, more often,
several titles. The subjects were either of a practical nature, concerning
farming and personal health care, or were devoted to moral (i.e., religious)
and civic concerns (Austrian citizenship, Galician Rus’ history), or aimed at
exposing the masses to culture, whether in “high” forms through works by
renowned Russian authors like Gogol and Tolstoy, or in more popular
forms through plays and short stories by local Galician authors like Ivan
Naumovych, levhenii Zhars’kyi (1834-1892), Dmytro Vintskovs’kyi
(1846—-1917), and Orest Avdykovs’kyi (1843—1913). In fact, the titles
from the first year set the tone that would be followed for the next four
decades. Among these were: “What Does a Person Need to Know About
Health?” by Dr. Kornylii Merunovych; “Notes on the Use of Plants for
Human Consumption” by P. V.; “Domestic Flocks” by Ignatii Hal’ka;
“Vodka—the Ruination of Man and How to Overcome It”; “On the Plant-
ing of All Kinds of Trees,” “Dwellings for Sheep,” and “What Our Houses
Should Look Like,” all by Mykhail Klemertovych; “God Be With Us” by
Ivan Naumovych; “Love for the Fatherland” by V. Ruzhyts’kyi; “On the
Rights and Duties of Citizens at the Village, District, Province, and State
Level” by Ignatii Hal’ka; “A Conversation Between an Illiterate Father and
Learned Son” by I. Sh.; literary works by Orest Avdykovs’kyi, Ievhenii
Zhars’kyi, and Dmytro Tretiak, and several reports on the society itself.

Throughout the four decades of the Kachkovs’kyi Society’s publication
program, one title was singled out as the “crown of our educational
work.”33 This was the Slaviano-russkii bukvar (Slaveno-Rus’ Primer) pub-
lished in 1895 in an initial printing of 20,000. This was the largest printrun
of any Kachkovs’kyi Society publication, and its seeming popularity led to
a second printing—this time 30,000 copies—in 1905.%* In essence, the pri-
mer was not only an elementary educational tool; it became an element in
the society’s ideological struggle to preserve the traditional Galician-Rus’

32 This was in sharp contrast to the populist Ukrainophiles who, beginning in the 1870s, gra-
dually introduced the phonetic alphabet, whose “strangeness” often alienated unsophisticated
readers. On the alphabet and related problems, see Paul R. Magocsi, “The Language Question
as a Factor in the National Movement in Eastern Galicia,” in Markovits and Sysyn, Nation-
building, pp. 220-38.

33 Cited from chairman Bohdan Didyts’kyi’s opening speech at the twenty-second annual
convention in Stanyslaviv, “Narodnyi prazdnyk,” Russkoe slovo (Lviv), 7, no. 35 (1896): 1.

34 “OMK v 1905/6 hodu,” Halychanyn, 19 September 1906, pp. 1-3.
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book language and etymological alphabet in the face of the phonetically
based alphabet of the Ukrainian vernacular which had been officially recog-
nized by the Austrian provincial school administration in 1893,

Besides the publication program, the other way in which the
Kachkovs’kyi Society advertised itself and tried to gain new members was
through its annual conventions. Although the founder Naumovych quipped
that “we could not have made a greater mistake than to designate Kolomyia
as the seat of our headquarters,” his own preference for Lviv did not blind
him to the necessity that the Kachkovs’kyi Society avoid the example of all
other Galician-Rus’ societies, which often closed themselves off in the “big
city,” far from the provincial environment of the smaller towns and coun-
tryside. Thus, to avoid the pitfalls of isolation for an organization whose
goals were precisely to work among the masses, the Kachkovs’kyi Society
used its annual conventions as an instrument for “going to the people.”
Each year, the annual conventions were held in a different Galician town,
with the thirty-eight conventions held between 1874 and 1912 alternating
between Brody (2 times), Drohobych (3), Halych (1), Jarostaw (1), Kalush
(1), Kolomyia (4), Lviv (12), Peremyshl’ (Przemys$]) (2), Sanok (2), Sambir
(2), Stanyslaviv (2), Stryi (2), Ternopil’ (3), and Zolochiv (1) (see appendix
4),

According to the founding statute, the annual conventions were to be
held each August 20 (August 8, old style), the day of Mykhail
Kachkovs’kyi’s death. While the founding meeting and some of the early
conventions were held on or near that day, the norm soon became the
second to third week of September, when the bulk of the harvest was in,
allowing more peasant agriculturalists to attend. In a sense, the annual con-
ventions became national holidays, which usually drew a few thousand par-
ticipants and in some cases as many as 5,000, making them among the larg-
est Rus’ manifestations in Galicia and lending some credence to the stan-
dard description, narodnyi prazdnyk, given them by the Old Ruthenian and
Russophile press.

A typical national convention was the one held in Kolomyia in 1905.37
The participants arrived the day before and already at 7:30 PM. on the eve
of the meeting there was a parade with choral music, torches, and lanterns
that wound its way through the streets of Kolomyia, culminating at the local

35 From the chairman’s speech at the extraordinary third convention in Lviv, “Heneral’noe
sobranie chlenov OMK,” Slovo, 13 January 1876, p. 1.

36 For instance, the headquarters of the Prosvita Society was in Lviv and this, combined with
other reasons, led to the popular view that Prosvita was pans’ke—for the upper echelons; while
Kachkovs’kyi was khlops’ ke—for the peasant masses. Andrusiak, Narysy z istorii, p. 43.

37 Based on the description in Russkoe slovo, 11 August 1905, p- 1.
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Kachkovs’kyi Society reading room, where a theatrical performance began
at 9:00 PM. On the day of the convention, the proceedings began at 8:00
AM. with a liturgy and panakhyda (memorial service) for Mykhail
Kachkovs’kyi and deceased members of the society in the local Greek
Catholic church. This was followed at 10:00 AM. by a parade from the
church to the city park, where at 10:30 AM. the meeting was formally
opened by the singing of the hymn of the Slavic patron saints, Cyril and
Methodius: “Slava Vam bratia.”

After a break for luncheon, the proceedings resumed outside at noon
with a welcome speech by the chairman of the society, Pylyp Svystun. This
was followed by the reading of congratulatory telegrams, the election of a
board of comptrollers, a reading of the financial report for the previous
fiscal year (1904-1905), a speech by a woman villager, a poetry reading,
the report of the board of comptrollers, and election of the chairman and
central committee for the following year. Each of these activities was, of
course, accompanied with speeches by—to quote the words of one outside
visitor—"“Galician orators. . . who are incapable of speaking briefly, clearly,
and to the point,” so that “to survive a Galician meeting is a difficult task
even for an educated person, let alone a simple one.”3® When all was finally
said and done late in the afternoon, the meeting closed with the singing of
“Khto za namy, Boh za nym.”

With formal affairs out of the way, the evening was left to a public fes-
tival that included theatrical performances, a concert by a military band and
the local Kolomyia choir, a firework display at 8:30 P.M., and finally a pub-
lic ball from 10:00 P.M. until the wee hours of the moming. The following
day was reserved for a trip to the Hutsul resort of Iaremche along the Prut
River, after which the participants returned home on foot, if they were from
nearby villages, or by train if they were part of the central branch’s delega-
tion from Lviv or from other branches.

The main object of the annual meetings was to bring Galician Ukrainians
together and give them a sense of their national unity through social contact
and relaxation at the same time as they were exposed to patriotic speeches
and cultural performances. The effort must have been successful since,
with only a few exceptions, the Kachkovs’kyi Society conventions contin-
ued to attract thousands of participants right down to the last meeting
(1912) held before World War 1. Moreover, the few proposals made in the

38  This description, generally applicable to Galician Ukrainian society (as well as to immi-
grant descendants of that society in North America), actually pertained to the 1876 annual con-
vention. Drahomanov, “Avstro-rus’ki spomyny,” p. 255.
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mid-1880s to hold meetings only once every three years were never
adopted.*®

The annual meetings also provided the motivation for another important
aspect of Kachkovs’kyi Society activity—agricultural work. Already in
1875, just one year after the society was founded, it was agreed to emend
the statute, “so that at the national conventions exhibits would be set up to
display tools and agricultural products.”® The first of these exhibits accom-
panied the annual meetings in 1879 (Stanyslaviv) and in 1880 (Kolomyia).
They were enormously popular, because they spoke the language known
best by the population of the rural area; namely, the visual language of
exhibits which included displays of the newest crops like American pota-
toes, “Mamut” beets, kohlrabi, soybeans, and free seed samples of these
and other agricultural products. The peasants were also able to get concrete
ideas from other parts of the exhibit, which displayed the newest tools, milk
and meat products, handicrafts, and domestic animals—chickens, geese,
etc.*! Whereas agricultural exhibits were held at a few subsequent annual
conventions (Sanok, 1900, and bee raising at Kolomyia, 1905), this activity
was basically left to the affiliates, which mounted their own exhibits, usu-
ally in conjunction with their own general meetings.

The central branch was more active in sponsoring courses such as fruit-
raising and orchard care (1906), local store managing (190607, 1911-12),
buttermaking and milk products (1908-09, 1911-12), and animal care
(1911—-12), all of which were held in or near Lviv.4> More ambitious was a
scholarship program begun in 1906 for five young peasants to spend five
and one-half months (April 1-September 15) as guests of the Economic
Union (Hospodafsky Svaz) in Chrudim, Bohemia. There they learned
advanced agricultural techniques and cooperative ventures from Czech
farmers. The Kachkovs’kyi Society’s Bohemian scholarships lasted until
191243

3 Actually, a resolution for meetings to take place on a three-year cycle was adopted at the
thirteenth annual convention in Sanok (1885), but apparently it was never followed. “XIII
hener. sobranie chlenov OMK v Sianoki,” Slovo, 31 August 1885, pp. 1-2.

40 “Otchet yz vtoroho heneral’noho sobraniia OMK,” Slovo, 14 (26) August, 1875, p. 1.

4! Russkaia rada (Kolomyia), 9, no. 17-18 (1879):125-26, and 10, nos. 4 and 7
(1880): 3233 and 60-61; Slovo, 14 February 1880, p. 1; 24 April 1880, p. 2; and 9 Sep-
tember 1880, p. 2.

42 See the reports in Russkoe slovo (Lviv), 17, no. 37 (1906): 5, and in Halychanyn, 12 and 13
September 1907, pp. 1-2 and 2-3; 1 October 1909, p. 2; 30 September 1910, p. 1; and 20
September 1912, p. 2. .

43 See the report of a participant during the first year of the program in Russkoe slovo (Lviv),
17, no. 37 (1906): 1 -2.
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Perhaps the most successful of the central branch’s agricultural activities
was the establishment in 1909 of an agricultural office. The office became
a distribution center for all kinds of agricultural products, the most popular
of which were fertilizers and seeds for feed grains.* The demand for
agricultural-related activity remained so great that finally, in 1907, the
Kachkovs’kyi Society started its own newspaper, a monthly Ekonomychnyi
lystok, devoted almost exclusively and quite aptly to agricultural matters.*3

Another rural concern was the need for fire companies. In 1904, the
central committee decided to issue statutes for volunteer fire companies and
to provide instruction to members on how to become effective firefighters at
the village level. By 1909, the number of volunteer fire companies had
risen to 119.46 ~

There were also, of course, the reading rooms, whose existence was pro-
vided for in the society’s founding statute, provided there was a request by
at least twelve members in a given village. (See appendix 1, section 7.)
The central committee issued charters to reading rooms and these were
treated as individual members, thereby entitling them to receive the
monthly publication series as well as duplicate copies of books sent out
periodically by the central branch. It is interesting to note that
Kachkovs’kyi publications were sent to its own as well as to some Prosvita
reading rooms, who were also paid members of the society.

The real growth of the reading rooms took place around the turn of the
twentieth century, although because of great fluctuation at the village level
(inactivity or permanent or temporary change of allegiance to the Prosvita
Society) it is difficult to obtain any reliable figures. For instance, on the
occasion of the Kachkovs’kyi Society’s twenty-fifth anniversary in 1899,
the memorial volume listed 559 reading rooms. A decade later, the official
annual report for 1911-1912 mentioned 1,225 reading rooms, but at the
same time it admitted that many of these existed solely on paper and that
the actual number was probably closer to 800.47 Similarly, the number of
affiliates increased from twenty-one in 1899 to thirty-one in 1913 (see
appendix 2). Finally, there were student dormitories, of which the

44 During its first year of operation, August 1909 to April 1910, the agricultural office distri-
buted forty railroad boxcar loads of fertilizer. Halychanyn, 30 September 1910, p. 1. Cf. the
report in Halychanyn, 20 September 1912, p. 2.

45 Ekonomychnyi lystok appeared in 8 issues in 1907 and, under the title Lystok, in 11 issues
in 1908 as a supplement to the monthly booklets.

4 Halychanyn, 7 September 1905, pp. 1-2; and ibid., 1 October 1909, p. 2.

47 Monchalovskii, Pamiatnaia knyzhka, pp. 105—12; OMK annual report for 1911-1912 in
Halychanyn, 21 September 1912, p. 2. During the same period (1910) the Prosvita Society
claimed 2,376.reading rooms. Volodymyr Doroshenko, ‘Prosvita’: i zasnuvannia i pratsia
(Philadelphia, 1959), p. 24.
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Kachkovs’kyi Society operated eight by 1910. In most cases, poor students
in local gymnasia were given free or greatly reduced living accommoda-
tions and meals.*8

Thus, by the first decade of the twentieth century, the Kachkovs’kyi
Society had a seemingly large number of affiliates (31), reading rooms
(1,225), fire companies (119), and student dormitories (8), but this tells us
little about its actual assets. Only very few of the buildings used by
Kachkovs’kyi-related entities actually belonged to the society. In fact, its
largest asset was the building for its central branch in Lviv, bought in 1904
after a decade-long fund-raising campaign and valued in 1912 at 183,170
crowns. Besides this it also owned two homes in Brody, property in Sokal’,
and minor undeveloped land in a few villages, all of which was bequeathed
to the society after the death of certain members.*® But whether or not the
Kachkovs’kyi Society actually owned the buildings and settings that carried
its name, it was nonetheless able through its publication program, annual
conventions, agricultural programs, volunteer fire departments, reading
rooms, and student dormitories to fulfill in large measure its basic goal of
raising the cultural level, self-esteem, and in part the economic capability of
the Ukrainians in Galicia.

THE EVOLUTION AND IDEOLOGY OF THE KACHKOVS’KYI SOCIETY

One way to trace the evolution of a self-supporting organization like the
Kachkovs’kyi Society is to look at the growth of its membership. To be
sure, membership figures, like those recording the number of reading
rooms, need to be treated with caution. Nonetheless, they provide at least
some idea of the relative fluctuations in the society’s fortunes.

The expectations of the society’s founder, Naumovych, who used as his
model the numerically strong Slovene St. Hermagoras Society, proved to be
overly optimistic. The original plan in 1874 (confirmed by the large print-
runs of the first four publications) was for the Kachkovs’kyi Society to have

48 Student dormitories were operated by Kachkovs’kyi Society affiliates in Brody, Droho-
bych, Kaminka Strumylova, Rava Rus’ka, Sambir, Stanyslaviv, Zhovkva, and Zolochiv. See
the OMK annual report for 1909 —1910 in Halychanyn, 2 October 1910, p. 2.

49 Figures on all property (valued at 212,234 crowns in 1912) are from the OMK annual
report for 1911-1912 in Halychanyn, 24 September 1912, p. 2.

The three-story building with two facades at 14 Valova Street in the center of Lviv was pur-
chased on 24 March 1904 for 166,000 crowns, of which 71,983 was collected during a building
drive, the remainder being paid by two mortgages (20,000 and 94,016). See the OMK annual
report for 1903 — 1904 in Halychanyn, 9 September 1904, pp. 1-2.
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10,000 members after the first year.’® However, after one year, only 1,439
members were registered. In fact, the 10,000 figure for active dues-paying
members was not attained until thirty-six years later, when in 1910 the
society reached its highest point, recording 10,700 members. (See appendix
5.) Nonetheless, the Kachkovs’kyi Society remained until the outset of the
twentieth century the largest Galician-Ukrainian cultural society, having
registered a total of 25,422 members between 1874 and 1912. Its closest
rival, the six-year-older Prosvita Society, caught up in membership only in
1905-1906, after which it became the larger of the two organizations, both
in current numbers and in the overall total of members ever registered.>!
More interesting is the social composition of the Kachkovs’kyi Society
members. The society’s aim was to reach the rural masses of Galicia, and
in this it was successful since the majority of its members at any one time
was always peasants. Although we did not have access to membership rolls
(which may or may not have indicated social status), we do have data from
1884—1885 and 1890-1891 on new members, according to social status:5?

Teachers/
Total Priests Civil Servants Townsmen Peasants Organizations
1884-85 392 20 49 34 180 104
1890-91 858 40 46 — 749 38

It is clear that for each of these representative years peasants formed by far
the largest number of new members. Moreover, the respective percentages
of peasant membership—45.9 percent in 1884—1885 and 87.2 percent in

50 Siovo, 10 (22) August 1874, p. 1.

51 Most of the literature that mentions in passing or deals specifically with the Prosvita
Society claims that it had always been much larger (in terms of membership) than the
Kachkovs’kyi Society. Such claims are invalid, since they are based on the practice of citing
for any given year all members that had belonged to Prosvita (including deceased or former
members) at any time since its establishment in 1868. For instance, Ukraine: A Concise Ency-
clopedia, vol. 2, ed. Volodymyr Kubijovy& (Toronto, 1971), p. 337, claims 19,000 Prosvita
members in 1905, when in fact there were only about half that figure, or 8,500. The important
distinction between all-time totals and membership in a given year is made in the first impor-
tant historical survey of the Prosvita Society, which for 1908 shows an all-time total of 23,164
members as well as the “real number of members” in that year—about half, or 12,000. That
same year Prosvita claimed 2,043 reading rooms. Lozyns’kyi, Sorok lit, pp. 36 and 47. The
closest comparative figures for both organizations are from 1906:

Kachkovs'kyi Prosvita
Total members 19,710 20,085
Members in 1906 9,229 10,000
Reading rooms 1,261 1,693
Affiliates 26 39

52 These statistics are drawn from the OMK annual reports for 18841885, in Slovo, 23
November 1885; and for 1890— 1891, in Russkoe slovo (Lviv), 2, no. 34 (1891): 4.
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1890—-1891—should be considered the minimum, since most of the new
members listed under “organizations” were reading rooms located in vil-
lages and made up almost exclusively of peasants.

Although we have no concrete data on women members, we do know
that the Kachkovs’kyi Society included them. Already at the second annual
convention in 1875 the question of women members was discussed as “a
matter of great importance,” because “it is from the breast of the mother
that the child begins to learn how to love its homeland and Rus’ mother
tongue.”>> Women were frequent speakers at the annual conventions and
affiliate meetings, although it was not until 1910 that a woman (Maria
Koliankivs’ka, the wife of a gymnasium director) became a member of the
central committee in Lviv. We also know that during the 1909—-1910 cam-
paign to collect funds for the Kachkovs'kyi Society, thirty-three of the
forty-four districts in Galicia included women donors, and that in several
districts they formed a majority or plurality of those who gave.*

The role of priests and the attitude of the Kachkovs’kyi Society toward
them was more problematic. Much of the literature on Galicia in the late
nineteenth century describes the Kachkovs’kyi Society as one of many in
which priests played a dominant role. In certain affiliates, priests were
indeed prominent. However, members frequently spoke out against the
upper classes and the priesthood, especially the hierarchy, who in contrast
to “the good old days” did not participate in or support the Kachkovs’'kyi
Society.5’

Beyond the realm of impressions, it should be noted that priests played a
very small role in the leadership and operation of the organization. Of the
five chairmen between 1874 and 1914 (see appendix 3), two were priests
(the founder Ivan Naumovych and the Reverend Feofil Pavlykov), but they
headed the organization for only seven of those forty years. Moreover, no
priest ever held the influential posts of secretary or treasurer, and at any one
time there were at most only two out of twelve members on the central

53 Cited from a report on the second annual convention, “Zahal’noe sobranic OMK v
Halychy,” Russkaia rada (Kolomyia), 5, no. 16 (1875): 132.

34 A full list of the names of donors appears as a supplement to issue 207 of Halychanyn, 29
September 1910.

35 Cited from the invitation to the eighteenth annual convention in Ternopil’, Russkoe slovo
(Lviv), 1, no. 30 (1890):2—3. The good old days referred primarily to 1848 — 1849, when the
head of the Supreme Ruthenian Council was under the leadership of the Greek Catholic Metro-
politan Hryhorii Iakhymovych and Canon Mykhailo Kuzems’kyi, whose concerns with the pol-
itical and cultural needs of the population were contrasted to the ostensibly more passive
church leadership and clerical rank-and-file of the 1870s and 1880s, which “takes such an indif-
ferent attitude to the important matter of popular culture and education.” Cited from a letter
from Drohobych in Siovo, 3 June 1880, p. 1.
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committee who were priests. Thus, in terms of its membership and leader-
ship, the Kachkovs’kyi Society remained from its foundation in 1874 until
World War I a peasant-based organization led by a secular intelligentsia
who for the most part were journalists, teachers, and most especially
lawyers or court officers.

A glance at the yearly membership statistics (appendix 5) shows that
after getting off to a slow but steady growth pattern, the Kachkovs’kyi
Society began to decline in the late 1870s, reaching a low point in 1884.
Thereafter, it began slowly to recover, until in the late 1890s it finally
reached the level of membership it had had twenty years earlier. From then
on there was a steady increase until 1910, after which a leveling-off and
perhaps a new decline were setting in. The reason for these fluctuations had
to do with the internal policy of the Kachkovs’kyi Society as well as exter-
nal events.

After the initial establishment and flush of enthusiasm had passed,
members began to criticize the Kachkovs’kyi Society for doing little other
than publishing books—which was, of course, one of its main goals.’¢
Moreover, in the late 1870s reports continually suggested that the dozen or
so affiliates were, with few exceptions, doing little. True, successful agri-
cultural exhibits were organized at the 1879 and 1880 annual conventions,
but these, it was argued, had a limited effect on the vast majority of Gali-
cian Ukrainian peasants.

Then, in 1882, came the widely publicized trial in Lviv against eleven
Austrian Rus’ leaders suspected of conspiring with the Russian Empire to
commit treason against Austria.’’ Among the accused were the founding
chairman of the Kachkovs’kyi Society, the Reverend Ivan Naumovych, and
his successor as chairman, Viktor M. Ploshchans’kyi (1834—1902). Even
though they and the other accused were acquitted, the two men soon emi-
grated to the Russian Empire. Despite their departure, back home in Gali-
cia the damage was done. The Kachkovs’kyi Society and its leaders—in
particular, its founder Naumovych, always given unlimited praise—were

56 The early criticism that “only books were being published,” Russkaia rada (Kolomyia), 9,
no. 1 (1879):4, was still being reiterated two decades later: “The booklets, it is true, are with
few exceptions quite good, but we simply consider this to be limited editorial work which any
one talented person could accomplish without a central branch and without so many affiliates.”
From the speech of a member at the twenty-third annual convention in Drohobych, cited in
Russkaia rada (Kolomyia), 26, no. 12 (1897): 89.

57 Actually, the two main defendants were the Subcarpathian Rusyn political leader Adol’f
Dobrians’kyi and his daughter Olga Grabar (mother of the distinguished twentieth-century
Soviet art historian, Igor Grabar), who were living in Lviv because of the pressure against them
for their political activity in Hungary. “Protses rusynov v sudi kamom v Lvovi: akt obzhalo-
vania,” Russkaia rada (Kolomyia) 12, no. 12 (1882): 34-37.
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suspected of being agents and part of a front organization for the anti-
Austrian interests of the Russian Empire in Galicia. Loyal pro-Habsburg
Ukrainian peasants stopped paying their dues, and the tenth annual conven-
tion held in Lviv after the close of the trial in 1882 attracted only 160 parti-
cipants.®®

In short, by the 1880s, the Kachkovs’kyi Society had few friends. The
provincial diet and Polish-dominated administration, which had always
been reluctant to relinquish any funds to Rus’-Ukrainian organizations, was
certainly not about to do so for suspect ones. Analogously, the Austrian
government in Vienna remained increasingly suspicious of any movement
that would enhance the interests of its Russian imperial rival in the East,
while the new metropolitan of the Greek Catholic Church, Syl’vester Cardi-
nal Sembratovych (1836—1898, consecrated 1885), was not about to make
the mistake of his predecessor and tolerate, let alone support, the activity of
the “suspicious” Kachkovs’kyi Society.” Finally, local populist-
Ukrainophile activists (narodovtsi), who had always been opposed to the
Kachkovs’kyi Society on ideological grounds, began in the 1880s to step up
their attacks.

In such circumstances, the Kachkovs’kyi Society had only a few
members of the Galician Diet and Vienna Parliament of the Old Ruthenian
political persuasion to speak up on its behalf. But there was never any real
hope of government support. For instance, while the Prosvita Society
received a subsidy each year from the Galician provincial government
(2,000 crowns between 1870-1876 and 1884—1907, then progressively
6,000 and 8,000 crowns),® the Kachkovs’kyi Society’s every request was
refused until 1910, when it received its first grant of 9,000 crowns, followed
by another in 1911 of 6,000 crowns specifically for economic-related
activity. However, subsequent grants were dependent on the organization

58 Slovo, 21 August 1882, p. 1; Russkaia rada (Kolomyia), 12, no. 16~17 (1882): 122. The
negative impact of the 1882 trial on the Kachkovs’kyi Society was still being written about
years later. N. Holovka, “O obshchestvi Kachkovskoho,” Russkoe slovo (Lviv), 1, no. 25
(1890):4-5. For the contemporary Polish Catholic view, which considered the OMK and its
publications dangerous and religiously “schismatic,” see “Towarzystwo ruskie imienia
Kaczkowskiego,” Przeglad Koscielny (Poznari), 10, no. 2 (1888): 786—88.

59 Actually Syl’vester Sembratovych’s predecessor (and relative), Metropolitan Iosyf Sem-
bratovych, was forced out of office in 1882 because of the treason trial. For criticism of Metro-
politan Syl’vester Sembratovych and the Polish viceroy of Galicia, Count Casimir Badeni, as
being the cause of the sad fate of the Kachkovs’kyi Society by the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury, see Russkoe slovo, 13 September 1901, p.1.

60  Lozyns’kyi, Sorok lit, pp. 62—64.
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proving its ideological loyalty to Austria.5!

Friction between the governmental authorities and fellow populist-
Ukrainians took several forms. During the so-called New Era of the early
1890s, when efforts were made to bring the Poles and Ukrainians closer
together through political compromise, the Galician viceroy singled out in a
speech to the Diet in 1892 the government’s need to be vigilant toward the
suspect Kachkovs’kyi Society. The viceroy couched his suspicions by rais-
ing the specter of an Orthodox threat from the Russian east: “We cannot be
indifferent when a society, in which we see Catholic priests, publishes
books which on the first page include well-known figures who have left the
faith for the great schism.”®2 That same year, the society’s annual almanac
was confiscated, and two years later the 1894 almanac was threatened with
the same fate because a spot was ostensibly found on the eye of the emperor
in a portrait that appeared in the volume.5? Then in 1911, the society was
forbidden, in the interests of public order, from holding its thirty-seventh
annual convention out-of-doors in Lviv, while two years later the planned
thirty-ninth annual convention was banned entirely (just one week before
delegates were to arrive) on the grounds that there was a cholera epidemic
in the province,%

With the populist Ukrainians, interestingly enough, the Kachkovs’kyi
Society initially had normal and even friendly relations. The future socialist
politician Mykhailo Pavlyk (1853-1915) attended the founding and second
annual convention of the Kachkovs’kyi Society, where he proposed that it
publish the Bible in the Galician vernacular. Pavlyk’s proposal was turned
down, and in general he and other younger figures like Ivan Franko

61 The grant figures are taken from the society’s annual report for 1910—1911 in Halychanyn,
27 September 1911, p. 2. As for proving ideological loyalty, the Kachkovs’kyi Society could
only receive future 9,000-crown grants for publications if its booklets appeared in the local
Galician Ukrainian language, and specifically not in Russian. From the society’s 1912-1913
annual report in Golos naroda, 3 October 1913, pp. 4-35.

62 The viceroy’s reference was obviously to Naumovych and his conversion to Orthodoxy, to
which the Kachkovs’kyi Society’s chairman and secretary issued an official statement praising
their founder’s cultural work but disavowing his “political activity” and Orthodox conversion.
B. A. Didytskii and 1. N. Pelekh, “Otvit na napast’,” Russkoe slovo (Lviv), 3, no. 29
(1892):1-2.

63 The pedantic concern with the details of this incident on the part of the local Austrian
authorities has all the makings of a ridiculous plot for a Viennese operetta. The incident was
brought to the provincial criminal courts; only seventeen issues were found to have the “spot”;
concern was still high for the seventeen peasants who had the “seditious” material; in the end,
the court annulled the confiscation order. The details of the saga of the spotted almanacs are
provided in “Sneseny konfiskaty kalendaria OMK,” Russkoe slovo (Lviv), 5, no. 20
(1894):1-2, and “(étozva do chlendv OMK,"” ibid., 5, no. 27 (1894):3-4.

64 “Narodn$i prazdnyk,” Russkoe slovo, 5 October 1911, p. 1; “Obshchoho sobraniia chlendv
OMK ne bude!,” Holos naroda, 24 September 1913, p. 1.
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(1856-1916), who called the Kachkovs’kyi Society the “most important
organization for raising the material standards of the people,” became
alienated because they were kept out of leadership roles and because of
their own change to a populist Ukrainian national orientation under the
impact of Drahomanov.5> Nonetheless, the Kachkovs’kyi Society did wel-
come the creation of the Ukrainian Radical party in 1890, in which Pavlyk
and Franko played leading roles.%6

As for the Ukrainophile Prosvita Society, it was for the longest time not
considered a rival but rather a partner in the common goal of educating the
Galician Rus’ people. Thus, at its founding in 1874, the influential
populist-Ukrainian journal Pravda commented that the “newly established
[Kachkovs’kyi] Society should attract support among every patriotic
Rusyn,”®” while as late as 1892, the Kachkovs’kyi Society welcomed the
creation of Prosvita affiliates which might attract “new members from
among those peasants, teachers, and civil servants who—only God knows
why—might be afraid to belong to the Kachkovs’kyi Society.”68

By the first decade of the twentieth century, however, friction replaced
mutual tolerance. In 1908, the influential Ukrainian daily newspaper, Dilo,
accused the Kachkovs’kyi Society of being an “agent of Moscow,”®® and
from 1906 on, when all but two of its annual conventions were held in Lviv,
Ukrainian students tried to disrupt what they called “Muscovite” meetings,
either by heckling speakers and throwing stones or attacking the building of
the Kachkovs’kyi central branch.”0

65 Ivan Franko, “Kil’ka sliv o tim, iak uporiadkuvaty i provadyty nashi liudovi vydavnytstva”
(1882), in his Tvory, vol. 19 (Kiev, 1956), p. 24. On the rejection of the younger populists
from the Kachkovs’kyi Society, see Russkaia rada (Kolomyia), 5, no. 17 (1875): 131-33; and
Pravda (Lviv), 9, no. 16 (1876): 635-38.

%  “Kol’ko sl6v o t.z. ‘radykalakh’,” Russkoe slovo (Lviv), 5, no. 50 (1894):2-5.

§7  Pravda (Lviv), 7, no. 13 (1874): 568.

68  Russkoe slovo (Lviv), 3, no. 27 (1892):7.

6%  “Diial nist’ tovarystva im. Kachkovs’koho,” Dilo, 24 and 25 September 1908, p. 1 and p. 2.
According to a Prosvita Society activist, the populist-Ukrainophile view was that the
Kachkovs’kyi Society did positive work, especially in producing popular publications, until the
1890s, after which it began to publish in an artificial language that no one could understand.
Cf. Ivan Bryk, “Korotkyi ohliad ukrains’koi populiarnoi literatury v Halychyni,” in Ivan Bryk
and Mykhailo Kotsiuba, eds., Pershyi ukrains’ kyi pros’vitno-ekonomichnyi kongres uladzhenyi
Tovarystvom ‘Pros’vita’ u L'vovi. . 1909 roku: Protokoly i referaty (Lviv, 1910), pp. 116-17.
70 See the reports on the 1907, 1911, and 1912 annual conventions in Russkoe slovo (Lviv),
18, no. 36 (1907): 1-2; 22, no. 41 (1911): 1-3; and 23, no. 25 (1912): 2—3. The attack on the
Kachkovs’kyi Society in Lviv occurred in November 1912 and caused damage estimated at 300
crowns. See the annual report for 19121913 in Holos naroda, 24 September 1913, pp. 5-6.
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As a result of the prewar international tension between Russia and Aus-
tria, and the increasing intolerance of local Ukrainians toward what had
become “Muscovite” enemies (Old Ruthenians as well as Russophiles) in
their midst, the Kachkovs’kyi Society began what seemed to be a period of
new decline. It was reported that as many as five society-sponsored student
dormitories (in Chortkiv, Kaminka Strumylova, Rava Rus’ka, Zhovkva, and
Zolochiv) were closed by the Austrian authorities, while “long-standing
members were asking the central committee to remove their names, albeit
temporarily, from the membership rolls and not to send them publica-
tions.””! Moreover, the talk of war and mobilization made it impossible to
send agricultural students to Bohemia or to organize other courses in Gali-
cia as had been done in the past. Thus, even before the outbreak of the war
in August 1914, the future of the Kachkovs’kyi Society seemed in doubt,
prompting its central committee to issue a declaration in which it stated
flatly that “our society is being threatened with closure.”’?

But why was the society on the decline once again, and why was it the
focus of attack on the part of the Austrian central government, the Polish-
dominated provincial Galician administration, and local Ukrainophiles? In
large part, the reasons have to do with the group’s national ideology.

In essence, the Kachkovs’kyi Society was an ideological child of the so-
called Old Ruthenian (starorusyny) movement in Galician-Ukrainian
society, whose main characteristic could be described as wanting to main-
tain the status quo. Whereas such a position would seem ideal for the ruling
Austrian authorities, it in effect proved to be dangerous in a Galician
environment in which both Poles and populist Ukrainians were continually
pushing for changes that would enhance their own political status in local
affairs and perhaps someday even lead to political independence. The Old
Ruthenians, most of whom were in leadership positions in the
Kachkovs’kyi Society (Bohdan Didyts’kyi, Pylyp Svistun, Osyp A. Mar-
kov, Osyp Monchalovs’kyi) were certainly united on one issue—opposition
to what they considered Polish political and cultural infiltration and domi-
nance over historically Rus’ (East) Galicia.”3

7L Holos naroda, 24 September 1913, pp. 5—6.

72 “Pros’ba k chlenam OMK,” Russkaia rada (Kolomyia), 41, no. 2 (1912): 1.

73 For details on the Old Ruthenian movement, see Paul R. Magocsi, “Old Ruthenianism and
Russophilism: A New Conceptual Framework for Analyzing National Ideologies in Late 19th-
Century Eastern Galicia,” in Paul Debreczeny, ed., American Contributions to the Ninth Inter-
national Congress of Slavists, vol. 2 (Columbus, Ohio, 1983), pp. 305-24.
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In that regard, their only seeming ally was the Austrian Habsburg throne,
which in the past (and ostensibly in the future) had protected them from the
inroads of Polish aristocratic and bureaucratic rule and its corollary the
Roman Catholic Church. Within such a constellation, it was not difficult to
understand why at Kachkovs’kyi Society meetings speakers would
frequently—and genuinely—refer to the eighteenth-century Empress Maria
Theresa (during whose reign Galicia had become part of Austria) as a
“second Moses,” who liberated the Galician Rus’ people after 432 years of
“Polish-Egyptian” slavery,’ or that if ever they needed to “send a delega-
tion to the monarch [Franz Joseph], he for certain would not reject our
demands and presentations.””> Thus, pro-Austrian loyalty directed toward
the Habsburg emperor, for which Galicia’s Rus’-Ukrainians had become
proverbially known as the “Tyrolians of the East,” was to remain a basic
ingredient of Kachkovs’kyi Society political ideology.”®

The other ingredient of Old Ruthenianism was cultural, although ene-
mies of the Kachkovs’kyi Society would argue it was political in nature.
This had to do with the idea of the unity of Rus’. Without going into
details, the Old Ruthenian ideology of the Kachkovs’kyi Society believed
that all the Rus’ (russkyi) people—the Great Rus’, White Rus’, and Little
Rus’, or to use modern terminology, Russians, Belorussians, and
Ukrainians—were equal descendants of the common heritage of medieval
Kievan Rus’. Indeed, such a view coincided with the contemporary Rus-
sian understanding of Pan-Slavism and with the official policy of the tsarist
government, providing the latter with ideological legitimacy for claims to
Austro-Hungarian historic Rus’ lands (eastern Galicia, northern Bukovina,
and Subcarpathian Rus’). However, the Galician Old Ruthenians did not
wish to be ruled by the tsarist Russian Empire. They considered their rela-
tionship to the so-called common Rus’ East solely in cultural terms that
were analogous to the situation of Austria’s German speakers who were
culturally and linguistically related to the Germanic world without being
politically subordinate to the German Empire.”’

74 From a speech at a meeting of the Sokal’ affiliate, cited in “Zahal’noe sobranie chlen6v
filiy OMK v Sokaly,” Russkaia rada (Kolomyia), 9, no. 12—-13 (1879):92.

75 From a speech at the 1892 annual meeting, cited in “Sobranie chlenév OMK,” Russkoe
slovo (Lviv), 3, no. 35 (1892): 3.

76 On the dominant monarchical tendencies in Galician Rus’ society, see John-Paul Himka,
“Hope in the Tsar: Displaced Naive Monarchism Among the Ukrainian Peasants of the
Habsburg Empire,” Russian History 7, no. 1-2 (1980): 125 -38; and Paul R. Magocsi, “Vienna
in 1848 Through the Eyes of Ukrainians,” forthcoming.

77 The best introduction to Old Ruthenian ideology is found in O. A. Monchalovskii, Svia-
taia Rus’ (Lviv, 1903).
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As for the Old Ruthenians, the living symbol of their cultural unity with
“Holy Rus’” (Sviataia Rus’) was language—not, however, the vernacular
of the peasant masses (which they would admit was differentiated into at
least three distinct languages or “dialects”: Russian, Belorussian, and
Ukrainian), but the traditional russkyi book language used since time
immemorial in church books in Galicia and, of course, in the publications of
the Kachkovs’kyi Society. Thus, as is typical of the early stages of many
national movements, the medium or form of the language—in this case the
etymological alphabet and high-sounding words drawn from Church
Slavonic—became more important than the message, especially since the
medium somehow conveyed a sense of unity with an eastern Rus’ culture
that had the prestige of several centuries of history. In the words of one
Kachkovs’kyi Society member: “Our people have the greatest respect for
the book language in which our church books and Holy Liturgy are writ-
ten. . . . That language, which our patriotic forefathers wrote and still write
since time immemorial, is called ‘Muscovite’ by the Ukrainophile populists.
However, our people know nothing and do not wish to know anything about
such things, because for our people there is only one Rus’ language. ...
The realization of the unity of Rus’ has always lived and still lives in the
hearts of our people.”’® Indeed, prestige and dignity became in themselves
prime commodities for an intelligentsia with an ingrained sense of inferior-
ity, an intelligentsia that felt it had to stand up to the more “prestigious”
Polish culture in the context of an Austrian provincial environment.

It was this sense of looking to the past, of depending upon it as a crutch
for existing in the present, that was at the heart of the Kachkovs’kyi
Society’s national ideology, summed up so well in 1891 by its long-time
chairman, Bohdan Didyts’kyi (1827 -1908):

We call ourselves Old Rus’, and that name comes from the fact that we fervently
stand by those beginnings which our ancestors gave to us, in particular our own saint
and equal to the apostles, Prince Vladimir, with whom our ancestors accepted holy
Christianity and with Christianity our Slavonic-Rus’ rite and Rus’ alphabet as well.
We are proud that they call us Old Rus’, because we stand by our olden beginnings

and wish to remain in union with our church which has existed for a thousand
years.”

78 From a speech by Vasyl’ Kurdydyk at a meeting of the Ternopil’ affiliate of the
Kachkovs’kyi Society, cited in Russkoe slovo (Lviv), 6, nos. 24 and 25 (1895): 3 and 2, respec-
tively.

79 From the speech of Chairman Didyts’kyi at the society’s 1891 annual convention, cited in
Russkoe slovo (Lviv), 2, no. 35 (1891):2.
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In a late nineteenth-century environment in which new ideas and move-
ments (nationalism, socialism, Zionism, Marxism) found fertile ground in
Galicia, Old Ruthenian spokesmen like Didyts’kyi, whose own culture was
still not fully respected, came to have an almost pathological fear of change.
This was summed up poignantly in a speech on the meaning of the society
by Osyp A. Markov (1849-1909), a long-time member of its central com-
mittee: “The Kachkovs’kyi Society wants that Rus’ will always remain
Rus’, that our people will not lose one inch of its land, nor one letter from
its alphabet, nor one prayer from its church.”80

A few of the rival Ukrainophile national leaders in Galicia, among them
the president of the Shevchenko Scientific Society, Mykhailo S.
Hrushevs’kyi (1866—1934), respected the Old Ruthenians’ position and
even called for greater cooperation with them.?! However, this attitude was
the exception: most Galician-Ukrainian leaders saw the Old Ruthenians
and the Kachkovs’kyi Society as a Muscovite fifth column to be exorcised
from their Galician midst.%2

The final irony is that when at the outset of the twentieth century a few
younger Galician politicians (Dmytro Markov, Volodymyr Dudykevych,
Ivan Hrynevets’kyi) and newspapers (Prikarpatskaia Rus’, Holos naroda)
began to take what could be considered a classic Russophile position that
favored the incorporation of Galicia into the Russian Empire and the adop-
tion of the standard literary Russian language for publications and educa-
tion, the Kachkovs’kyi Society found it as difficult to deal with them as
with the Ukrainian populists.?3 Therefore, it is not surprising that with the
outbreak of World War I and the rapid advance of tsarist Russian forces
into Galicia in August 1914, the Kachkovs’kyi Society, like the Prosvita
Society and other Ukrainian organizations, ceased functioning. Indeed, the
Kachkovs’kyi Society renewed its activity after the war in 1919, but in the
completely changed political circumstances of Polish rule and with the
ascendency of the Ukrainian national ideology it was merely marking time

80 (O, Markov, “Chomu OMK mae dlia nas znachenie?,” Russkoe slovo (Lviv), 9, no. 44
(1898): 2.

81  See above, fn. 11.

82 A typical Ukrainophile view was that of Lon’gyn Tsehel’s’kyi, who, while recognizing
that the “old Muscophiles [Old Ruthenians] led de facto a Ukrainian cultural life and expressed
de facto the Ukrainian national position with regard to the Poles” (p. 402), nonetheless argued
that the whole movement was a pathological phenomenon in Galician Ukrainian Society. See
his “Halyts’ke moskvofil’stvo v ostannii ioho fazi,” Literaturno-naukovyi vistnyk (Lviv and
Kiev), 50 (1910): 389 -406.

83 See the negative views toward the Russophiles by the chairman of the Kachkovs’kyi
Society and prominent Old Ruthenian, Bohdan Didyts’kyi, “Svoezhyt’evi zapysky,” pt. 2, Vist-
nyk ‘Narodnoho Doma’ (Lviv), 26, no. 3 (1908): 50—-54.
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until its final demise with the entry of Soviet troops and administration into
Galicia in September 1939.34

CONCLUSION

The Kachkovs’kyi Society during its four decades of existence under Aus-
trian rule did succeed in its basic goal: to serve as a publisher of popular
books that raised the educational, moral, and civic culture of the Rus’-
Ukrainian population in Galicia. It was also partially successful in the more
practical tasks of publication and instruction in agricultural matters for the
rural population.

As for its ideology of looking backward and promoting the idea of Rus’
cultural unity, the Kachkovs’kyi Society was by the eve of World War I
eclipsed by its rival Prosvita Society and the Ukrainian national movement.
The reason for its failure was perhaps its inability to develop and promote
elements of higher culture based on the local Galician environment. For
instance, while Prosvita and other Ukrainian cultural societies were promot-
ing critical and scholarly publications, theatrical life, and the works of writ-
ers like Ivan Franko, the Kachkovs’kyi Society sought its models of high
culture in the works of Tolstoy, Pushkin, and other Russian writers that
were culturally as well as linguistically removed from the local Galician
Ukrainian environment.

The question of the degree to which higher forms of cultural endeavor
can be divorced from the environment in which they are being promoted is
one that had faced the Galician intelligentsia throughout the Ukrainian
national revival in the six decades preceding the outbreak of World War 1.
In its effort to attain cultural prestige and self-confidence by associating
with an undifferentiated, historic East Slavic East, it seems that the
Kachkovs’kyi Society and the Old Ruthenian orientation it represented
went too far, thereby eventually alienating itself from the very population it
had hoped to serve.

University of Toronto

84 If the literature of the Kachkovs’kyi Society in the pre-World War I years is limited, that
on the interwar period is virtually non-existent.
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Appendix 1
STATUTE OF THE MYKHAIL KACHKOVS’KYI SOCIETY*
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RIJ0BAHEE NOUYAAPENXD M NOYIATEASHHX'D, & JCUIEBHXD KAHKOKD
peanriltno-oéni9afinoro, Hayxosoro, rocnogapeKoro @ 3a6aBRoro co-
Aepxania;
OCHOBaHi6 WRTaAHel ;
ny6auania 8T9HTH;
ocHosanie 06imecTss TBepeaocTH;
0CHOBAHIe rPOMAJICKHXD HO3NYKOBHIXB- KACH H CONBOBH 360:Ka;

ocnoBARie 06mMecTss pPYROABABRURSN®E.

§. 8.

Buaatks ofmeorsa noxpusarmroa: srocamn wnenden, zoSposors-

*  Nauka, vol. 4 (Kolomyia, 1875), pp. 54—62.
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HBIMH AGTKAMH H KepTBAMA, 3aBMMARIAMH H J2EraTAMH AKh N npaxoxa-
MH B3WICKYOMHMH R3B pO3NPOAANKH KRHKOKD ob6niecTBOMD HIRABARNXB.

§ 4.

Bees maerors obiiecrsa BuIKa3yc HHABECHTApS.

Maetkomn opyaye oa Tak®, wmobn KPOSB MOKPMTLA TEKYMEX'D
BWAATROBB, OCHOBAHO ®OHAD KopoHnwi.

Ill. Cocrapp odmjecTsa.
§. 5.

ObmecrBo COCTORTE HaP 4N6ROBH JBNCTBRTEMBHMIXD B MOYETHHX'B.

I siCTBHTRALNRING U7€HOMB CTaecA KOXJAWE aBotpiftickill o6uBarens
pPyCCKOW HAPOAHOCTH, KoTopwl 06ABUTH CBOIO BOJNIO, lIPHINHATACH B'D
noar3y obuiecTBa rpoWEBNMD AATKOMB UJAH IPYTAMB AKAMB CNOCOGOMB
Ha Op. TPYAOMD ANTEPATYPHEIM®, H BRISAOMS obmecrsa £vie mpHHEA-
TRl BH YJEHb.

§ T
Movernnimn 4nenadu mmenye obmoe cobpamie ofmecrsa JABHa, W3-
BBRCTAHE N3'b “0JOBBKO- i Kapo10ai06ia.

§ 8.

Oco6pt FouycTHBIiN CA AKOro 6€34CCTHOro JABJIA 110 KADHNMS 3a-
KOHAMD KAPaeMOro, 0co6elHoke M0XOJAWOr0 B3b Kopacroarolid, AKT R
6TAaK0"iNCA HENOPANBHOCTH UAH HAJOruBN Niaucras, e moryrs (yTu
yxesamn o6mectsa, a ocIH6N HEMH OyaydE nonuam 8% 4oAdGuui uo-
poks a6o mpormeoAriicTBOBANN UBIAMD ofuiecTsa, pPHUSTEND BHIMIL
#2% ofmecTsa BHIKJIIOYAIOTCA.

Ha caysall otiasaubs OpusATia Bp wicHW o6mecTsa ajJH BRKIW0-
9eHbA 03B TOrO, CAYWKUTH OCKop6ieRomy apaso OTeAmKa Ro obmoro co-
6pauia obuecTsa, KoTOpoe aJA06y pBUIAE OKOHYATEABHO.

§. 9.

Tak:xe nepecrae 6yTH WicHOMD KOMAHDY, KTO 0B YMUIATOW ZATKO-
Boi0 3a ABa Aabra 3dcrae BB auaAraocra n adorasmiu R0 ydAArh! By~
A0MD yndsuenunti, 8b redenin 14 auell ncen 3aJAr300TA HE ONOEHTS.
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IV, 06azamoctn wIenons.
8. 10.
Kaxcauh uaens asiictsuteansiit obmeersa npunumae cabayoutin
0053aHHOCTH :

1. koxJoro roga uaariwrn 1 3p. Ro Kacki o611eCTBA;

2. crapaTtincs 0 UO3BICKAHLC HOBLINT 4aeubéws Zad o6nCCTHA;

8. CN0BOMB H JBIOMT 3A0XOTOBATH KOMKAOLO 0 HIKONBHON I BCAKOH
Zo6pou 1 HOACIHON HAYKH, AKB I oaBaTh uono4s ybordi mwkon-
Héli mMosozoww.

4. Heynorpe6AATH HEUCMHBINT H HOLAHMXDB CI08Dh I UPORACHOUD, H
MepaKill 3BH9ali TOTH, IZe CAYUNTCHA, HCKOPEHATH.

5. CJAOBOMB H UPHMBPOMD CHOHMb APYIHXDB OTT UIAHCTRA GTBOUTH
H NPHYHBATHCA [0 OCHOBAH'A 061CCTBD BO3ACPIKHOCTH (TBEPE3OCTH);

6. 6yTH 1A BCBXD ZOOPEIMT UPUMBPOMDB TpyAnaiobia, uopagka, un-
CTOTH, I'OCHOJAPHOCTH H OINARHOCTN;

7. BO30yA*kaTH H KPBUHTH BB HAPOAB INOYITAHIC LPABA U HOCAYMA-
Hie 3AKORAMD ;

8. craparuce Behbmi cusamy 06 OCHOBARIN IPOMAACKUIXT "UTANHCI,
103blcKoBATA AAA HUXB AKRD Hail60abwe 4IcHOBB, W 110 ROIMOKHU-
CTH Jep¥KaTH BB HAXB I cayxaTtn Oruntdsh o BCAKHXD 110763
HLIXD pPBYAXD.

9. 3aMOMKHTH y cebe, CCail ecTh BJAACTHTEACMh IPYNTY, HIKOJY cano-
BHHRI H PO3JAABATH HAN ACIHICRO UPORABATH JApyrHMD Y6aarupogue-
HYI0 CajOBHHY — TAKHKE CTADATICE O 06CIIKCHBC CALOBHHOK 1K
X0Th JZHKOIO AEPEeBHHOI JOPOHIh H HYCTHIXB MBCTIb.

10. crapatiicg O 3aBEeAEHie nyymIoN pachl XyAo6s, AYUNXD YAICEB
It PO3NPOCTPAHATH HAYKY O DAIOHANBHOME BCACHIIO LOCUIOIAPCTEY,
AKD O NOAHECCHBE UPOMBICAA —— & THIMND CAMLIMB, NM0COGCTBUBATH
A0GpOGHTOBE HApPOAA.

Y. Hpasa wiendws.
§ 11,
Kosxaril unews ABiCTRUTEABHRIT ofiecTna Mae nparo:
1. upu obimnxe cobpaniaxs 3abupati roJoch, CTABAATH Buecchis,

3aXBANIOBATH KB AMCHOBAHIIO (OYETHWX'B WICHIED, rOA0CORATH UPU
BeI6Opax® mOpexcepAaTend obiioro coépamia AKB H HOOAHHOKHXT
cekuiii Toro cobpanin, paansite npn BW6oph upejpesaaTenAn u unc-
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16D BHDBAA, HAKOHEUR npu yxwasaxns obimoro Cobpania u Bras-
aati 85 Beb arra obuomy codpaunito upelIoKCHiN.

2. 6yTn n3ipannpIMD BL wienn llpeacnjgareancisa i BLLABIA.

3. ABMITHCH HA 3aCBAAUIA BLABJAA €D IOJOCOME COBBTYIOUWNMB, €CN
UC CCTh WICHOM'L BBIABIN — ad0 [OJABATIL 10 BBYBAR BHECEHid
na uHesnmb,

4. 13B BCBXD KHUKOKDH, 0O6MICCTBOMT U3JANHBIXD {IONYYATH JTapoMb
N0 OAHONMY eKceMILtapy.

§ 12,
Kosxegplit wiaeirn noayuyae 0T BHABAA UPAMOTY UPHHATIH BB YJEHH,

KOTOPA €0 AKO WICHA JCTHTIMYE 1 YUPABHAC ero A0 BCTyuny Ha o06-
moe cobpauie, Ha 3ACBAMMIA BRABIA, AKD 1 HA OTYHTH BB UHTAIBHAXD.

§ 10
Yaens noveruniilt Mac npaBo Ro BETyuy Ha obuwin co6paHia o sa-

CBAAHIA BLABAA, HO HC Nae upasa 3abupaTn TyTh roaocs. Lmy cay-
SKHTH Hpano UochiaTa YUTAIBHI M ZEPHATH TYTB OTYHTEL

§ 4.

Cunen sesxn wiendsds yaepxye Buibhabs BB Tourdit apnstocTn u
vrufoliye BCAKIM B TODRKC HUCABAOBABININ 3MBHE BB cucdép BB §. 30.
O3HAUCHBI,

§ 15.
Beamn asaanun o6uieetsa yupasagiorn: o6moo coépatie n BHABLS.

A, Odmoe codpanie,

8. 16.

O6moe cobpanic OTéynac cs 1o upasuIy passk Bb ro4s I TO 0
CROJIBKO BO3MOMCHO, BB AeHb 8 (20) aBrycra, ko BB jcHb cmepra 6.1,
Muxanaa Kaukosckoro, a 10 06CTOATECALCTHAME KOMAOIO POKY BB HH-
HOMT, MBCTIH.

Komt HU wnendsd Toro 3asaidioTs mi 06CTUHTEAbCTBA TOTU Tpe-
GoBarn GyayTs, goaumend BLIDIDL CKAMRATH HAgUopagoynoe obmoe co-
6panic.

17.

oz

Cranganbe o6u{oro cofpiauia JoNMN0  ABATHCL HOCPEUCTBOMB pyc-
CHHXD KPACBIXD  YACODICCH w2 0COGHWMI AHCTAMR it TO veTwph (4)
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HEATLAN nanepelrnh, Bh HALIWNX'DL Ae CIy988XB MOKOR Tolt peyHBenh
ckopotaTRH J0 14 Aweli,

§. 18.

Obmoe cobpanic nporaraamae npeachbraress BHABIA uio ecre §7-
BOpCHE, CKOPO #BHALLE HA Toe 50 uiendss ABNCTBATEALHBIXD.

On1 poanounnac astiersie o6moro co6pania KOPOTKOI® [POMOBOIO
n B3wBac, mobw cobpamiaca unenw m36pasm npeachaarenn obuioro
cobpania, 3RCTYNHIKA npeicslartess n IBOXh cekperapéab.

§. 19,

Buasas spae copaBy 3b Bepedia Asam  ofmecTsa B npeak.aajas

c9eTH H BAECEHis.
K3 poacyorpenito asr1s mabupae cobpanie notpebue gueao kommcihh.

§. 20

O6moe cobpauie yxsaade aMsHy CTATYTHBD o0ulecTBa, psmae BRO-
cemnia, OTRANKN A KaJo6w, nyenye noTeTHHXDL 49Iendnn, wabnpac
npeicsaaTeaa BHIBAA, TOTOXKE YICHOHBDL I NXD AUCTYUNHKOBB, 3aprxkyo
MKOHTPA RACCH, CKMBAA KHATH H HHANX'bL 3acoG0Wb, yis.ade wim O1-
kasye abcoaroTopia BEABIOBA, onpeasase HodeTs CAYKOW upu BH-
ABAB AKD W IJATHIO RAH HArOPOAYy ANA MOOAHHOKHX® YUDPABHEHWXB JNNE
w Boo6ime po3nopaxkye, AK® NMbuiemnh o6mecTsa opyloBaTHCA Mae.

§ 21.
O6moe cobpanic yxsaaioe Ba:kHO a6CoNOTHMMND GOanIeHbCTROMNT
roaocdss NpHEYTCTBYIOMHX'S aaendps AblicTBNTCABHKXE.
Mlpeacsaareas rosocye t6.16Ko TpH MMEHOBANIN YIEROBNH HOYETHHIXT
B PR BH6OPD BHABAA, BB UPOYEMB palIac NPH POBHOCTH roa0chBT.

-

§ 22

Axums cnocodoms ro.aocosaties vae, 1. €. YR lIOHMEeHHo, Kapr-
Kam#d, raskaMu, 9epodb AKAAMalilo, udauHeceHic PYKT, UoBCTAULE UAY
9epess CAAKense, IAPAKae NpOICHASTOND.

b. Boigban,
§ 23.

Buasas obwecrsa cocTonTs u3h nposcsiartenn, ocemu (8) une-
u6s1 B nx®p detwpexs (4) aacryunikben, veaxdh obmunt cobpaniems
B36PARHLIXD.
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Buxsan ke cams u3bHpacTs uah nuceprllh cebe mscroopejebia-
teaa W ORIOr0 CeKperaps.

§ 24.
Msacronpeachaateas sactynae upencsiarcan 6TeyTeTBYIOYOro a 3a-

CTYOHuKD gJeni IoOKJANRYCCa, CCIOH ICOTOpblﬁ 9J€HD €CTh NePENIKOAKEeRD
yqacraoaaru BD ABJaXD BLIBJA.

§. 25.

Bugbas mabmpaecs na oiaeads rolb, OHB J0AKEHB ORHAKONKD
yPAAOBATH 0OTH, NOKH HOBOH3OpauRWI BHABAT he G610epe Bejemis Asas
obmecTBa.

Ynesn BuABAA MOTYTH GHTH UOHOBHO H36pARHEM.

§ 26.

Kpous Besx® aamunmcTpanilineixs Asas ofulecTBa HATEKATD A0
BR3sJa: npnuatic n suxgiouenic unenéss (§§. 6, 8.), ogmsuxa pykomn-
ceil 1o lcyatauba apu3naYenxs, 3aKalovanie yrosopa ¢ COYRHHTEAAMD
B3rAS30MB BHNATOPOD, 3aHATIECA UEYATABEND H PO3CHIKON KRHIB
obumcersa, Bpeicuie wacn ofwecTtsa, Janswe orosomedia Bp §§. 14,
17, 80, 34, 35, 36, naseacnun, nOTOMB UAACMOTPD YRTANBHeH, TAKKO
03aMBCTUCBUIXD, AKD Il YPAKenbe n0y6Imunsixs OTYRTOBD BB THXKe,
TAK:KG HAACMOTPD HAZD OGUIECTBAMH TBEPE3OCTH, CPOMAZCKENA UO3HY-
HOBBIMH KacamMu H CCHOaMH 360:Ka #kD A HaZB O6ILECTBAMH DYKOABAB-
HOKOBD, HAKOHEND YABAAHBE HHCTPYRUIM BCBMB OTpOCAAMB 06mEcTBa.

§ 21.

Buasas yxsasioo BaKuo, CKOPO KPoM® npeacsiatens (Macroupes-
canatean) cobpanoca wmects (6) uaenrdss uaAA no. Kpaltnod wmapbd Tpa
YJeHul A TPH 32CTYNHUBKH Y1eHORD.

CekpeTapp BCEraa BYHCJACCA BB TOS YHOJO.
Vxsansl BHABAA 3a1AJ810TH a6COMOTHOK G64ALUOCTIIO TONOCBS.
IIpencsaaTens rosocye 3aBeBrAN.
Conocosanse Oréysaeca apro aam Taituo (§. 22.) néana swéopy =
BapAkeHia npeacsarend.
§ 28.

Cexperapb cmiicye BCD YXBAAB BB KHUCY BRBAA.
Koscanilt 0poTokoAd AKB N BCB NCBMA M rpaMoTsl §TH BwABAA
BuxoAAmMiy, ndinnCyI0Ts npeacsaaTenH (MBCTONPEACHATS]b) B COKPOTAPS.
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Ipasorsi upasnit AOMEBS KPOMB TOIr0 COICPAKATH CCHUIKY HA yXBAny
BHBJA 11 GyTH CHAGKCHBLIN BHITHCHCHICMD lEYaTH obmicersa.

§. 29,

Obwecrso peaCraBiIHe Ha BRB I 3uCTYNAC TOC:KO licpeld BJIa-
CTAMU M cyAaMu upelcsaarcan wubaa -- a wb cro OTCYTCBiio MAH uC-
PCWROTB MBCTOUPEACHIATC D,

§ 30.

Cocrosnic racnt ¢b BebMI clo1a OTHOCHUIIIMICH U'PAMOTANE Il KBH-
TaMu npeawaaiac Buasan eikerogno obmody coGpaniio Kb uepecsoTponn
1 vlubpenifo # oroJowyc cyMAPHYHLIE BLIKAXL KACCH BB PYCCKNXD Ya-
ConmeAXD HAKD M OB nepsoh Kumouus usiauoi O6mecrsoms o OTém
TiI0 KoK JokpaTtiore obuoro cobpauis.

VIl Yuraanuh.
§ 31,
Bb wowmaoii MBCTUEBOCTH, BD KOTpuil BHuCAIOCH Uo Kpahuoi whpe
12 wIcHOBD Jlo 06UICCTBA, CAYRHTDL HMB HPABO OCHOBATH y cede ui-
TATLHIO.
Be roii nbzy moryTn ouu BoasatH BWABID 06LICCTBA KB COABI-
CTBOBAHIO, KOTOPOMY TAKXKC C.IYKUTH HAL30PB OCHOBANOR YRTAAbHD.

§. 32,

Koaa Takas wuranpis fogyyae AApoMn Ho 0AHOMY CRCEMUANDY
BCBX'B COUHHEHiN 06LIECTHOME H3AHHLIXD W HA CRAAIB HAXOTAUIHXCH.

§. 33.
YUneusr obuiecTBa MAIOTL CBOGOAHLIT BCTYUD v UTATLHD.
3apan®s YHTANBHB YXBaANTH, wi Auua o O6mectsa ucHadcKAULH
MOI'YTTH NOCBUIATH HUTAJLHIO H ll6,1’5 AKUMA ycnoainmu.
§. 34
Brigsab obuiceTBa AKXDbL 1 3aPAAL UNTAALNS MOTYTDh YPHIKATH QY-

6an4HBIE STYHTH BB YUNTANBHAXD — H TAKT OJUNB AKB APYrill o cucru-
Anin TeXae nopasarn mapberia jo ny6auunon sbiomocti.

VIII. O6uectsa Thepesoctn.

8 95
R I E
’I:ulf'b BbIABJA0BH 06[1(60'1‘83 KD B HOOTHROKNMND WIOHAMD C.1) XKNTD
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uparo noenbmectrosard  ocHoBaHI0  OGHICCTRT TBEPE3oCTH BAR BO3AEp-

JKHOCTH.
Bulgsah  0poBAAHTS BCPXOBHLI HAABOPL Nafh HUMO B HOXBAJH

poerofii cobhtin nogae go obuioit nppoMoCTH.

- .
IN. T'poMajekin nomaukoBuil Kachl i cepinbt 360%&a.
§. 86.
3a coaniteTsierrs BuABAa  obulecTsa AW YACHOBT OCHOBAHBIN 1107
SENYKOBBIN  KACK 1011 CCLitinl  360KA WD 100JHHOKHXD CPOMAJAXE YAep-
AYC BLIABAD BT UPHMOCTH U cTapaccs o UCPioAHYROMT 06BBUIAHIIK
THIX3NE COCTOAHIA,

X. OomecrBa pyke AhabHHKOBD.
§. 37.

Buianan KT U G00ANHOKIN  wdcuuw  ofmecTsn  AoJKHA  yAeruarn
COuTCHAMND-IYROABALHNKAMD OCHoBaltie obteeTBT, MAIOYHX'D Ha 1BaH cupo-
BAJKYBRULE B MRCUCBOCTH, IWNINICHLIN B UPOMLIIACRHOCTH, MAlCTPOBT
# BHATORGWL —— CTAPATHCH O TuYHOC BHYYEHBC Perecih Yepess HOOLH-
HOKHXD PYROABALHBKOBDL HKD N 0 3aKYNHO (loTpe6HLXD MaTepia1ist
IYpPTOME.

XL, Possasatibe odmecrna,

§. 38.

Ténvko o6womy cobpanito, Kb Toil UBJIN BHPAIRO CKINKRHOMY,
CAYRHTE APABO YXBaadTH PO3BAIAHBC 0611ECTBA,

Takywo yxsaay ARDL 0 CUpPEABICHLC, Ha AKYI0 OGIIENONE3HYIO I[BAb
Maces obepHyTn Bce yueToe mmbnie obuiecTsa, craHoBUTD 0o6uioe codpa-
Hie masKHO, CcCan Ho Kpadiwoii mMoph 60abwad NONOBAHA ZBilCTBATCND-
neixdb yaenéss cobpania n to rpu useptuun (%,) rosnocdsn npucyTeTRy-
IYIXT YICHORT JIOTHIYNYIO YXBaJy LioB3Aja.

Leanbur e po takonm yxsadsl we apilimao, npuuagae BCe uUCTOE
unbnic 8B 1oAL3y pyceko-napoguoro Mucrntyra ,Hapoanuit Jomn“
85 JlsBOBS,

XIL Crophar
§. 39.
Bearoro poaa cuopu, u3p oTHOLIERil 0GIMECTBA NpoHCXOZAWiH
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psmae okSayareasso n Ge3d scgkoro OTRAAKA MHDOBHE CYAB, 8B CO-
CTaBL KUTOpOro WabHpae KOXKJ1asm CTOPOHA N0 OJHOMY cyAim, a Tim 06a
cyaiu B3GHPAIOTB CBEPRLUKA CBOTO.

XHIL Hepexoguvin onpegbacnia.

§. 40.
Mokn Bua®aD o6wectBa ne sdcrane no mueau § 20. wabpaws, Ko-
METETH yupeauTteapHuwil sese gsaa Buabaosn npenopyseasiu.
llo aarBepaxesiy  craTyTlBB CKANYE KOMHTCTBE yYpeAHTeAbHHA
6eaupoBoaoun: nepeoe obmoc cobpanie.
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KACHKOVS’KYI SOCIETY AFFILIATES, 1913*

Appendix 2

(Names followed by parentheses refer to districts;
all others are district centers)

Brody

Buchach

Chortkiv

Drobomil’
Drohobych

Halych (Stanyslaviv)
Hrimno (Rudky)
Kalush

Kaminka Strumylova
Kolomyia

Krynica (Nowy Sacz)
Lisko

Lviv

Peremyshliany
Peremyshl’

Rava Rus’ka
Rohatyn

Sambir

Sanok

Skalat

KACHKOVS’KYI SOCIETY CHAIRMEN AND SECRETARIES

18741877
18771880
18801884
1884--1903
19031914

18741878
18761880
1878

1879

18801882
1882-1884
18841886
18861910
1910-1912
19121914

*  Russkaia nyva (Lviv, 1913), p. 71

21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.

Other affiliates no longer existing in 1913

I

Sokal’

Stanyslaviv

Staryi Sambir (Sambir)
Stryi

Ternopil’

Turka

Ustryky Dolishni (Lisko)

Vysits’ko (Jarostaw)
Zboriv

Zhovkva

Zolochiv

Berezhany

Hlyniany (Peremyshliany)

Tavoriv
Rudky
Sniatyn
Zhydachiv

Appendix 3

Chairmen

Reverend Ivan Naumovych

Vyktor M. Ploshchans’kyi

Reverend Feofil Pavlykov

Bohdan Didyts’kyi

Pylyp Svystun
Secretaries

Ivan E. Levyts’kyi

Fedir Olipnyk

Dmytro Vints'kovs’kyi

F. Pleshkovych

Osyp A. Markov

Orest A. Avdykovs’kyi

Osyp A. Monchalovs’kyi

Ivan N. Pelekh

Semen Bendasiuk

Myron S. Zaiats’

85
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Appendix 4

KACHKOVS’KYI SOCIETY ANNUAL CONVENTIONS

Kolomyia

Halych

Lviv (extraordinary)

Stryi

Lviv

Peremyshl’

Stanyslaviv

Kolomyia

Zolochiv

Lviv

Drohobych

Ternopil’

Sanok

Brody

Kolomyia

Drohobych

Kalush

Ternopil’

Lviv

Stryi

Stanyslaviv cancelled due to
cholera epidemic

Lviv

Stanyslaviv

Drohobych

Sambir

Lviv

Sanok

Brody

Sambir

Peremyshl’

Lviv

Kolomyia

Lviv

Temopil’

Jarostaw

Lviv

Lviv

Lviv

Lviv

Lviv cancelled due to
cholera epidemic

20 August 1874

24 August 1875

20 January 1876
22 August 1876

20 September 1877
20 August 1878

11 September 1879
9 September 1880
29 September 1881
31 August 1882

18 September 1883
29 September 1884
8 September 1885
9 September 1886
8 September 1887
6 September 1888
17 September 1889
9 September 1890
8 September 1891
8 September 1892
12 September 1893]

18 September 1894
8 September 1896
7 September 1897
8 September 1898
6 September 1899
18 September 1900
12 September 1901
16 September 1902
29 September 1903
8 September 1904
7 September 1905
18 September 1906
12 September 1907
19 September 1908
29 September 1909
29 September 1910
29 September 1911
24 September 1912
29 September 1913]



Members

1,439
2,600
3,000
3,700
3,562
6,000
over 5,000
4,100
3,500
3,637
5,000
4,136

4,457
5,476
5,357
5,173
5875
7,157

7,444
8,130
8,343
7,972
8,000
9,229/7,888

9,872
10,011
10,700
10,395

THE KACHKOVS’KYI SOCIETY

Appendix 5

KACHKOVS’KYI SOCIETY MEMBERSHIP

Source and date

Russkaia rada (Kolomyia), 5, no. 7 (1875): 50

Slovo, 14 August 1875, p. 1

Russkaia rada (Kolomyia), 5, no. 18 (1875): 141

Russkaia rada (Kolomyia), 5, no. 24 (1875): 190

Russkaia rada (Kolomyia), 6, no. 1 (1876): 11

Russkaia rada (Kolomyia), 7, no. 11 (1877): 94

Slovo, 3 June 1880, p. 1

Slovo, 24 September 1881, p. 1

Slovo, 6 Qctober 1884, p. 1
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DOCUMENTS

Sister Maria Krysta Szembek and her Memoirs

ANDRZEJ A. ZIEBA

The memoirs by Sister Maria Krysta of the Most Holy Sacrament from the
Convent of the Daughters of the Immaculate Conception of the Most Holy
Virgin Mary are among the most interesting of the family memoirs about
Metropolitan Andre;j §eptyc’kyj. Born Zofia Szembek on 10 November
1884, the author of these memoirs was closely related to the metropolitan
through her mother, Maria Szembekowa, née Fredro, niece of the
metropolitan’s mother, Zofia Szeptycka, née Fredro.! The family bonds
became even closer later (as will be discussed below), but the spiritual rela-
tionship between the metropolitan and his god-daughter, Zofia, was more
important than these blood ties. Both devoted themselves to monastic life;
both were marked by a deep spirituality and religiosity.

Before turning to the memoirs of Sister Maria Krysta Szembek, it would
be appropriate to start with a brief outline of her own biography.? She was
the second child of a noble family from Great Poland. The Szembeks
(Schénbegks) originated in Germany, were nobilitated in Poland in the six-
teenth century, and held the Prussian title of count since 1816. They were a
rich and well-connected family which owned lands that, after the fall of the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in the late eighteenth century, came
under Prussian rule. The services of Szembeks to the Catholic Church and
to the Commonwealth were a particularly highly regarded part of the family
history. Of the nine bishops from that family, two were primates of Poland
and, already during Sister Maria Krysta’s lifetime, one of the Szembeks,

1 Concerning Septyc’kyj, sce the most recent and comprehensive volume of studies, Morality
and Reality: The Life and Times of Andrei Sheptyts’kyi, edited by Paul Robert Magocsi with
the assistance of Andrii Krawchuk (Edmonton, 1989).

2 Conceming Zofia Szembek, see Stanistaw Blaszczyk, “Szembek6éwna, Zofia,” Wielkopolski
stownik biograficzny (Warsaw and Poznari, 1981), pp. 737-38; Jerzy Pietrzak, “Fredrowska
krew w Wielkopolsce IV,” Kierunki (Poznari), 18, no. 28 (1974):12; Stanistaw Btlaszczyk,
“Jadwiga Szeptycka i Zofia Szembek6éwna,” Literatura Ludowa (Warsaw), 9, no. 2/3
(1965): 23 —24; idem, “Zofia Szembekéwna 1885~1974,” Lud (Wroctaw), 60 (1976): 370—-72;
“Zmarli,” Tygodnik Powszechny (Cracow), 28, no. 40 (1974):7.
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Jerzy (1851-1905), was metropolitan of Mahilioti, i.e., head of the Roman
Catholic Church in the Russian Empire—and, incidentally, a close friend of
Metropolitan Septyc’kyj.3

Siemianice, the estate in Great Poland belonging to the memoirist’s
parents, was a center of Polish patriotic life. Its owner, Piotr Szembek
(1844-1896), had participated in the anti-Russian uprising in the Congress
Kingdom while still young (1863), was then a deputy to the German parlia-
ment, and died prematurely in 1896. His widow, Maria (1862-1937), from
the Galician family of the Fredros and granddaughter of the prominent Pol-
ish comedy writer Aleksander Fredro, exerted a decisive influence on the
atmosphere at home and on the personalities of her children. An ardent
Polish patriot, she wrote patriotic poetry and participated in a number of
measures in defense of Polish interests in Prussia. These included her
involvement in a school strike, in a protest campaign against the expropria-
tion law, and in the armed uprising of 1919. She also devoted a great deal
of energy to the Polish question in Silesia.* On this particular issue she was
supported by her cousin, Roman (later Andrej by his monastic name)
§eptyc’kyj. During his student years in Breslau/ Wroclaw, he worked
amidst Polish Catholic youth and sought the support of Polish landed aristo-
cracy in Russian Ukraine for Polish activities in Silesia; later, as a monk, he
traveled across Upper Silesia to preach in Polish; and, finally, as metropoli-
tan he supported the Vatican nomination of a Pole to the metropolitan see of
Gniezno.’

Three Szembek children grew up in these Polish, deeply national sur-
roundings: Aleksander, Zofia, and Jadwiga. They too became involved
very quickly in patriotic activities. Aleksander (1886—1928) participated in
the 1919 uprising in Great Poland, was later a member of the international
commission that delimited the Polish-German border, and, finally, became a
professional diplomat, employee of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in War-
saw and adviser to the Polish Embassy in Paris. Dismissed after the coup

3 Teodor iychl'u‘iski. Ziota ksigga szlachty poiskiej (Poznat, 1906), vol. 28, pp. 131,
148-49.

4 For more details about the parents of Zofia Szembek, see Jerzy Dunin-Borkowski,
Almanach blekitny. Genealogie fyjacych rodéw polskich (Lviv, 1908), pp. 903—13; Maria
Szembekowa, Niegdys. Wspomnienia moje (Lviv, 1927); Henryk Eubiefiski, “Umarla cérka
Fredry,” Kurier Poznariski, 12 February 1937, p. 8; Zychlifiski, Zfota ksigga, 28:93; Jerzy
Pietrzak, “Szembekowa, Maria,” Wielkopolski stownik biograficzny, p. 737; idem, “Fredrowska
krew w Wielkopolsce I-II,” Kierunki 18, no. 25 (1974):12; no. 26 (1974):12; Zbidr poetéw
polskich XIX w., ed. Pawet Hertz, vol. 4 (Warsaw, 1965), p. 352, vol. 6 (Warsaw, 1975), p. 270.
5 Biblioteka Narodowa w Warszawie (hereafter, BN), Ms. 7896, Piotr Marikowski,
“Pamietniki,” vol. 1, p. 98; Ksigga Sapiezyriska: Praca zbiorowa, ed. Jerzy Wolny (Cracow,
1982), vol. 1, pp. 95, 146.
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d’état of May 1926, he died in 1928 in Paris.°

Initially, both sisters together continued their mother’s educational and
patriotic activities among the Polish peasants in Great Poland and in Silesia.
They undertook joint projects in ethnographic research in those territories,
and their first achievements in ethnography and history were recognized by
specialists. On 15 February 1902, however, Jadwiga (1883-1939) left
Siemianice to marry Leon Szeptycki, the youngest brother of the metropoli-
tan. She settled with him on the Szeptycki family estate in Prylby&i.” Their
marriage strengthened the contacts between the Szembeks and the Szep-
tyckis; both families exchanged frequent visits between their homes in Gali-
cia and Great Poland.

Remaining with her mother, Zofia continued her scholarly and civic
activities. As a twenty-year-old, she discussed the results of her archaeo-
logical research at a session of the Society of Friends of Arts and Sciences
in Poznafi—an extraordinary event for that time. On 31 May 1909, Zofia
Szembek joined a convent, choosing that of the Daughters of the Immacu-
late Conception of the Most Holy Virgin Mary, which had been established
in 1857 in Rome. The founders of the convent—of whom one, Mother
Marcelina Darowska, was still alive when Zofia Szembek made her
decision—adopted as the goal of their community the religious and moral
rebirth of the Poles. The sisters of the order were particularly successful in
Austrian Galicia. There, they had a number of centers, of which Jazlivec’
was of particular renown: it hosted an educational institution for Polish and
Ukrainian girls and was known for its cult of an icon of the Virgin Mary.
Because of the profile of the convent—the educational and school work it
conducted—its candidates often came from socially elite, even aristocratic,
families. Cousins and in-laws from the families of the Mycielskis,
Dembiriskis, and Morstins were already at the convent before Zofia Szem-
bek joined.?

After her novitiate Zofia Szembek accepted the habit and with it the new
name of Sister Maria Krysta of the Most Holy Sacrament. Her decision to
join the convent was cause for frequent contacts with the metropolitan.
While making her decision and later, during its implementation, she
corresponded with him, seeking his advice on spiritual problems. The
metropolitan personally attended her monastic initiation in Jazlivec’ on

6 Pietrzak, “Fredrowska krew w Wielkopolsce V,” Kierunki 18, no. 30 (1974): 12.

7 Zychlitiski, Zota ksiega, 26 (1904): 1 1'7 -18.

8 See Maria Alma Soltan, Matka: Zycie i dziatalnos¢ Matki Marceliny Darowskiej,
1827-1911 (Szymanéw, 1982); Marjan Pirozyriski CSSR, Zakony zeriskie w Polsce (Lublin,
1935), pp. 149-53.
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7 December 1909, and made a great impression on Mother Marcelina
Darowska, the prioress of the convent, and the nuns. One of the alumnae of
the Jazlivec’ institution, Amelia Paygert-Laczyriska, reminisced many years
later: ‘“He delivered a sermon in the purest Polish language; a magnificent
stature and a noble face adorned with a long, beautiful beard made an
imposing impression and we, the children, were told that he was almost a
holy man.”®

In her later years Sister Krysta Szembek stayed in other centers of the
convent, including Stonim and Nowy Sacz. She worked as a teacher, and
did not abandon her interests in history, writing and publishing contribu-
tions on the history of Poland and studying the history of her convent.
After the Second World War, because of Poland’s changed borders, the sis-
ters of Immaculate Conception lost their homes in the so-called Eastern
Borderlands. Sister Szembek then left for the formerly German
northwestern territories to organize new centers there. She worked, among
other places, at Szczecinek in Pomerania. Toward the end of her life she
settled in Szymanéw, near Warsaw, in the general house of her monastic
order. During that period she wrote many works of a memoiristic nature
devoted to her family,!? including the memoirs concerning the metropolitan.
She died at Szymanéw on 18 July 1974.

Sister Szembek’s memoirs are a rich source for learning of Metropolitan
Andrej Septyc’kyj’s personality, spiritual life, and views on ecclesiastical
and political problems. We find a relatively large amount of material on the
first two subjects. The letters of the metropolitan to Sister Szembek are
invaluable here. They present a side of him as a spiritual advisor, catechist,
monk, and priest that is still little known. They say a great deal about his
personal liturgical customs and spiritual practices.

One of the most interesting things on which the memoirs shed new light
is the question of how the young monk who joined the order, choosing to
serve the Church in a manner removed from temporal life, became a
hierarch deeply involved in that very life.!! The metropolitan was conscious

9 Biblioteka Polskiej Akademii Nauk w Kérniku, Ms. 11265, Amelia Eaczytiska, née Paygert,
“Wspomnienia,” vol. 3, pt. 5, p. 2.

10 Biblioteka Zakladu Narodowego im. Ossolifiskich we Wroctawiu, Ms. 14473, II, Zofia
Szembek, “Z dziejéw Siemianic,” vols. 1-3; BN, Ms. 13340, 11, pp. 185-96, Szembek, “List-
komentarz do ‘Z opowiadari i wspomnieri’ Felicji Skarbkowe;j”; Archives of Anna Szeptycka
in Poznari, Zofia Szembek, “Wspomnienie o dzieciristwie i mlodosci mojej siostry Jadwigi z
Szembekéw Szeptyckiej.”

11 Reflecting on this problem, one of the metropolitan’s close friends from his school years,
Piotr Marikowski (1866 —1933), Latin rite bishop of Kam’’janec’ in Podolia (1918 -1926) and
then titular archbishop of Aenea residing in Bu¢a& in Eastern Galicia, wrote about Septyc’kyj:
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of that change because, in one of his letters to Szembek, he complained that
he had been thrown from the stable monastic life into the stormy “sea of the
world and into work for which one needs to be a saint.” As is apparent
from another letter, he believed, however, that there was no essential differ-
ence between remaining in a contemplative order and working actively in
the outside world. “Prayer is a living act and there should not be an act
without prayer,” he wrote. Sister Szembek’s observations and opinions
make it possible to reexamine many of the exaggerated or simplistic judg-
ments made concerning the nature of §eptyc’kyj’s religiosity. Some of his
biographers—for example, Edward Prus or Hansjakob Stehle—thought that
the metropolitan’s civic activities had met with failure so many times
because he lacked contact with reality, stayed in a mystical, unreal world of
his own projects and dreams.!? Certainly, the metropolitan’s deep mysti-
cism cannot be denied. Sister Krysta Szembek recorded a very suggestive
scene during a sermon given by the metropolitan in the convent of Jazlivec’
when he exclaimed “in a very emotional voice from the bottom of his heart”
the words: “God is everything, everything, everything to us!” He so moved
the assembled nuns that they later concluded there was no greater “inner
soul” among the dignitaries of the Catholic Church. But Sister Szembek
also wrote of another statement made by the metropolitan that did not fit a
fiery and passionate dreamer: “One should not count on extraordinary
divine light where reason is sufficient to solve a matter.” Sister Krysta’s
§eptyc’kyj emerges as a deeply religious man but also as a realist, seeking
in prayer not so much direct answers to current, everyday problems as spiri-
tual support and preparation for independent decision-making, a spiritual
basis for his active work. He also emerges as a man deeply aware of his
responsibility as holder of an episcopal office. Much about his inner experi-
ence is revealed in the words from one of his letters: “It is terrible to be
responsible for souls redeemed by the blood of Christ.”

“He loved the Church and wanted to serve it but he wished to fulfill this task by staying away
from the public because the monastic calling was very strong in him. Ascetic life, inner
prayer—this was the element in which he felt at home.” §eptyc’kyj’s close aide, the Reverend
Piotr Rzewuski, echoed this when he said of the metropolitan: “He was a born monk.”
Archbishop Marikowski also stated: “Father Andrej entered the wide sphere out of necessity,
and this became, against his will, perhaps the mishap of his life. Through scholarly work in his
monastic cell or on missions, he might have rendered tremendous service to the Church” (see
Marikowski, “Pamietniki,” 3: 183; collection of Andrzej A. Zigba, P. Kreuza, “Modlitwa Kyr
Andreja,” p. 1.)

12 Edward Prus, Wladyka S$wietojurski. Rzecz o metropolicie Andrzeju Szeptyckim,
1864 — 1944 (Warsaw, 1984), p. 306; Hansjakob Stehle, “Swiety awanturnik,” Przeglqd Prasy
Zagranicznej (Warsaw), 5 (1985): 28 —32.
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Szembek also recorded in her memoirs several interesting details about
the civic activities of the metropolitan. The value of her report lies in the
fact that the metropolitan’s reflections and words which she notes are
unofficial statements made in unofficial situations. Thus, Sister Szembek
describes the background history to the pastoral epistle to Polish Greek
Catholics and the never-issued epistle to Muscovitophiles; the
metropolitan’s opposition to changes in the liturgical calendar; his support
for the introduction of celibacy; his problems with the phenomenon of the
so-called collation. She also gives interesting details connected with
§eptyc’kyj’s trip to Russia, before the First World War, that included his
visit to Aleksander Jelski in Belorussia. Of further interest is her presenta-
tion of the metropolitan’s position concerning the problem of liturgical
reforms. Without denying that he was a supporter of the so-called Byzan-
tinism, Szembek adds to our knowledge and understanding of this subject
with the minor detail that the metropolitan did not oppose the introduction
of various extraliturgical forms of piety borrowed from the Western
Church, as, for example, a rosary service or service of prayers to the Most
Holy Heart of Jesus.

In the realm of ecclesiastical matters, we also learn of the metropolitan’s
cooperation with neo-Uniate Jesuits from Albertyn in Belorussia. The fact
that they consulted the metropolitan about their mission and received his
support for it, as described by Sister Szembek, is significant. Even short
statements made by the metropolitan, repeated by the memoirist using his
own vocabulary and tone, are of importance to a researcher; examples are
his sarcastic judgment of the activity of the Latin rite metropolitan of Lviv,
J6zef Bilczewski, and his views on Protestant and “schismatic” propaganda
among Greek Catholics in America and Galicia.

Valuable contributions to the political biography of the metropolitan
include the reports that the metropolitan was convinced, as late as 1912, of
the absence of any danger of war with Russia and that he did not reckon
with the possibility of a Russian occupation of Galicia; and that, in 1918,
for a change, he opted for a Polish-Ukrainian agreement and solicited a
joint conference of Polish and Ukrainian bishops. Szembek’s correspon-
dence with the metropolitan during the 1930s confirms other accounts that
Septyc’kyj was by then convinced of the inevitability of historic catastrophe
in Eastern Europe; this must have influenced his stance on political issues.!3

13 Incidentally, there is an interesting coincidence of views concerning this conviction
between the metropolitan and his friend from the time of his stay in Zakopane at the end of the
nineteenth century, Stanistaw Ignacy Witkiewicz, an outstanding Polish painter and writer
known as Witkacy. In spite of their shared apocalyptic premonitions, the two friends faced the
foreseen future differently. “Hard, hard times await us; to prepare for them is the task of a life-
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During the Second World War the metropolitan issued a pass of safe con-
duct for the sisters of the Convent of the Immaculate Conception at NyZniv,
fearful of a possible Ukrainian assault; the contents of the pass are particu-
larly interesting and say something about the metropolitan’s understanding
of the Polish-Ukrainian conflict. Finally, the references to the
metropolitan’s health and habits and the details of his everyday life spread
throughout the text are useful.

The question of the metropolitan’s relationship with his Polish family
occupies an important place in the memoirs; it is linked to the broader prob-
lem of Polish-Ukrainian relations and to the dynamic between the metropol-
itan and Polish culture, which is very important in Septyc’kyj’s biography
and about which little is known.

As Sister Krysta notes, the metropolitan was deeply attached to the
literature and history of Poland. Moved, however, by a sense of loyalty to
the culture of the nation from which his family originated and where he
himself lived and worked, he became a Ukrainian. Explaining his choice, he
cited the model of St. Paul. Nevertheless, he maintained a strong attachment
to Poland. Szembek records that during his illness he asked to have Henryk
Sienkiewicz’s Trilogy read to him—a significant detail when it is recalled
that the Trilogy includes the novel With Fire and Sword, which was met
with such unequivocal negativity by Ukrainian critics of that time.

Szembek, a fervent Polish patriot, who reacted vividly to worsening
Polish-Ukrainian relations in Eastern Galicia, often tried to alert the metro-
politan by reporting to him the various opinions on this subject. The
metropolitan’s answers were usually noncommittal. As we know from
other sources, many Polish men and women considered it their duty to draw
his attention to any “impropriety” in the behavior of his flock. The metro-
politan was no doubt often weary of constantly explaining the reasons for
his position. A few statements recorded by Sister Krysta demonstrate the
difficulties facing him. His efforts to “steer the Ruthenians towards the
Poles,” as he put it in his conversation with her, were frustrated by “a lack
of mutual understanding, a lack of people with a broader, impartial view.”
Sister Krysta remembers here, for example, the withdrawal of the son of a
Polish aristocratic family from a Ukrainian pilgrimage to the Holy Land
because of Polish public opinion (“a Pole in a Ruthenian pilgrimage”), and
she states that Poles in Eastern Galicia did not permit -Polish-Ukrainian

time,” wrote the metropolitan in 1937. Two years later Witkacy reacted to the entrance of the
Red Army into Poland, which he interpreted as the beginning of the demise of European civili-
zation, by commiting suicide.
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rapprochement. The metropolitan, according to her, deplored this fact.
Sometimes it came, as she says, to discussions with intransigent Polish cir-
cles (“a sharp exchange of views” at the Sapiehas’ in Bil’¢e Zolote), but
most often the metropolitan was only exposed to indiscriminate attacks by
the Polish press. Feeling themselves to be Polish but also understanding the
metropolitan’s position and, therefore, the Ukrainian side of the situation,
family members found those attacks especially unjust. After a spate of
attacks by the press in connection with his participation in the Ukrainian
deputation to Vienna (probably the one going with demands regarding a
Ukrainian university in Lviv), the metropolitan was quoted as saying: “The
Poles will perhaps only understand in a hundred years why I went.” Should
we consider these words as recognition of the unfeasibility of a Polish-
Ukrainian agreement following a dozen or so years of the metropolitan’s
efforts to implement it?

It would be worthwhile, in this context, to take a closer look at the
metropolitan’s relations with his Polish family. The memoirs of Sister
Szembek are an invaluable source. The metropolitan’s family occupied an
important place in his life and in his plans for the creation of a certain
model of Polish-Ukrainian coexistence. To some extent this became an
ambition for the entire family of Szeptyckis and Szembeks. Sister Krysta
recorded the metropolitan’s words on the subject: “There are so many fam-
ilies in which some members feel Polish and others Ruthenian. We too are
a Polish-Ukrainian family and by our example we teach the way to live in
unity and love.” This model of coexistence was to be based not so much on
political as on religious motives. According to Sister Krysta’s account, this
is how the metropolitan’s mother, Zofia Szeptycka, expressed it: “the only
politics I would understand would be that of joint processions of Poles and
Ruthenians to pray for mutual love.” During a time of exacerbated conflict
between nationalities, this embraced a system of values that allowed the
mutual acceptance of family members on both the Ukrainian and the Polish
sides.

The myth of a shared Polish-Lithuanian-Ruthenian pre-partition Com-
monwealth, cited by both Polish and Ukrainian members of the family, cer-
tainly helped the Szeptyckis in developing this tolerant point of view. A
very significant detail on this is found in Sister Krysta’s memoirs. During a
family discussion on whether it would be sound for the metropolitan to
issue a pastoral epistle to Greek Catholics of Muscovitophile orientation,
Jan Kanty Szeptycki, the metropolitan’s father, used as an argument against
the metropolitan’s intent the point that this would be “a betrayal of the
Commonwealth.” We also know from other memoiristic accounts that the
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metropolitan himself upheld the historical symbol of the Commonwealth.!4
Consequently, Zofia Szeptycka tried to learn to read Ukrainian, Zofia
and Jadwiga Szembek endeavored to acquaint themselves with the Eastern
liturgy, and Jan Kanty Szeptycki published at his own expense his son’s
pastoral epistles, translated into Polish by Kazymyr §eptyc’kyj. The
monastic vocation of Kazymyr (to whose life story Szembek’s memoirs
contribute a great deal of new material) grew under the great influence of
the metropolitan’s personality and ideas. But his influence on changes
within the family is best manifested by the example of the Szembek family,
which, after all, had no “Ruthenian” traditions. The resulting encounter
between their own Polish patriotism and the situation dominant in the Szep-
tycki family was extremely positive. The painful fate experienced by Poles
under Prussian domination certainly exerted an influence; the Szembeks
were able to understand and accept the pro-Ukrainian stance of the Szep-
tyckis residing in Eastern Galicia. The analogy between the situation of
Ruthenian-Ukrainians and their Church in the Polish province of the
Habsburg monarchy and the situation of the Polish population and Polish
Catholicism in Prussian Great Poland was striking. “Once national aware-
ness seizes broad masses, as was the case with the Silesians, Czechs,
Ruthenians, and Moravians, they want to rule themselves, and history can-
not be reversed,” writes Sister Krysta. This reasoning no doubt was also
behind Metropolitan §eptyc ’kyj’s interest in the Polish problem in Prussia.
Ever watchful of any opportunity to build Polish-Ukrainian accord in his
close family circle, the metropolitan attributed great importance to the
awakening in the Sapieha family of the kind of sympathies present in the
Szeptycki family; as the author of the memoirs writes, “some of them were
always defenders of Ruthenians and expressed great appreciation for the
Rev. Metropolitan and his activities.”!5> But the metropolitan was not as

14 It is interesting to compare this passage from the memoirs published below with the report
of another Polish memoirist, the Reverend Walerian Meysztowicz. He says: “I was present at
the unforgettable meeting of the patriarch Zaleski, who, while a Pole, did not cease to be a
Lithuanian, with Archbishop §eptyc’kyj. The patriarch went out to meet the metropolitan. I
remember Septyc’kyj’s words: 'They want to make me a traitor but you certainly understand
that I never want to do anything against the Commonwealth.” He obviously thought of the
Commonwealth of Three Nations, in which there was a place for Septyc’kyj the Ruthenian and
for Zaleski the Lithuanian.” See W. Meysztowicz, Gawedy o czasach i ludziach (London,
1983), p. 269

15 A few more details can be added here about the pro-Ukrainian stance of this family.
Already in the mid-nineteenth century, Prince Leon Sapicha (1802-1878) developed an
interest in the Ukrainian cause. A plan was then devised for a group of Polish aristocrats of
Ukrainian origin to adopt the Greek Catholic rite in order to create a social elite of Galician
Ukrainians. But Bishop Hryhorij Jaxymovy¢ refused to give his consent. Metropolitan Andrej
§eptyc’kyj held a different view on this issue. Hearing of the possibility of a marriage between
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successful in his endeavors with other relatives, the Skrzyrskis and
Rozwadowskis. Sister Krysta’s opinion of Wladystaw Skrzyriski’s friendly
attitude toward the metropolitan is interesting. As a Polish envoy to the
Vatican, he contributed considerably, as she says, to the metropolitan’s
return to Lviv in 1923. Her account, based on family opinion, sounds
highly probable, and even explains the unusually zealous involvement of
Skrzyniski in this matter and his very deft efforts in convincing the Polish
government. Nevertheless, it must be mentioned that this undoubtedly out-
standing diplomat sometimes used his relationship to the metropolitan
against him,!6

the granddaughter of Adam Sapieha, Maria, and Stanistaw Szeptycki, he wrote to the latter: “I
enjoy ever more the idea that this may succeed. You would be the only Ruthenian house
among the nobility. Perhaps Providence has directed or will direct this matter so as to give or
rather give back to this poor Ruthenian nation, prey to radicalisms and socialisms, what it lost
years ago. So my wishes to you coalesce with my wishes for my poor nation and the more you
love it, the more and better we understand each other and the closer we are.” In the late
nineteenth and early twentieth century the Sapiehas continued their support for the Ukrainian
cause, although this was true of only some branches of that family. And their pro-Ukrainian
stance never went as far as it did with the Szeptyckis. So the metropolitan’s hopes were not
realized. Nevertheless, a few interesting details can be highlighted. The Sapiehas of Bil’¢e
were supporters of the Reverend Julijan Kujilovs’kyj, Septyc’kyj’s predecessor at the metro-
politan see of Lviv. Prince Adam Sapieha (1828-1903), son of Leon, tried to influence the
Vatican’s policy vis-2-vis the Union. His wife, Jadwiga, née Sanguszko, intervened through
Cardinal Mieczystaw Led6chowski for support of the Jesuit reform of the Basilian order. She
then became involved in the cause of the so-called Ruthenian Boarding House of the Resurrec-
tion Fathers in Lviv. Her daughter-in-law, Teresa, née Sanguszko, Leon Sapieha’s wife, was
considered a Ukrainophile. She stayed in close contact with the Ukrainian bishops, Soter
Ortyns’kyj and Mykyta Budka. She was the mother of the above-mentioned Maria, wife of
Stanistaw Szeptycki, and Jadwiga, wife of Aleksander Szembek, Sister Szembek’s brother. In
1970, through the efforts of Josyf Cardinal Slipyj, her remains were translated to the vaults of
the Uniate Holy Wisdom Cathedral in Rome. Teresa Sapieha’s pro-Ukrainian attitude was also
held by her son, Pawel Florian. The Sapiehas of Bil’Ce financed Ukrainian day care centers,
schools, and churches on their estates and participated in Ukrainian religious life. See: the per-
sonal archives of Jan Kazimierz Szeptycki in Warsaw, Letter from Andrej Septyc’kyj to
Stanistaw Szeptycki, Nervi, 13 April, 1903; Bibliotcka Muzeum im. Ks. Czartoryskich w
Krakowie, Ms. MNK 1190, Jadwiga Sapieha, “Listy od biskupéw i ksigzy”; Marian Rosco-
Bogdanowicz, Wspomnienia (Cracow, 1959), vol. 1, pp. 197-200; “Kniahynja Teresa
Sangugko-Sapieha,” Bohoslovija (Rome), 34 (1970):269-71; Stefan Kaczata, Polityka
Polakéw wzgledem Rusi (Lviv, 1879), p. 29; Stefan Kieniewicz, Adam Sapieha (1828-1903)
(Lviv, 1939), pp. 347-98; Czestaw Lechicki, “Kuitowski, Julian,” Polski stownik biograficzny
(hereafter, PSB), 16 (1971): 112; Lysty Osypa Nazaruka do Vjaceslava Lypyns’koho, ed. Ivan
L. Rudnytsky (Philadelphia, 1976), p. 99; Maurycy Prozor (Andrzej A. Zigba), “Stare i nowe w
polskiej legendzie o metropolicie Szeptyckim,” Arka (Cracow), 16 (1986): 102—-103; Stefan
Swiezawski, Wielki przetom 1907 — 1945 (Lublin, 1989), pp. 229-304.

16 Archiwum Akt Nowych w Warszawie (hereafter AAN), Ambasada RP w Londynie, Ms.
879, pp. 8081, “List Wladystawa Skrzyriskiego do Ministerstwa Spraw Zagranicznych, Rzym
7 VII 1921.”
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Members of the metropolitan’s immediate family often appear in
Szembek’s memoirs. It may be useful to outline her portrayals of them
here. The memoirist presents most vividly the figures of the metropolitan’s
parents, sketching a particularly interesting picture of the son’s attitude
toward his mother, which confirms the great influence she had on his reli-
gious life. Zofia Szeptycka (1837-1904), daughter of the outstanding Pol-
ish comedy writer, Aleksander Fredro, from a wealthy landowner’s family,
and bearing the Austrian title of count, as did the Szeptyckis, held many
positions of honor at the Vienna court. But above all, she was a person of
outstanding intelligence and sensitivity.!” These traits, brilliantly confirmed
by her literary and painting creativity, were also reflected in her attitude
toward religion. An ardent believer, she was marked by a deep, mystic
spirituality—undoubtedly the foundation for her son’s religious calling.!8

The ties linking the metropolitan to his father were of a different kind
and, although they were also strong, were not marked by the same emo-
tional intensity as was the bond with his mother (particularly evident from
the manner in which he received her death, as Sister Szembek suggestively
describes). Jan Kanty Szeptycki (1836—1912)—owner of estates in Galicia
and the Congress Kingdom, Austrian count since 1871 (his title was also
confirmed in Russia in 1898)—was, according to contemporary accounts,
strongly attached to his family and its traditions.!® At the family seat, at
Prylby&i near Javoriv, he amassed a rich collection of archival materials,
imprints, and historical memorabilia connected with his family. Entirely
Polish, he was nevertheless always aware of his Ruthenian roots. He gladly
maintained contacts with representatives of Ukrainian culture in Galicia—
Bishop Myxajlo Kuzems’kyj and the professors Myxajlo Malynovs’kyj,
Antin PetruSevy¢, Omeljan Ohonovs’kyj, and Isydor Saranevy&. His

17 On Zofia Szeptycka see Dunin-Borkowski, Almanach, p. 916; iychlixiski, Ziota ksigga, 27
(1905): 145-46; W. Kozlowski, “Zofia z hr. Fredréw hr. Szeptycka,” Gazeta Narodowa
(Lviv), 44 (1904), nos. 89:2, 90:2, 91:2, 92:2, 93:2, 95:1-2, 96:2, 97:2, 100:2, 172:2,
176:2, 178:2; Zbigniew Florczak, “Pamig¢tniki Cérki Fredry,” Nowe Ksiqzki, (Warsaw), 20,
no. 4 (1968):235-36; Feliks Fornalczyk, “Familijno-towarzyska encyklopedia Fredréw,”
Kamena (Lublin), 35, no. 8 (1968):7, 11; “Literatura i sztuka,” Przeglqd Polityczny, Spoteczny
i Literacki (Lviv), 126 (1907):3; Pelka, “Fredrowie,” Zycie a Sztuka. lustrowany dodatek
“Kraju” (St. Petersburg), 1, no. 28 (1901): 321; Henryk Krzeczkowski, Po namysle (Cracow,
1977), pp. 25-29.

18 TInteresting references to Zofia Szeptycka’s interest in the Union are found in her reminis-
cences and correspondence: Pisma Zofii z Fredréw Szeptyckiej (Cracow, 1906), vol. 1, pp.
21-22; Zofia z Fredréw Szeptycka, Wspomnienia z lat ubieglych (Wroctaw, 1967), p. 106; see
also Jan K. Szeptycki, “Gdy w rodzinie wazyly si¢ losy syna. ..,” Polska-Ukraina: 1000 lat
sqsiedztwa, ed. Stanistaw Stepiefi, vol. 1 (Przemysl, 1990), pp. 181-90.

19 Kazimierz Chiedowski, Pamigtniki (Cracow, 1957), vol. 2, p. 378; Szeptycki, “Gdy w ro-
dzinie,” pp. 190-95.
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reverence for the family’s past certainly exerted no little influence on the
decision taken by two of his sons to return to the “Ruthenian faith” and
nationality in its modern, Ukrainian form.

Politically, Jan Kanty Szeptycki identified with the program of the
Cracow conservatives. Loyal to Austria, in 1866 he formed a regiment of
“Cracow militia” (krakusy) ready to support the Habsburgs in their war
against Prussia. Later, at the beginning of the constitutional era, he took an
active part in the political, economic, and cultural life of Galicia: he served
as a deputy to the provincial diet (1870), deputy to the Council of State
(1870-1873), member of the Austrian House of Lords (from 1899),
delegate of the Galician Land Credit Society, and member of the Central
Committee for the Research and Preservation of Monuments of History and
Art in Vienna (1900). Knight of a number of Austrian and Bavarian orders
and distinguished with various Austrian court honors and with membership
in the elite Great Bohemian Priorate of the Maltese Order (1871), he was a
typical Galician grandee of the second half of the nineteenth century. It
would certainly be correct to see a link between the moderately conserva-
tive political line taken by the metropolitan and the circle of his father’s
political friends, especially Pawet Popiel.20

Sister Krysta Szembek provides many interesting details concerning the
metropolitan’s brother, Kazymyr (1869—1951). The description of the cir-
cumstances under which his political career as a deputy to the Council of
State (1907-1911) ended over his conflict with the right-wing Polish camp
(National Democrats) deserves particular attention. Following his decision
to join a monastic order and his novitiate in the Benedictine monastery at
Beuron, Kazymyr, now Father Klymentij, became the metropolitan’s
closest collaborator, particularly concerning the Union in Russia. He was
even proposed for the post of suffragan in Lviv, but his candidacy was met
with reservation by the Vatican because of his close relationship to the
metropolitan.?! Instead, Father Klymentij became the hegumen of the new
Studite order, which he organized with his brother. He also became the
director of its scholarly research institute in Lviv, then the head of the
Ukrainian Institute of the Metropolitan V. Ruts’kyj Catholic Church Alli-
ance in Lviv (1939), and, finally the Greek Catholic exarch of Russia and

20 M. Andrusiak, “Szeptyccy,” Biuletyn Polsko-Ukrairiski 3, no. 41 (1934):4; Kyrylo
Studyns’kyi, “Spomyn,” Bohoslovija (Lviv), 4, no. 1/2 (1926):246—48; Dunin-Borkowski,
Almanach, pp. 913 —14; Jerzy Dunin-Borkowski, Rocznik szlachty polskiej, vol. 2 (Lviv, 1883),
pp. 762, 771; Janusz Wojtasik, Idea walki zbrojnej o niepodiegtos¢ Polski, 1864—1902 (War-
saw, 1985), p. 76; Zychlifiski, Ztota ksigga, 1 (1879):316.

21 AAN, Ministerstwo Wyznari Religijnych i O$wiecenia Publicznego, Ms. 414, pp. 77-799,
“List wojewody lwowskiego do MWRIOP, Lwéw 1 VIII 1929.”
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Siberia (1939) and the archimandrite of the Studites (1944).22

Sister Krysta quotes a few of his letters, of which the most valuable are
those from the years of the Second World War. Father Klymentij spent the
war at the side of the metropolitan. Unfortunately, Sister Krysta, for rea-
sons of security, burnt what seems to have been the most interesting letter,
from mid-1941, describing the tragedy of Prylby¢i and the persecution of
both Septyc’kyjs by the Soviet regime.

Father Klymentij was present at his brother’s death. On its first anniver-
sary, 1 November 1945, he managed to celebrate a liturgy at his grave.?? On
S June 1947 he was arrested by the Soviet authorities and died in prison on
1 May 1951.%

The fate of Stanistaw (1867 —1950), another brother, was also linked in a
particular way to the activity of the metropolitan. Of all the family,
Stanistaw was most involved in Polish political life. The pro- Ukrainian
stance of his brother often influenced his career. Before Poland regained
independence in 1918, Stanistaw Szeptycki held important positions in the
Austrian army and, as an official in the Austrian Ministry of War, he sup-
ported the foundation of the Sich Riflemen, although he rejected the propo-
sal to assume its command. The Polish- Ukrainian conflict over Eastern
Galicia put both brothers in opposing political camps, which could have led
to a tragic change in their relationship, but did not. There was no friction
between them and they corresponded constantly. Nevertheless, after the
Central States had concluded the peace treaty of Berestja ceding the Xolm
(Chetm) region to Ukraine, Stanistaw, as the Austrian governor-general of
Lublin, felt compelled to resign from his post because of his Polishness.
The metropolitan supported this act in a speech made in the Austrian House
of Lords. Consequently, in 1918 General Szeptycki was attacked by the
Polish press of the National Democratic camp as being an unsuitable candi-
date for chief-of-staff of the Polish army, and his relationship with the
metropolitan was held up as the charge. In response, he tendered his resig-
nation twice to the commander-in-chief J6zef Pilsudski; then, during the
Polish-Soviet war in 1920, he refused to assume command of Polish-

22 Nikodem Cieszyfiski, Roczniki Katolickie (Poznati), 8 (1929): 369—71; Dunin-Borkowski,
Almanach, p. 918; Volodymyr Hordyns’kyj, “Spohady pro o. Joana Petersa, co. studytiv i bra-
tiv Septyc’kyx,” in Svityl’ nyk istyny, ed. P. Senycja (Toronto and Chicago, 1983), vol. 3, pp.
463-68; Ivan Lev Septyc’kyj, “Otec’ Klymentij, arxymandryt Studytiv,” Cerkovnyj kalendar-
al’manax na rik 1981 (Chicago, 1981), pp. 103-109; Zbiory Instytutu Historii PAN w
Krakowie, “Stownik lesnikéw polskich.”

23 Personal archives of J. K. Szeptycki, Letter from Klymentij Septyc’kyj to Izabela Szep-
tycka, Lviv, 1 November 1945.

24 Personal archives of J. K. Szeptycki, Letter from R. Dem’janov, secretary, Consular Divi-
sion of the Soviet Embassy in Warsaw, to J. K. Szeptycki, Warsaw, 6 November 1989.
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Ukrainian troops on the southern front. He became the commander of the
northeastern front but even there he could not avoid the consequences of his
nationality and family complexities. After the defeat suffered by the Polish
troops in that section, the general’s enemies charged him with having
trusted excessively in his aide-de-camp Markiv, a Ukrainian from Eastern
Galicia said to be a Soviet spy.

Soon after, the general assumed the position of army inspector in
Cracow and contributed significantly to Poland’s recovery of part of Upper
Silesia. In spite of directives from Warsaw, he supported the Silesian upris-
ings and wrote memoranda to the government explaining the necessity of
fighting for those lands which were inhabited by an ethnically Polish popu-
lation, although they had not been a part of historical Poland for many cen-
turies. Finally, on 20 June 1922, General Stanistaw Szeptycki, at the head
of Polish troops, occupied Katowice in the name of Poland. Here the
influence of the Szeptycki family program—their sensitivity to manifesta-
tions of modern forms of national awareness based on ethnic and linguistic
criteria and their tendency to base their political analyses on these
criteria—is clearly demonstrated. The general’s involvement in Silesia
echoed the above-mentioned activities in that area of the Szembeks and the
metropolitan himself.

The general was unable to keep his distance from matters connected with
the metropolitan for very long. In 1923 he assumed the post of minister of
military affairs, precisely at the moment when the issue of his brother’s
return to Lviv became most acute. Their relationship became a very delicate
matter. They were fearful of maintaining a direct correspondence, which
would make their respective situations more difficult.?

After 1926 and the assumption of power in Poland by Marshal J6zef
Pitsudski, with whom the general was in conflict over Pilsudski’s ambitions,
he left active political life and settled down on the Korczyna estate, near
Krosno in southern Poland. Immediately following the Second World War,
he held briefly the position of chairman of the Polish Red Cross. He died at
Korczyna, six years after the metropolitan’s death.26

25 personal archives of J. K. Szeptycki, Letter from Andrej Septyc’kyj to Izabela Szeptycka,
Rome, 5 February 1923.

26 Lonhyn Cehel’s’kyj, “Pomer heneral Stanyslav hraf Septyc’kyj,” Ameryka (Philadelphia),
27 November 1950, “§p. Stanistaw Szeptycki,” Dziennik Polski (Cracow), 13 October 1950;
Przemystaw Hausner and Tadeusz Kotlowski, “Stanowisko gen. S. Szeptyckiego wobec III
Powstania §lqskiego," Przeglqd Zachodni (Poznaf), 27, no. 3 (1971):151-68; Bohdan
Hutten-Czapski, Szescédziesiqt lat zycia politycznego i towarzyskiego (Warsaw, 1936), vol. 2,
pp. 360, 363, 369, 385, 428, 485, 491, 495, 528; Waclaw Jerzejewicz, Kronika ycia Jézefa
Pilsuds{ciego 186719385, vol. 1: 18671920 (London, 1977), p. 407; Tadeusz Kryska-Karski
and S. Zurowski, Generatowie Polski Niepodlegtej (London, 1976), p. 6; Jerzy Lewandowski,



102 ANDRZEJ A. ZIEBA

Aleksander (1866—1940), the eldest of the metropolitan’s brothers to
appear in Sister Krysta’s memoirs, was the owner of Laszczé6w and other
estates in the Lublin region. He lived a life far removed from politics.
Therefore, his relationship with the metropolitan, while still close, was not
as complicated as that between the metropolitan and Stanistaw. In 1917,
soon after his release from prison in Russia, the metropolitan visited Alek-
sander at BerSad’, in Ukraine, where Aleksander lived after his evacuation
from the Polish Kingdom following the hostilities. After the war, they
probably met at the forum for Akcja Katolicka (Catholic Action), for which
the metropolitan was supervisor in connection with his duties in the
Episcopate of Poland. Aleksander was also very pious. He founded the
convent of the Franciscan Sisters, Missionaries of Mary. He was Kkilled in
Zamo$¢ by the Germans in 1940.%7

The monastic calling of two of Aleksander’s daughters is one more
confirmation of the metropolitan’s influence on the spiritual life of his fam-
ily: Teresa joined the Franciscan Sisters, Missionaries of Mary, and
Jadwiga, after the death of her husband, Henryk Dembiriski, joined the
Franciscan Sisters, Servants of the Cross.

Aleksander’s only son, Jan Kazimierz, now the senior member of the
Szeptycki family and owner of an impressive collection of family memora-
bilia and archives, lives in Warsaw. The typescript of the memoirs pub-
lished here comes from his collection. He is also the author of a number of
studies devoted to the family history.2

Krélestwo Polskie pod okupacja austriackq (Warsaw, 1980), pp. 98, 118, 127; Bogustaw
Miedziniski, “Wspomnienia,” Zeszyty Historyczne 36 (1976):169, 172; 37 (1976): 18789,
193-95, 205-206; Michat Orlicz, Generat Stanistaw Szeptycki i jego czyny (Vilnius, 1920);
Jerzy Rawicz, Do pierwszej krwi (Warsaw, 1974), pp. 55-98; idem, “Kuszenie generata Szep-
tyckiego,” Literatura 6, no. 38 (1977): 11; Szymon Rudnicki, Dziatalno$¢ polityczna polskich
konserwatystéw, 1918—1926 (Warsaw, 1981), p. 54; J6zef Skrzypek, Ukrairicy w Austrii i
geneza zamachu na Lwéw (Warsaw, 1939), pp. 19-20; “Szes¢ list6w J6zefa Pitsudskiego do
Stanistawa Szeptyckiego z okresu wojny polsko-radzieckiej,” Dzieje Najnowsze (Warsaw), 3,
no. 3 (1971): 157-73.

27 Personal archives of J. K. Szeptycki, Correspondence between Andrej Septyc’kyj and
Aleksander and Izabela Szeptycki from the years 1916—1924; Cars’kyj v'’jazen’, 1914~1917
(Lviv, 1918), p. 48; Dunin-Borkowski, Almanach, p. 917; Jarostaw Iwaszkiewicz, Ksiqzka
moich wspomnieri (Cracow and Wroctaw, 1983), p. 136; Marikowski, “Pamietniki,” 3: 122;
Bolestaw Olszewicz, “Lista strat kultury polskiej,” Tygodnik Powszechny 2, no. 7 (1946): 7.

28 Roman S. Holijat, “Jan K. Septyc’kyj rozpovidaje pro Mytropolyta,” Svoboda (Jersey City
and New York), 7 October 1988, pp. 1, 3; Jan K. Szeptycki, “O metropolicie Szeptyckim,”
Tygodnik Powszechny, 38, no. 4 (1984): 4; Szeptycki, “Gdy w rodzinie.”
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Leon (1877—-1939), the youngest of the metropolitan’s brothers, became,
after the death of Jan Kanty, the owner of the family seat of Prylby¢i, cura-
tor of the family archives, and host of all the family reunions, in which the
metropolitan often participated. Sister Krysta Szembek devotes much atten-
tion to Leon and his wife (her sister), Jadwiga. This emphasis, in pages of
reminiscences about the metropolitan, is not as strange as it might seem.
Leon and Jadwiga Szeptycki continued the pro-Ukrainian traditions of Jan
Kanty, and tried to support the metropolitan in his efforts to sustain all pos-
sible links between the two increasingly hostile nations of Eastern Galicia.
The Szeptyckis invited groups of theology students from the Greek Catholic
seminary in Lviv for holidays, but that aroused unfavorable comments from
the neighboring landowners. Leon was the family’s representative on the
board of curators of the Ukrainian National Museum in Lviv. Jadwiga, who
took to heart the mission of her brother-in-law, devoted herself to studies of
Ukrainian ethnography. She compiled and published the pamphlet Ir the
Catholic and Uniate Churches, aimed at spreading knowledge of the princi-
ples of Eastern liturgy among the Poles.

Both Leon and Jadwiga died because of their relationship to the metro-
politan. On 27 September 1939, soon after the occupation of the eastern
parts of the Polish Republic by the Red Army, a squad of NKVD shot them
both, destroyed Prylbyci, and desecrated the family graves. Their guest, the
Reverend Mariusz Skibniewski, professor at the Papal Oriental Institute in
Rome, was also shot. The assailants probably mistook him for Father
Klymentij Septyc’ky;j.2

Both tragedies—the deaths of Leon and Jadwiga and soon thereafter the
death of Aleksander—affected the metropolitan deeply.

Two of Leon’s and Jadwiga’s daughters joined the congregation of the
Franciscan Sisters, Missionaries of Mary: Zofia took the name of Jozafata
in honor of St. Josafat Kuncevy¢; Wanda is now a missionary in Syria. The
youngest son, Andrzej, joined the Latin rite seminary in Lviv, hoping, to

29 Editorial archives of PSB, Cracow, Anna Szeptycka, “Szeptycka, Jadwiga”; Andrusiak,
“Szeptyccy,” p. 6; Blaszczyk, “Szeptycka, Jadwiga,” Wielkopolski stownik biograficzny, p.
738; Dunin-Borkowski, Aimanach, pp. 911, 918—19; Karol Liszewski, Wojna polsko-sowiecka
1939 (London, 1986), p. 280; Blaszczyk, “Jadwiga Szeptycka i Zofia Szembekéwna,” pp.
23-24. Pietrzak, “Fredrowska krew w Wiekopolsce III,” Kierunki 18, no. 27 (1974):12;
Stownik polskich teologéw katolickich, 1918—1981, ed. Ludwik Grzebiefi SJ, vol. 7 (Warsaw,
1983), p. 106; Jadwiga Szeptycka, “Przyczynki do etnografii powiatu jaworowskiego,”
Sprawozdania z czynnosci i posiedzeni Polskiej Akademii Nauk (Cracow), 40, no. 6 (1935):218;
Jadwiga Szeptycka, W kosciele i w cerkwi (Cracow, 1926); Olszewicz, “Lista.”
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quote Sister Krysta, “to demonstrate in his future priestly work the kind of
relationships that should exist between the two rites in a shared parish
area.” He perished in 1940 as a soldier in the Polish army, shot by the
NKVD together with other prisoners of war at Katyn’.3? The oldest son, Jan
Leon, also became involved in the improvement of Polish-Ukrainian rela-
tions. An activist in the Polish student organization Odrodzenie (“Renais-
sance”) during his student years, he tried to establish contacts with
Ukrainian students. He inherited the estate Dev’’jatnyky in Eastern Galicia
from his uncle, Kazymyr- Klymentij, where he became head of the local
rural community of Sokolivka (1933-1939). In that position he tried, as he
later reminisced, “to mitigate the severe, narrow- minded, and stupid ordi-
nances of the authority of those times vis-a-vis the local Ukrainian popula-
tion.” He explained his solidarity with and understanding of the Ukrainian
position thus: “because we, the Szeptyckis, were related by blood to this
nation anyway.”3! In the autumn of 1939 he was arrested by the NKVD and
imprisoned successively in Kiev, Kharkiv, and Naxodka (near Vladivo-
stok). He was released on the wave of the liberalization policy toward the
Poles after the Polish-Soviet treaty had been signed, and joined the Polish
army formed by General Wladystaw Anders in the Soviet Union. With the
Polish army, he participated in battles against the Germans in Africa and
Western Europe. After the war, he settled in South Africa, where he lived
until his death. He is the author of a few memoiristic essays about the
metropolitan, printed after the Second World War in the Ukrainian émigré
press.?

The text of the memoirs of Sister Krysta Szembek has been known to
some researchers,3? and small fragments from it have been published by
Hryhor LuZnyc’kyj in Ameryka.3* But the memoirs have not been accessi-
ble in full or in extenso. As mentioned above, the basis for this publication
is a typescript copy preserved in the collection of Jan Kazimierz Szeptycki

30 Editorial archives of PSB, A. Szeptycka, “Szeptycka, Jadwiga,” p. 1.

31 Ivan Lev Septyc’kyj, “Slovo do krajan,” Tam nasa molodist’ cvila. Iljustrovanyj zbirnyk,
ed. Myxajlo Bryk-Dev’jatnyc’kyj (Losser, 1970), p. 3.

32 Archives of PSB, Anna Szeptycka, “Szeptycki, Jan”; Szeptycki, “O metropolicie Szep-
tyckim,” p. 4; Swiezawski, Wielki przetom, pp. 63-68, 70-71, 85, 108, 118-21, 179-82,
260-62.

33 Portions were used, for example, by Ryszard Torzecki in his article “Z problematyki
stosunkéw polsko-ukraifiskich,” Dzieje Najnowsze 17, no. 2 (1985):151-66.

34 Hryhor Luinyc’kyj, “Z notatnyka ¥pargaljarja. Rodynni zv’’jazky Sluhy BoZoho Mytropo-
lyta §eptyc’koho Kyr Andreja,” Ameryka, 9 September 1969, p. 2.
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in Warsaw: sincere appreciation is due him for making the text accessible
and for his valuable commentaries, which have helped in preparing the
memoirs for print. Another copy of the typescript is in the Potworowski-
Szeptycki Family collection in the National Archives of Canada in Ottawa,
under the shelf number MG 30 D 334. The correspondence between the
metropolitan and Sister Szembek, included in the memoirs, is also
preserved in the collection of the metropolitan’s writings, being prepared
for the beatification process in Rome.*

No changes have been made in the text except to modernize punctuation.
Additional notes made by the author herself are included as footnotes; my
own explanations and comments are footnoted within square brackets. A
few obvious mistakes made by the author have been corrected in my notes.
Sister Szembek’s remarks on some aspects of Polish-Ukrainian relations
have been left without comment; she expresses the Polish opinion of the
time, and as such her comments constitute a source for learning about the
mentality of her socio-national group.

The whole of Sister Szembek’s work encompasses three volumes. The
first volume is published here. Volume two contains polemic on metropoli-
tan §eptyc’kyj with another memoirist, Elzbieta D¢bicka, daughter of a
well-known conservative politician and essayist from Galicia, Count
Ludwik Debicki.?6 The third volume consists of a number of appendices:
copies of publications about the metropolitan, a few of his pastoral epistles,
and the text of E. Debicka’s memoirs.3’

35 Stepan Harvanko, “Vvedennja,” in Andrej Septyc’kyj, Tvory (asketyino-moral’ni), Praci
Hreko-Katolyc’koji Bohoslovs’koji Akademiji, 45—-47 (Rome, 1978), p. xviii; Myron Mom-
ryk, Archival Sources for the Study of Polish Canadians (Ottawa, 1987), p. 25.

36 Personal archives of J. K. Szeptycki, Sister Maria Krysta (Szembek), “OdpowiedZ na
Szeptyckiemu.”

37 The contents of volume 3 are: E. Debicka, “Sprawa ruska”; the text of the resolutions of
the Petrograd synod of 1917; the 1904 pastoral epistle of Metropolitan Andrej Septyc’kyj to
Polish Greek Catholics; the metropolitan’s pastoral epistle of 1938 on the destruction of Ortho-
dox churches; a copy of the article by Jan Urban SJ, “Jubileusz ks. metropolity Szeptyckiego,”
published in the journal Oriens; a questionnaire compiled by Russian authorities in 1911, men-
tioning Metropolitan Septyc’kyj’s action in Russia (copy of a document, probably from the
archives of the Reverend Bronistaw Ussas); an article from La Croix about Metropolitan J. Sli-
Pyj; a fragment from the 1902 pastoral epistle of Metropolitan A. Septyc’kyj “to the superiors
and students of the seminary at Lviv"; his pastoral epistle of 1943; an account entitled “Smier¢
metropolity opowiedziana przez §wiadka ksiedza J6zefa”; a copy of the article by P. T.
Rzewuski, “Na ustugach jednosci,” published in the journal Misje Katolickie.
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Of all the printed®® or manuscript®® family reminiscences of the metro-
politan, the work by Sister Szembek is second in importance only to his
mother’s memoirs, which describe the history of Roman §eptyc’kyj’s
monastic calling. Szembek gives an account of the events she had experi-
enced and remembered since 1896; her memoirs thus continue the memoirs
and correspondence of Zofia Szeptycka, edited by her sons, Kazymyr-
Klymentij and Leon.

The choice of precisely the first volume of Szembek’s work for publica-
tion has been dictated by two considerations. First, in contrast to the works
by Kazymyr-Klymentij and Leon Szeptycki and Felicja Fredro-Skarbkowa,
this work is devoted entirely to the metropolitan. Second, unlike the second
and third volumes, in the first volume Szembek relies exclusively on her
own memory and correspondence with the metropolitan. Because of this,
her account, although subjective, is the most interesting. While not claiming
to be a comprehensive analysis of the metropolitan, it does provide
significant material that may contribute new data for biographic studies of
Andrej Septyc’kyj.

Jagellonian University, Cracow

Translated from Polish by Bohdan Struminsky

38 Sofija z Fredriv Septyc’ka, Molodist’ i poklykannja 0. Romana Septyc’ koho (Winnipeg and
Toronto, 1965; 2nd ed. abridged and revised, Rome, 1987); Vincent Tomaskiewicz, Memoirs
of a Mother (Winnipeg, 1982). See also Sophie Szeptycka- Fredro, “Léon XIII et Roman
André §eptyc’kyj,” Analecta Ordinis S. Basilii Magni, ser. 2, sec. 2, vol. 1, fasc. 4 (Rome,
1953), pp. 582 -86; Z. Szeptycka, Wspomnienia,; Pisma Zofii z Fredréw Szeptyckiej; Fredro i
Fredrusie, ed. Bogdan Zakrzewski (Wroctaw, 1974); A[nna] §[eptyc’ka], “Te, o pam’’jataju
pro moho djad’ka Mytropolyta,” Ameryka, 2, 8, and 9 February 1984; Ivan L. Septyc’kyj,
“Zmutok spomyniv pro mojix stryjkiv,” Tam nasa molodist’, pp. 41-50; idem, “Moji spo-
myny pro Mytropolyta Kyr Andreja §eptyc’koho,” Ukrajins’ki visti (Edmonton), 11-14
(1970): 7-8; there were also other newspaper reprints of I. L. §eptyc’kyj’s reminiscences.

39 Biblioteka Jagiellofiska w Krakowie, Ms. 9812, III, “Z opowiadari i wspomnieri Felicji
(Fredro- ) Skarbkowej, spisata i opracowata Maria z Paygertéw Bobrzyriska™; Archives of J. K.
Szeptycki, “Korespondencja (Zofii Szeptyckiej) z lat 1856—1904,” 3 vols., ed. Kazymyr
(Klymentij) and Leon Szeptycki.
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SISTER MARIA KRYSTA (ZOFIA) SZEMBEK
Szymanéw, 1978

(from the collection of Jan Kazimierz Szeptycki, Warsaw)



WSPOMNIENIA O METROPOLICIE ANDRZEJU ROMANIE SZEPTYCKIM
SPISANE DLA DZIECI I WNUKOW
MEJ UKOCHANEIJ SIOSTRY JADWIGI SZEPTYCKIEJ

S(iostra] M[aria] Krysta
Od Najs$w[ietszego] Sakramentu Zgrom[adzenia] SS. Niep[okalanego]
Pocz[¢cia] N[ajswigtszej] M[aryi] P[anny]

Wuja Romana Szeptyckiego, éwczesnego bazylianina O[jca] Andrzeja,
poznalam, gdy w czerwcu 1896 r. przyjechat do Siemianic, zawezwany
przez moja Matke, po naglej $mierci mego Ojca.®? Smier¢ ta “nagla i
niespodziewana” wstrzasneta moja Matka do glebi, nie tylko dlatego, ze
Rodzice kochali sie bardzo i byli z soba najszcze§liwsi, ale ze wzgledu na
to, ze choé Ojciec byl u spowiedzi wielkanocnej przed kilku tygodniami, a
teraz otrzymal Ostatnie Namaszczenie, nie mégt sie wyspowiadaé przed
$miercia. Nad ranem 15-go maja w jednej chwili stracil przytomnosé—i
gdy proboszcz, ks. Laskowski*! nadszedt z Wiatykiem i Olejami
§wlietymi], nie dawal juz znaku zycia. W udrece z tego powodu,
zatelegrafowata Matka w kilka dni p6Zniej, jeszcze za bytnosci Babki Szep-
tyckiej, ktéra za zrzadzeniem Bozym byla obecna przy $mierci Ojca—do
brata ciotecznego: “Bylabym bardzo wdzigczna, gdyby$§ mégl przyjechad.”
Nie mégl tego uczyni¢ natychmiast, bo wyjezdzal wlasnie na misje, po
ktérych zapowiedzial swéj przyjazd. Swoja odpowiedZ na zawezwanie
koriczyt usciskiem dla nas, dzieci: “One mnie nie pamigtaja, ale ja je znam
dobrze.”

Od wstapienia do zakonu bazylianéw, O. Andrzej po raz pierwszy przy-
bywal do nas; dawniej, gdy we Wroclawiu uczeszczal na prawo, bywat
nieraz w Siemianicach. Jako akademik, trzymat mnie do chrztu z wujeczna
babka moja Wanda Niemojowska*? z Marchwacza w wilia Niepokalanego
Poczgcia Najsw[ietszej] Maryi Panny 1884 r.*3 Mimo réznicy wieku, wuj
Roman i méj Ojciec kochali si¢ bardzo. Odwiedzal go raz Ojciec w
Dobromilu® jako nowicjusza i spotkal niosacego wiadro z woda. —“Czy
on tam nieraz nie jest glodny”—moéwil. Jedna z naszych rezydentek w
Siemianicach, ukochana przez nas Kazimiera Breariska, bratanica generata

40 115 May 1896.}

4l [Kazimierz Laskowski (1862~ 1928), then canon of Gniezno and official of the metropoli-
tan curia.]

42 [Wanda Niemojowska, née Tokarska, widow of Kazimierz, brother of Felicja Szem-
bekowa, née Niemojowska, grandmother of the memoirist.]

43 W odpisie metryki z 22.X1.1909 1. blednie jest podany rok 1885.

44 [The novitiate of the Basilians was in Dobromyl’. This is where Roman Septyc’kyj stayed
in 18881892, with interruptions.}
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Breariskiego,*’ wspominata, jak stosunek miodego akademika do otoczenia
uderzal zZyczliwa uprzejmoscia, a szacunkiem dla starszych. We
Wroclawiu wuj Roman i brat jego Aleksander przyczynili si¢ do zatozenia
stowarzyszenia im. Hozjusza% dla Slazakéw, w ktérym ci—a szczegélnie
przyszli kaptani—znajdowali oparcie przeciw germanizacji.*’

“Wujcio Romcio”, jak nazywaliSmy O. Andrzeja, musiat przyjechaé
p6éZnym wieczorem, bo zobaczytam go dopiero nazajutrz, gdy go w ranku
moja Matka przyprowadzila do naszego dziecinnego pokoju. Wysoki, o
postaci ascetycznej, wzrok mial peten dobroci, a chwilami przenikajacy, z
uSmiechem zapytal: “Czy dzieci sa grzeczne?” i pozyskat od razu nasze
serca. Moja siostra Inka, o 1 1/2 roku starsza odemnie przygotowywala sie
wlasnie do I-ej Komunii §w., O. Andrzej mial z nia kilka razy rozmowy
przygotowawcze, a w jednej pogadance w ogrodzie uczestniczyliSmy méj
brat Oles i ja. Wuj Roman méwit wéwczas o posluszeristwie wogéle i o
postuszeristwie natchnieniom Bozym. “Pan Bég nie pokazuje si¢ nam przez
otwarte okienko w niebie, aby nam objawié swa wole, ale glos Jego
slyszymy wewnetrznie.” Opowiedzial nam tez legende o §w. Aleksym.
Widzg, jak po wieczerzy, siedzial z Matka nasza na balkonie, podczas
gdySmy si¢ bawili wkolo “parteru”—rozmawiali dlugo o czys§écu. Pobyt
Wuja byl krétki, lecz Matka powiedziata potem: “Duzo mi dobrego
zrobit”.

Ciotka Szeptycka, przez nas, dzieci, “Babcia Zosia” zwana, pisywala
czesto do mojej Matki, donoszac o dziejach synéw, a wigc i o “Romciu”,
“Romtuchu”, czasem “O[jcem] Andrzejem” przez nia zwanym.*8
WymienialiSmy go zawsze przy naszym wieczornym pacierzu.

O. Andrzej pamigtal, ze mnie trzymat do chrztu: w liscie do mej Matki
przysial mi raz obrazek Aniola Stréza z napisem: “Zosi na pamiatke—od
chrzestnego ojca”, a raz—to juz bylo péZnmiej—napisal osobny list, w
ktérym zapytywal: “Jak walczysz z ta stuglowa hydra, §wiatem zwana?”
List ten zrobil na mnie duze wrazenie, wciaz go odczytywatam.

45 [Feliks Kazimierz Breariski (1794~1884), colonel in the Polish army, participant in the
uprising against Russia in 1830/1831, officer in the Sardinian army in 18491851 and general
in the Ottoman army in 1856.]

46 [Societas Hosiana, a Catholic organization for Polish students at the University of
Wroctaw in 1883 -188S5; it was later disbanded by German authorities, as were other Polish
student associations.]

47 W jednym z rocznikéw “Swiata Stowiariskiego” z lat 19091914 jest o tym wzmianka.

48 Sliczne byly owe listy, jak wszystkie Babci, ktéra méwita kiedys$, Ze piszac pamigtac
nalezy o wszystkim, co interesuje osobe list otrzymujaca i mitym jest dla nie;j.
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Nie pamig¢tam w ktérym roku, zdaje sic w 1899, moja Matka zawiozla
nas w lecie do Wujostwa Szeptyckich, do Przylbic, aby§my poznaty to uko-
chane gniazdo rodzinne, ktére dla niej bylo od dziecifistwa drugim domem.
O. Andrzej przyjechal tam na jeden dzieri z drugim bazylianinem. Obaj
zapuscili czasowo brody, bo jechali na misje do Bulgarii, gdzie duchowni
musieli nosié¢ zarost.*® Inka wymalowata wéwczas akwarela widok na staw,
w ktérym wiejskie kobiety piora bielizng, uderzajac ja kijami. Siedziata
malujac w ogrodzie mniej wigcej tam, gdzie dzif si¢ jej gréb znajduje.

Wkrétce potem O. Andrzej mianowany zostal biskupem stanistawow-
skim.5® Miat lat 34. Babka Szeptycka, donoszac o tym mej matce pisala, ze
si¢ wzbranial, bo jedynym pragnieniem jego byla praca misyjna, napisat -
odwotanie do Stolicy §w., ale sam Leon XIII wyrazil mu swa wole przez
Kardynata Led6chowskiego:’! “A gdziez postuszeristwo zakonne?”
dodawal kardynal: “zbieraj manatki—i jedz!” To tez musial uczynié¢ O.
Andrzej.

W lecie 1900 r. w czasie wielkiego jubileuszu, ogloszonego przez Ojca
§w.,2 moja Matka, Inka i ja odbylySmy pielgrzymke¢ do Rzymu.
Spotkaly§my sie tam z biskupem Andrzejem, ktéry przyjechat na czele piel-
grzymki diecezjalnej. W hotelu, w ktérym zamieszkaty$§my, a w ktérym
zatrzymywaly si¢ rézne, liczniejsze pielgrzymki, odwiedzil nas—o ile
pamietam—dwa razy. Gdy wieczorem wchodzil na sale i zblizat si¢ do
naszego stolika, jego wysoka postaé zwracala na siebie uwage wszystkich,
choé¢ ukrywat krzyz biskupi, aby go nie witano—zwyczajem rzymskim—
przyklekaniem. Doradzal nam co zwiedza¢. Raz wybrali§my si¢ wspdlnie
dwoma pojazdami: biskup Andrzej, ks[iezna] Adamowa Sapiezyna, syn jej
Pawel z Zona, synowa, ks[igzna] Leonowa z Bilcza®? i my, aby zwiedzié
katakumby §w. Kaliksta. Cudna byla pogoda, gdySmy przez Via Appia
jechali. Oprowadzat nas wymowny trapista, ktéry nie zorientowal sig, kim
jest duchowny tak dobrze znajacy katakumby, objasniajacy greckie napisy i
dopiero ustyszawszy, jak kto§ go biskupem tytuluje, upadt przed nim na

49 [He never left on his missionary trip to Orthodox Bulgaria. The Basilian provincial at that
time, Michat Mycielski SJ, did not obtain consent from the Vatican.]

50 1 February 1899.]

51 [Mieczyslaw Halka-Led6chowski (1822—1902), metropolitan of Poznari and Gniezno but,
prevented from fulfilling his function during Bismarck’s Kulturkampf, he resided in Rome.
Cardinal from 1875 and member of the cardinals’ commission for agreement with Russia and,
from 1892, prefect of the Congregation for the Propagation of Faith.]

52 [Leon XIII, Vincenzo Pecci (1810—1903), pope from 1878.]

53 [Jadwiga Sapiezyna, née Sanguszko (1830—1918), wife of the outstanding Galician politi-
cian Adam Sapiecha (1828 —1903); Pawel Jan Sapicha (1860-1934), married to Matylda, née
Windischgraetz (1873—-1968); Teresa Sapicha, née Sanguszko (1864—1954), wife of Lew
Sapieha (1856—1893). See fn. 15 above.]



MEMOIRS OF SISTER MARIA KRYSTA SZEMBEK 111

kolana i prosit o blogostawieristwo. Gdy wskazujac zaglebienie, w ktére
zbierano krew megczennikéw, trapista prosit o rézafice, by je przytkna¢ do
§wietego miejsca, Biskup na réwni z innymi podal rézaniec, ktéry zawsze
przy sobie nosit.

Raz spotkalySmy si¢ niespodziewanie z Biskupem w muzeum
watykariskim, ktére lubil odwiedzaé i stuzyl nam za przewodnika, robiac
rézne uwagi o arcydzielach sztuki. Wchodzac pewnego dnia do katedry
$w. Piotra, ustyszaly§my w bocznej kaplicy wspaniale ruskie §piewy: to
biskup Andrzej odprawiat uroczysta Msze $w. z uczestnictwem pielgrzymki
i alumnéw ruskiego kolegium.

Mialy$Smy mie¢ wspding z wielu pielgrzymkami audiencje u Leona XIII
w katedrze §w. Piotra. Byl to dzieri niezapomniany. Przyszly§émy wczesnie i
zajety miejsca w poblizu konfesji §w. Piotra i przejscia przeznaczonego dla
Ojca §wlietego]. Pielgrzymki: ruska, wloska, sabaudzka, irlandzka, niem-
iecka i pojedyniczy pielgrzymi zacz¢li si¢ schodzi€. Jak zwykle Wloszki
obok nas dzielity si¢ swymi wrazeniami. Pielgrzymki $piewaly piesni w
réznych jezykach, kolejno, czasem nawet réwnoczesnie, lecz wobec ogromu
bazyliki, glosy sobie nie przeszkadzaly. Zabrzmial wieloglosowy $piew:
“Preczystaja Diwo, Maty ruskoho kraju”. —*“Prosze¢ shuchaé, prosze
stuchaé—przeméwita z ozywieniem Wloszka koto mnie—To Rusini
$piewaja. . . Niedawno przyjechali. .. A jak si¢ modla! Wczoraj modlili si¢
w jednym kofciele tak, jak gdyby Pan BOg mial na nich zstapi€. Oni
$piewaja pickniej niz Wlosi. . . A ubieraja si¢ w skory zwierzece (des peaux
de bétes)™ . ..” Lecz juz okrzyki uniesienia witaty Leona XIII, wnoszonego
na sedii, poprzedzonego gwardia papieska. Wloszki powskakiwaly na
krzesta, powiewajac chustkami. “E viva il papa e re! ¢ vival” “Niech zyje
Papiez i Kr61”. Papiez zdawat si¢ plyna¢ nad glowami, czame jego, peine
zycia oczy obejmowaty pielgrzyméw, ktérych blogostawil na dwie strony.
Potem zasiadl na tronie kolo oltarza §w. Piotra. Biskupi zblizali si¢ i sktadali
mu kolejno homagium, a Papiez kazdego Sciskal za glowe i oddzielnie
blogostawil. Musial poznaé miodego biskupa Andrzeja, ktérego znat
jeszcze nim wstapil do zakonu, bo dluzej si¢ nad nim zatrzymat i co§ mu
powiedzial. Potem podszedl do oltarza i silnym, dZwigcznym glosem
odspiewat oracje i udzielil blogostawieristwa zebranym tlumom, poswigcit
znakiem krzyza dewocjonalia, ktére kazdy trzymal i wéréd niewymownego
entuzjazmu, okrzykéw, powiewania chustkami, przy diwigkach hymnu
papieskiego, odniesiony zostat do papieskich apartament6w.

Wiadomym juz bylo, ze Biskup Andrzej miat objaé¢ arcybiskupia stolice

54 Kozchy nieposzyte.
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lwowska po Metropolicie Kuitowskim;** gdy go o to zapytata ks[i¢zna]
Teresa Sapiezyna, z pewnym smutkiem w glosie odpowiedzial: “Zdaje sig,
ze tak”.

Wracajac do kraju, zatrzymaly§my sic w Bozen,® gdzie byla Babka
Szeptycka z synem Kazimierzem, Finusia, panna shuzaca i Antonim
stuzacym, ktéry petnil tu funkcje kucharza. Miaty§Smy juz wyjezdzaé, gdy
nadjechat biskup Andrzej, ktéry, w powrotnej drodze, odlaczy? si¢ od swej
pielgrzymki, by matke odwiedzi¢. Mocno mu juz dolegata noga o rozsze-
rzonych zyltach w nastepstwie szkarlatyny w mlodym wieku przebytej, lecz
gdy mu Babcia zaproponowala, aby si¢ na kanapie polozyl, odpowiedziat:
“Przy paniach—nigdy!”.

Przed opuszczeniem Stanislawowa, gdzie zalozyl biblioteke, wydat w
patacu biskupim obiad dla ubogich i méwil swej Matce, Zze sig czuje
szczeSliwy na mys$l, ze kazdy—bez réznicy narodowosci i obrzadku, a
nawet wiary, moze w nim wzia¢ udzial w duchu mitosci Boze;j.

Jako dzieci—nie mogly§my sobie zdawal nalezycie sprawy, czym
$mieré mego ojca byla dla naszej Matki,—ale rozumiata to Babka Szep-
tycka i jej to zawdzigczamy coraz czgstsze pobyty w Przylbicach, przede
wszystkim w czasie §wiat Bozego Narodzenia. W atmosferze milosci ro-
dzinnej Mama mniej odczuwala pustke, jaka w jej zyciu brak naszego Ojca
wytworzyl. Na ingresie Metropolity we Lwowie, w zimie 1900/01 .57 byli
obecni: jego ojciec wuj Jan i bracia: Kazimierz i Leon, wracajacy z moja
Matka z polowania w Dziewigtnikach. Witali go przemowami Rusini i
Polacy, ci ostatni podobno niezbyt szczesliwie wobec 6éwczesnych
naprezonych stosunk6w.5® Potem Metropolita wstapil na méwnice, z ktérej
przeméwil, koficzac stowami: “Mir wsim” i blogostawieristwem. Z tym
pragnieniem wstgpowat na stolice arcybiskupia—nie przeczuwat ani on, ani
nikt z obecnych, w jak bolesnych okolicznoéciach przyjdzie mu ja zegnaé.

* * %

W lecie 1901 r. Metropolita miat by¢ u dr. Mikulicza® we Wroclawiu,

by si¢ poradzié na nogi. Byla mowa o operacji zyl, ale do niej nie doszlo.

55 [Julijan Kujilovs’kyj (1828—1900), bishop coadjutor of Peremysl’ (Przemy$l) in 1890,
bishop of Stanyslaviv in 1891, and Greek Catholic metropolitan of Lviv in 1899.]

56 [Bozen (Botzen, Bolzano), a meteorological station in south Tyrol, in Austria until 1918,
now in Italy.]

57 [13 January 1901.]

58 [An allusion to the events connected with the election for the Council of State, which was
scheduled for December 1900, ahead of the normal time.]

59 [Jan Antoni Mikulicz (1850—1905), surgeon, professor at the universities of Cracow,
Wroctaw, and Konigsberg.]
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Z Wroclawia przyjechat na jeden, czy dwa dni do Siemianic. Moja siostra
zainicjowala uroczyste przyjecie. Na stacje, do Kostowa czwérka sroka-
tych koni przystrojonych zielenia, pojechala nasza Matka, by Metropolite
powitaé, Spotkala si¢ tam z proboszczem, ks. Kiementowskim,® ktéry
uwazal za swéj obowiazek powitanie dostojnego goscia, przybywajacego w
granice jego parafii. MySmy czekali przed domem, na ganku (t.zw.
“peronie”). Joasia Konert, nasza nauczycielka, Karol Hadasz, nauczyciel
mego brata, Tomasz Lisiewicz,5! malarz, uczeri Matejki, a nasz przyjaciel,
od czasu, gdy, jeszcze za zycia mego Ojca, malowat portret mej Matki—i
domownicy. Od bramy stary Antek jechat stgpa, a nasza tréjka z
Lisiewiczem, kt6ry nas poprzednio wyuczyl, zaspiewaliSmy ile sit stalo
“Mnohaja lita”, ku wielkiemu zdziwieniu Metropolity. PézZniej nie bylo juz
uroczystego nastroju, Metropolita byl prosty, serdeczny, bezposredni w sto-
sunku do kazdego, nieraz zartowatl i oceniat humor. Gdy péZniej pisywat
niekiedy do mej Matki, nie omieszkal nigdy przesta¢ uklonéw i pozdrowieri
dla domownikéw, ktérych poznal. Bylo w nim co$, co podbijato serca
wszystkich. Wieczorem, po przyjeZdzie, panowie i Ole§ pojechali z Metro-
polita do kapieli w Prosnie; stala tam od lat ta sama “Budka kapielowa” z
rysunkami stryja Stanistawa,’? z ktérych jeden przedstawial podkasana
dziewczynke pioraca—drugi chlopca z wedka. Wrdcili juz o ksigzycu.
Pozajutrz wypadata niedziela. Po odprawieniu Mszy §w. byl Metropo-
lita u proboszcza, ktéry mu przedstawil swa matke staruszke, aby ja
poblogostawil, a potem prosit, aby w czasie sumy wyglosil kazanie.
Zgodzit si¢ chetnie i wréciliSmy do domu. Przed powtérnym udaniem si¢
do Kosciota, Metropolita usunat si¢ na chwile, “aby si¢ skupi¢ przed
kazaniem”, Moéwit na tle Ewangelii na 6-—ta niedziel¢ po Zielonych
Swiatkach o rozmnozeniu chleba—najpierw o milosci Pana Jezusa dla
ludzi, dzi§ takiej samej, jak dawniej—a potem o koniecznosci wiary w
cuda. “Po tym mozna poznaé przynalezno$§¢ do Kosciota, jezeli na zapy-
tanie: Wierzysz ty w cuda? otrzymamy odpowiedZ: Wierzg!” Przed
wyjazdem powiedzial nam Metropolita, ze napisze do biskupa
Likowskiego,5 w ktérego diecezji wygtosit kazanie, ze nie mégt si¢ z nim

60 [Wactaw Klementowski (1872—before 1920), parish priest of Baranéw from 1906.]

61 [Tomasz Lisiewicz (1857 —1930), Polish painter, primarily of religious themes, collabora-
tor of Jan Matejko. He was closely associated with the Szeptycki and Szembek families.]

62 [Stanistaw Szembek (1849-1891), owner of Wysocko in Great Poland, amateur painter.]
63 [Edward Likowski (1836-1915), first bishop suffragan, then from 1914 metropolitan of
Gniezno and Poznati, historian of the Union, author of Dzieje Kosciota unickiego na Litwie i
Rusi w XVII i XIX wieku uwazane gléwnie ze wzgledu na przyczyny jego upadku (Poznafi:
Drukarnia J. Leitgebera, 1888).]
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wcze$niej porozumie¢. Na pamiatke swej bytnoSci przysial nam relikwie
§wietych meczennikéw z autentykami,

Swieta Bozego Narodzenia w zimie 1901/1902 spedzilismy znéw w
Przytbicach. Uroku tych §wiat, wspomnieri, jakie zostawily, nic odda¢ nie
moze; czynily kazdego lepszym. Na wili¢ i wigta przyjechal Metropolita z
bratem Grodzkim,* bazylianinem; r6znica kalendarza wschodniego dawala
mu mozno§é spedzania §wiat w rodzinie. W wilii brali udzial: proboszcz
laciriski, ks. kanonik Oberc,5 dwaj uniccy, ks. Jaremkiewicz% i ks. Mak-
symowicz,%’ panny stuzace oraz wszyscy oficjaliéci. Ksieza uniccy méwili
z Metropolita po rusku. Po koledach i rozmowie, do§¢ p6Znym wieczorem,
Metropolita wyrazil zyczenie, aby pojechaé na pasterke do Bruchnala:%8
“Tak dawno na niej nie bylem”. WyruszyliSmy w kilka par safi—panie
naprzéd—zdrowie Babci nie pozwolilo jej, rozumie sig, jechad.
Kleczalyémy juz w tawkach prezbiterium, gdy ukazaly si¢ w drzwiach
koscielnych ogromne postacie wuja Jana z czterema synami: Metropolita,
przewyiszajagcym go wzrostem, Stanistawem, Kazimierzem i Leonem.
Wybila pétnoc. Caly kosciél zaczal Spiewaé “Aniol pasterzom méwil”,
Rozpoczeta sie pasterka.

Do tradycji przylbickiej nalezala §$wiateczna loteria. Drzewko
obwieszone bylo “fantami”, ktére kazdy ogladal, okre§lajac w my§li, coby
chcial wygra¢ i samo ogladanie bylo juz chwila peina radosci i emocji. U
Babci, ktéra wszystko obmyS§lala i sprowadzata dary,—dostawalo sig¢
fasolki, a za te fasolki “kupowalo” losy i nastgpowat moment napigcia, szu-
kanie fantu, jeSli los byl petny. A po skoficzonej loterii bywaty nieraz per-
traktacje i wymiany, by dosta¢ upatrzony fant: ogromne bibuly, notesy
przer6zne, kalendarze, oléwki. . . Nie pamigtam o co zalozylam si¢ z ks.
Metropolita—zaklad wygratam—obiecal przysta¢ mi wygrana po swym
powrocie do Lwowa. My§lalam, ze w zart obréci i zapomni, lecz nie—
przystal medal brazowy pradziadka, Aleksandra Fredry,®® bardzo juz

64 [Josyf Grods’kyj (1869 —after 1944), Basilian, the metropolitan’s long-time monastic aide,
then caretaker of the metropolitan’s residence. He was the metropolitan’s traveling companion
to America (1910, 1921-1922), and author of a diary (now in the state archives in Lviv), of
which fragments were published during the metropolitan’s lifetime.]

65 [Adam Oberc (1863 —1904/5), the Roman Catholic parish priest of Bruxnal’.]

66 [Luka Jaremkevy& (1848 —before 1914), the Greek Catholic parish priest of Bruxnal’.]

67 [Hryhorij Maksymovy& (1876-between 1919 and 1928), then the administrator of the
Greek Catholic parish at Prylby¢i and from 1911 the parish priest at Boljanovy¢i.]

68 [The Roman Catholic church closest to Prylby&i, location of many Szeptycki family fes-
tivities, was in Bruxnal’.]

69 [Aleksander Fredro (1793 - 1876), the prominent Polish comedy writer, Galician landlord,
participant in Napoleon I's military campaigns. The medal mentioned here is that “For the Man
of Great Merit,” coined in honor of Fredro in 1865.]
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wéwczas rzadki. Po wybiciu go przez miasto Lwéw za zycia Fredry, wuj
Jan kazdemu synowi medal taki darowat.

Widaé bylo, jak dobrze si¢ czul Metropolita wéréd wspomnieri z lat
dziecinnych, odnowionych w tej beztroskiej, Bozej atmosferze przylbickiej.
Tak serdecznie si¢ $mial, siedzac kolo swej Matki, w czasie wieczornych
przedstawieri amatorskich. Odgrywali§my szarady, ktére widzowie musieli
odgadywad, a raz, Matka moja, Kazio i Leo$ odegrali jedna z tych sztuk z
dawnego repertuaru przylbickiego, napisanych przez Mame¢. JakZez nie
bylo si¢ §mia¢, gdy stary siostrzeniec “Cioci Kundzi”—imienia dzi§ nie
pamigtam—szuka swego szdstego palca, rzekomo przez nia zatrzasnigtego
w kuferku i spostrzega swoja krew, ktdra si¢ okazuje sokiem malinowym ze
stluczonej butelki. “Jakzez to glupie”—mdéwi $miejac si¢ Metropolita—i
$mieje si¢ Babcia i Wuj si¢ Smieje i wszyscy si¢ §mieja. Rezyserem szarad
byta gidwnie Inka; w pokoju Wuja bywaly narady i charakteryzowanie
aktoréw, scena byla w pokoiku przejSciowym do pokoju Babci, w ktérym
siedzieli widzowie. Kazio grat z takim komizmem, Zze wystarczalo by sie
na scenie pokazatl, jako zyd, czy lekarz, by wszyscy si¢ $mieli. Pamigtam
pierwsza sceng jednej z szarad: Czarniecki,”® pantomim¢. Na scenie, o
stabym zielonkawym o$wietleniu siedziata Inka zamy$lona, w powléczystej
szacie—ukazuje si¢ posta¢ udrapowana w przescieradlo (Leon)—
podchodzi ku niej, robi tajemnicze znaki, ona podaje mu reke, on ja
prowadzi w dal wskazujac ku gérze. Babcia pierwsza odgadia: “Czar”, a
moze domyslila si¢, ze dla Leosia, ktdry tej zimy zaczal si¢ w Ince kochac¢,
ta scena miata symboliczne znaczenie. Innym razem trzeba bylo w szara-
dzie odtworzy¢ litere: K. Inka ulozyla w jednej chwili wiersz, ktéry
zadeklamowata na scenie:

“Znajdziesz mnie w dawnej, piastowskiej koronie”, a koriczyla apostrofa
do Kazia, ktéry tym razem byl widzem: “I w twej koszuli, wuju
Kazimierzu!”

“To pewnie dziura”—mruknat Kazio, ale kto§ odgadh: “Litera: K”,
brakujaca do calosci wyrazu.

Rano Finusia przygotowywala w salonie oltarz i Metropolita odprawial
Msze §w. Stuzyt do niej jeden z braci, zazwyczaj Leon. Przede Msza
Metropolita nieraz spowiadal, czasem swa Matke—teraz i my$my za
przykiadem Babci zacz¢li si¢ u niego spowiada,—czasem kogos z
domownikéw.

70 [Stefan Czarniecki (1599 —1665), participant in the wars between the Commonwealth and
the Ukrainian Cossacks and Sweden; the Crownland’s field hetinan in 1664.)
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Z Ojcem swym rozmawial Metropolita czesto o 6wczesnych stosunkach
polsko-ruskich; przystuchiwatam si¢ pilnie, aby sobie wlasny, objektywny
poglad wyrobi¢. Z zamilowaniem czytalam réwnoczesnie duzo z
przesztosci historycznej. Polozenie Metropolity bylo trudne. Pochodzit z
rodziny ruskiej, unickiej, spolszczonej od kilku pokoleri, rodziny, ktéra
zawsze—bo i w czasach gdy wyznawala obrzadek grecko-katolicki—
wiernie shuzyla Rzeczypospolitej. Majac dwéch Metropolitéw kijowskich,
Biskup6w Lwowskich, Atanazego, godnego naSladowce Rutskiego i Lwa
(ktérzy zbudowali cerkiew i patac §w. Jura),—miala i biskup6w laciriskich,
z ktérych jeden—jak wspomina Kitowicz—posypywat kiedy$ popiotem
glowe kréla Stanistawa Poniatowskiego.”! Szeptyccy pamietali o swych
ruskich tradycjach, a i Rusini pamigtali o nich. Patrzyli z pewnym niepoko-
jem, czy Metropolita nie zechce ich polszczyé, a obrzadku latynizowaé? Z
drugiej strony Polacy poktadali w pierwszych latach jakie§ mgliste nadzi-
eje, ze Metropolita bedzie dzialal dla dobra rzekomych “intereséw
polskich”—nie zdawali sobie sprawy z tego, ze gdy raz u$§wiadomienie
narodowe ogarnia szerokie masy—a tak bylo u Slazak6w, Czechéw,
Rusinéw, Morawian—to chca same soba rzadzi¢ i historia nie da si¢
cofnaé. Metropolita, majac na uwadze dobro religijne swych diecezjan,
musial sta¢ z nimi na wspélnej ptaszczyZnie narodowe;.

W r. 1904 wydat Metropolita list pasterski w jezyku polskim “Do
Polakéw obrzadku grecko-katolickiego”. *“W waszych przekonaniach
patriotycznych”—pisal—"“moge was tylko utwierdzi¢”. . .“cho¢ pochodzi-
cie po wigkszej czesci z rodzin ruskich”—i pouczat ich o obowiazkach reli-
gijnych. W zwiazku z tym styszalam, jak rozwazat kiedy§ wobec Wuja
Jana, czy nie powinien napisa¢ listu pasterskiego po rosyjsku do Rusin6w-
Moskalofiléw, uwazajacych si¢ za jedno z Moskalami, choé ich stanowisko
go bolato.” Stal na zasadzie §w. Pawla: “Dzickuje Bogu, ze jezykiem was
wszystkich méwig¢”.”> Gdy przy wizytacji archidiecezji witali go niekiedy i
rabini—odpowiadal im po hebrajsku. Ale Wuj Jan powiedzial: “ To bylaby
zdrada wobec Rzeczypospolitej”. Uzyl tego terminu, jakgdyby$my zyli w
przedrozbiorowej Polsce. To przewazylo. Metropolita Listu nie napisat.

71 [The Greek Catholic bishops in the Septyc’kyj family were: Vasylij Varlaam
(1647-1715), bishop of Lviv from 1709; Atanasij Antonij (1686—1746), bishop (1715) and
then metropolitan of Kiev from 1729; Atanasij Andrij (d. 1779), bishop of Peremysl’ from
1762; and Lev Ljudovyk (1717-1779), bishop of Lviv from 1749 and metropolitan of Kiev
from 1778. The Latin bishop was Hieronim (1700-1773), bishop of Plock from 1759.
Hieronim is mentioned by the eighteenth-century Polish memoirist, Jedrzej Kitowicz: Opis
obyczajéw za panowania Augusta IIl (Warsaw, 1985), pp. 106 and 344.]

72 “Trudno zrozumieé—pisal w r. 1943—dawne moskalofilstwo dzi§ mineto”. (“Archi-
diecezjalne Wiadomosci”).

73 [1Cor. 14:18.]
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Byla tez raz mowa o zmianie kalendarza. Rozeszly sie pogloski, ze
Rosja zamierza porzucié juliariski, by przyja¢ gregoriariski, lecz jeszcze
ulepszony. Chodzilo o to, by unici nie pozostali “zacofani”—czy by wigc
nie bylo wskazane, by wyprzedzili Rosj¢? Metropolita zaznaczyt, ze zmi-
any kalendarza nie mogliby unici przeprowadzi¢, bez zezwolenia Stolicy
§w. i tego si¢ trzymal i pdZnie;j.

Innym razem styszatam, jak silnie podkreslal, ze prawo obsadzania pro-
bostwa przez kolatora danej parafii powinno byé zniesione, bo jest
naduzyciem, wkraczaniem $wieckich w kompetencje Kosciola i prawa
Biskupéw.”

*
% %

W r. 1902 Leon Szeptycki zareczy! sie z moja siostra. Na zargczyny
zjechata sie najblizsza rodzina. Dyspensa, wobec bliskiego pokrewieristwa,
byla juz z Rzymu nadeszla, bo ks. Metropolita byl potozyt nacisk, by si¢ o
nia wystaraé przed oficjalnymi zargczynami. Byli obecni Rodzice Leona,
Metropolita, ktéremu towarzyszy! brat Grodzki, bazylianin, Aleksander
Szeptycki z zona,”” Kazimierz, Stanistaw ku ogélnemu zalowi nie mégt
przyjecha¢ ani na zargczyny, ani na §lub, stryj Aleksander Szembek z
cérkami Ella i Ziuta,’” ktére nam byly bliskie, jak rodzone siostry i kilka
jeszcze os6b. Z wielkim zainteresowaniem ogladat za tej bytnosci Metro-
polita rézne szkice Inki. Oprécz dwdéch akwarel w ramach: domu od
frontu i od ogrodu i portreciku naszego Ojca w mundurze 1863-go r.,”
miata kilka blokéw ze szkicami, badZ z natury, badZ to obrazéw histo-
rycznych (“bitwa pod Plowcami”)’® i religijnych (“Ecce Homo”, “Zwia-
stowanie”). To ostatnie o jasnym kolorycie uderzylo Metropolite: Aniot,
przyklekajac zwiastowat Maryi Wcielenie. “To ladne”—powiedzial.

74 [Kolator—the custom of the local landlord’s patronage of a Uniate parish church survived
in Galicia until the Second World War: the landlord had the right of selecting a new parish
priest from the list of candidates presented by the episcopal consistory. The institution of kola-
tor caused many conflicts between the Greek Catholic Church and the Polish landed aristocracy
because the landlords tried to select priests who were Polonophiles or Muscovitophiles.]

75 [Izabela, née Sobariska (1870—1933), daughter of Kazimierz and Maria Potulicki, Polish
landlords from central Ukraine. She married Aleksander Szeptycki in 1893.]

76 [Aleksander Szembek (b. 1842), owner of the Stupie estate in Great Poland. His daughters
from his marriage to Maria Engestrdm (1857 —1899) were: Helena (1880 1965), later wife of
Jézef Lossow, and Zofia (1882—1931), later wife of Waclaw Niemojowski.]

77 [Piotr Szembek was a participant in the Polish uprising against Russia in the Congress
Kingdom in 1863.]

78 [The successful battle against the Knights of the Teutonic Order, fought on 27 September
1331 by Polish troops under the command of Prince Wtadystaw Eokietek.]
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Metropolita wyjezdzat wczesnym pociagiem i Msze §w. odprawil przede
dniem. Inka i ja bylyémy na niej i dla uczczenia Metropolity—mato jeszcze
znajac liturgie wschodniag—Spiewaly§my na chérze na 2 glosy: Przy
wejéciu  Metropolity do oftarza ‘“Mnohaja lita” (potem dopiero
dowiedziaty$my sie, ze w cerkwi Spiewane jest po nabozeristwie), a w cza-
sie Mszy §w. “Swiatyj Boze”—niedawno nuty byt Ince przywiézt Wiodzio
Szembek,” pézniejszy Salezjanin, umeczony przez Niemc6w—i “Preczy-
staja Diwo Maty”. Metropolita darowal Ince i mnie po egzemplarzu swych
listéw pasterskich w wydaniu ksiazkowym, z dedykacjaz—nauczyty$my si¢
bowiem w Przylbicach od Kazia czyta¢ po rusku. Tak samo nauczyla si¢
Babcia Zosia, chcac czyta¢ listy pasterskie Metropolity w oryginale.
Pierwsze tlumaczyl na jezyk polski jego brat Kazimierz, a Wuj Jan
wydawatl je ozdobnie—p6Zniej tego zaniechano.

Liczniejszy byt zjazd rodzinny na §lub 15-go paZdziernika. Metropolita
witat sie z osobna serdeczno$cia z Wactawem Niemojowskim,¥ swoim
kolega z gimnazjum §w. Anny w Krakowie. $Slub dawat Metropolita wobec
miejscowego proboszcza. Po réznych naradach ustalono, Ze, poniewaz
Metropolita nie mégl, bedac innego obrzadku, méwi¢ formuty wedtug rytu
laciriskiego, by ja po nim paristwo mlodzi powtarzali—trzymat rytuat przed
nimi, a oni kolejno tekst przysiegi odczytali.

Trudno sobie wyobrazi¢ uroczysto$¢ pigkniejsza. Sliczna, jesienna
pogoda, szczeécie tryskajace z twarzy pana mlodego, dziewiczy pokéj i
skupienie na twarzy panny mlodej, piekne, polskie stroje pana mtodego i
uczestnik6w wesela, jedno$¢ z ludem, bioracym radoénie udziat w §wiecie
dworu, barwny pochéd weselny, idacy przez ogréd do kosciola—na czele
jechali na srokatych koniach dwaj parobcy w wielkopolskich strojach—to
wszystko bylo odzwierciedleniem tradycji rodzinnej i narodowej. Metropo-
lita przeméwit od oftarza do paristwa miodych, wskazujac im “krélewska
droge mitosci”, ktéra mieli kroczy¢ ku Bogu.

Aby przy obiedzie unikna¢ licznych przeméwieni, on réwniez miat
wznie$é jeden tylko toast ku czci paristwa miodych. Uczynil to dowcipnie
ku ogélnemu rozweseleniu, przedstawiajac, jak zasiadlszy, aby przygo-
towaé “weselna mowe”—zdrzemnat si¢ i wyénity mu sig¢ toasty, jakie miaty
by¢ wygloszone. Wiec najpierw ojciec pana mlodego wystawia r6d panny
miodej i jej antenatéw, licznych biskupéw, zaslugi przodkéw i wznosi

7 [Wiodzimierz Szembek (1883 —1942), nephew of the metropolitan of Mahiliod, Jerzy. He
was a Salesian. He died at Auschwitz- Birkenau, offering his life with the intention of convert-
ing the camp commandant Rudolf Hess.]

80  [Wactaw Niemojowski (1864 - 1939), a Polish landlord, speaker of the Provisional Council
of State of the Congress Kingdom (1917), monarchist activist in Poland during the interwar
period; son of Kazimierz and Wanda (see fn. 42).]
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zdrowie rodziny Szembek6éw. Odpowiada stryj panny miodej, podnoszac
przeszlo§¢ rodziny Szeptyckich, ale'tego juz nie wypada jemu, Metropolicie
powtarzaé. Nastgpuja inne toasty, ktérych tresci méwca podaje, w koricu
“p. Zdzistaw Skrzyriski®! wznosi...swoje wlasne zdrowie”,®2 poczym
Matka panny miodej wstaje, by wznie$¢ toast: “Kochajmy sie. . .byle nie z
Prusakami”. Nastgpilo zakoriczenie: “Zdrowie paristwa miodych!”

Jako podarek §lubny dat Metropolita Leosiom §liczny srebmy tryptyk, w
bogatym obramowaniu wizerunki i relikwie §w. Jozafata, §w. Leona i §w.
Jadwigi.

W4rdd zaproszonych na §lub byt Biskup ptocki, Jerzy Szembek,%? dalszy
nasz stryj, ale w ostatniej chwili co§ mu stangto na przeszkodzie. Byt to
wielki przyjaciel Metropolity—taczylo ich pragnienie nawrécenia Rosji.
Obaj byli mitosnikami liturgii. Biskup Szembek zreformowat spiew
koscielny w swojej diecezji, a po “Motu proprio” Piusa X¥ o $piewie
gregoriariskim, pierwszy wprowadzil tenze $piew—ijuz jako Arcybiskup
mohylowski—w archidiecezji. Metropolita Szeptycki studiowat z
zamitowaniem najdawniejsza liturgi¢ wschodnia i wplywy greckie na litur-
gie Kosciola rzymskiego. Zanim prof. Birkenmajer napisat rozprawe o
piesni Bogarodzica—Metropolita méwil juz kiedy$ o greckiej modlitwie, z
ktérej tres¢ zaczerpnigta.8S Styszatam, jak méwit, po $mierci Arcybiskupa
Szembeka, ze jest to strata niepowetowana dla Kosciota w Polsce. Na
pogrzebie jego w Porgbie przemawial, zegnajac go jako przyjaciela.

*
* ok

Od §lubu Leosiow, moja Matka, méj brat i ja spedzaliSmy stale $wicta
Bozego Narodzenia w Przylbicach, jak dwukrotnie dawniej. Metropolita

81 [Zdzistaw Skrzytiski (b. 1846), a Galician landlord, deputy to the Land Diet, cousin of the
Fredros and Szeptyckis, father of Wladystaw, who became the Polish ambassador to the Vati-
can.]

82 Wuj Zdzistaw Skrzyfiski z Bachérza nie ukrywatl swej niecheci ku Rusinom i stanowisku
Metropolity, dlatego ten odciat si¢ tak lekko kuzynowi. ’

83 [Jerzy Szembek (1851 —1905), bishop of Plock from 1901, metropolitan of Mahilioii from
1903.]

84  [Pius X, Giuseppe Sarto (1835—1914), pope from 1903, canonized in 1954. The Motu
proprio on the Gregorian chant was issued in 1903.]

85  [See J6zef Birkenmajer, Bogurodzica Dziewica (Lviv, 1938). “Bogurodzica” (Mother of
God) is the oldest Polish religious song, with language preserving traces of Old Church Sla-
vonic. This is considered one proof of a link with the liturgical circle influenced by Greek
Byzantine culture, and is also confirmed by the phraseology and dogmatic content of the song.
J6zef Birkenmajer (1897-1939) was a poet, historian of literature, translator, and lecturer at
the University of Wisconsin and the Catholic University of Lublin.]
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przyjezdzal na nie z Ofjcem] Demczukiem® —kt6ry byt i na §lubie w
Siemianicach—lub z innym bazylianinem. O ile wypadat wéwczas jakis§
post zakonny, Metropolita dawal znak towarzyszowi i udzielal mu dys-
pensy. Niekiedy przyjezdzali do Przylbic inni Rusini; raz byl jaki§
Bialorusin,—nazwiska zapomniatam—kt6ry pokazywat sygnet koSciusz-
kowski otrzymany przez przodka w czasie powstania 1794 r.37 Metropolita
pragnal przez te przyjazdy zbliza¢ Rusinéw do Polakéw, zapoznajac
pierwszych z kultura polska w domu rodzinnym. Kilkakrotnie jeZdzit na
czele pielgrzymek do Rzymu—w jednej wzieli czeéciowo udzial
Leosiowie—raz do Ziemi §w. Wrazenia z tych miejsc §wietych, “po
ktérych chodzit Pan Jezus” opisat w liscie pasterskim.®® Mial w tej ostatniej
wzigé udziat Andrzej Skrzyriski, syn Wuja Seweryna Skrzyriskiego z
Nozdrzca,% tak bardzo kochajacego rodzing Szeptyckich. Andru$ cieszyt
si¢ na podréz, byla to bowiem dla niego jedyna sposobno$¢. Jednak w
ostatniej chwili, Wuj go wycofal, ze wzgledu na opini¢ polska. “Polak. . .w
pielgrzymce ruskiej. ..”, co pokazuje, jak w rzeczywistosci Polacy w
Matopolsce nie dopuszczali do zblizenia z Rusinami.

Na §lub Maryjki Skrzyriskiej z Bronistawem Kosielskim, w Nozdrzcu—
roku nie pamigtam® —nadszedt list Metropolity. Odczytal go przed
positkiem Wuj Seweryn razem z kilku telegramami—stuchano stojaco.
iyczenia byly bardzo serdeczne, podkreslaly potrzebe laski nie tylko na
chwile szczgécia, lecz i na trudniejsze w zyciu, bo “obok r6z bywaja cier-
nie.”

Wracajac z réznych podrézy do Rzymu, kilkakrotnie przywozit Metro-
polita relikwie, ktére powierzat Ince, aby je umieszczata w relikwiarzykach
(raz w tym uczestniczylam). Czynilo si¢ to z wielkim nabozeristwem, przy
dwéch zapalonych $wiecach—po wsunieciu relikwii do relikwiarza,
opieczetowywalo si¢ je sygnetem arcybiskupim.

8  [Pavlo Demtuk, a Basilian.]

87 [The Polish uprising (March—November 1794) led by Tadeusz Koéciuszko as a protest
against the second partition of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth by Russia and Prussia in
1793.]

8 [In fact, Septyc’kyj was in the Holy Land twice, first in August 1905 with Father Lazar
Berezovs’kyj, OSBM, with a pilgrimage from Tyrol, and then from 5 to 28 September 1906
with a Ukrainian pilgrimage. After the first pilgrimage, he issued the pastoral epistle,
“Mynuvioho roku v serpni” (22 April 1906), and after the second one, “Vdjatnist’ Zljadom
Isusa Xrysta” (9 or 23 October 1906).]

89 [Seweryn Skrzyfiski (1847 —after 1906), a Galician landlord, father of Andrzej (b. 1885)
and Maria Kosielska (b. 1883).]

%0 [22 September 1906.]
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W styczniu—zdaje mi si¢ 1903 r. Metropolita zachorowal cigzko we
Lwowie.”! Skutkiem misji i czgsto wyglaszanych kazafi, mial rozedme
pluc, “chorob¢ misjonarzy”, jak méwil—teraz przyszlo zapalenie phuc.
Postanowiono zatai¢ to na razie przed Matka ze wzgledu na jej zdrowie,
stale “wiszace na wlosku”.%? Lecz Babcia intuicyjnie odczuta, ze co§ przed
nia, w zwiazku z Metropolita ukrywaja i skorzystata z chwili samotnosci,
aby przejrze¢ gazety, starannie od niej odsuwane. Dowiedziala si¢ z nich,
ze stan Metropolity jest groZny. “Juz wszystko wiem”, powiedziata. Nie
mogla wéwczas do niego pojechad, lecz napisata, aby wiedziat, ze duchem
jest z nim. Niebawem choroba si¢ przesilila, niebezpieczeristwo mingto. W
czasie rekonwalescencji, Kazio, ktéry go pielegnowal, czytywat mu jeden z
dramatéw Shakespear’a i Trylogi¢ Sienkiewicza,” ktéra chcial sobie przy-
pomnie¢. Wuj Jan dojezdzat do Lwowa czesto. Pézniej pojechata Babcia.
Z tego to czasu pozostata fotografia amatorska: Metropolita siedzi na fotelu
w sali palacu §w. Jura, za nim stoi Babcia, zapatrzona w dal, z wyrazem
zamyS$lenia. Czy przeczuwata, jak trudnym bedzie, z biegiem lat, polozenie
syna? Nie méwila o tym, w rozmowach o “polityce” nie brata udziatu
nigdy, ale przypominam sobie, jak ja raz zabolal list zaprzyjaZnionej z nia z
lat dawnych Jadwigi Rozwadowskiej,” ktéra skladata jej wyrazy
wspélczucia w sprawie Metropolity, jako Arcybiskupa ruskiego.
“Odpisatam jej—powiedziala—ze Pasterz musi sta¢ przy swoich owcach”.
Gdy Metropolita powrécit zupelnie do zdrowia, zartowal z Ludwikiem
Debickim z Jaworowa,” sasiadem Przylbic, ze musial z pewnoscia
wycofaé z redakcji “Gazety Narodowej”% swéj artykut posmiertny o nim,
Metropolicie, i schowaé na przyszios¢.

Latem, odbyt si¢ w Przytbicach wiec ruski “Ukraiic6w”. Musiat mie¢
zabarwienie bardzo nacjonalistyczne, moze antypolskie. Doszio to do
Babci i doszlo, ze bral w nim udzial, a przynajmniej byl na nim obecny—
ks. Maksymowicz. Byl to mlody kaplan, goraco kochajacy Metropolite,
gorliwy i peten ducha apostolskiego. Babcia prosita, by do niej przyszedt i
miala z nim w cztery oczy powazna rozmowe, w ktérej wykazata mu, ze

91 [The metropolitan’s illness lasted from December 1902 to March 1903.]

92 Babcia zarazila si¢ byla przed laty gruflica od kobiety wiejskiej, kt6ra pielegnowata.

93 [Henryk Sienkiewicz (1846 1916), author of the Trilogy, the famous novel based on the
history of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth during the seventeenth century; its three parts
are: With Fire and Sword, The Flood, and Mr. Wolodyjowski.]

94 [Jadwiga Rozwadowska, daughter of Wiladyslaw, related to Zofia Szeptycka through
Ludwika Fredro-Rozwadowska, Jadwiga’s grandmother; owner of estates in Eastern Galicia;
and composer and pianist using the pseudonym Renée de Addi.]

95 [Ludwik-Zygmunt Debicki (1843 —1908), writer, journalist, essayist, editor of the Cracow
conservative daily, Czas.]

9%  [Gazeta Narodowa, a conservative organ which appeared in Lviv in 1862-1915.]
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powinien wystrzegaé si¢ podburzajacej polityki, bo mito§¢ powinna taczy¢
oba narody—jak dawniej. Niestety, stosunki “z dawnych czaséw” juz si¢
nie daly utrzymaé, ani wskrzesié, ale ks. Maksymowiczowi 1zy przyszly do
oczu, gdy stuchat i zrozumial, ze zadaniem kaplana jest szerzenie mitosci,
nie za$ nienawisci. Gdy nam Babcia o tym méwila, dodata: “Jedyna poli-
tyka, jakabym rozumiala, to wspélne procesje Polakéw i Rusinéw, aby
uprosié¢ wzajemna mito$¢.”

Metropolita zdawat sobie sprawe z niskiego poziomu duchowieristwa
unickiego i robit, co mégl, aby go podnie$¢. Nie chcial narzuca¢ celibatu w
seminariach, jak to uczynit p6zniej biskup stanistawowski Chomyszyn,*’ co
jednak wywotato jaki§ bunt miodziezy i protest, powolujacy si¢ na Unie
Brzeska ogromnej ilosci kaptanéw, wystany do Stolicy §w. Metropolita
dazyt do tego, aby klerycy sami zycia w bezzeristwie zapragneli. Czeé€ z
nich za tym poszla. Opowiadal Metropolita Babci, po rekolekcjach, jakie
dawat we Lwowie, przed wyswieceniem klerykéw, ze kilku z nich cofneto
si¢ i opuécili seminarium i ze to uwaza za dobry rezultat rekolekcji, bo
“zrozumieli wage kaplaristwa.”

Kiedy§ tez wspominata Babcia, ze Metropolita jeszcze przed
wyS$wiecceniem na biskupa zetknat si¢ w czasie misji z kilku chtopami,
ktérzy w swojej wsi wiedli niemal zakonne zycie, po§wiecone pracy, aby
moéc zy€ i modlitwie, do ktérej czuli wyraZne wezwanie Boze. Pomyfélat
woéwczas, jakby to bylo dobrze, gdyby powstalo Zgromadzenie me¢skie, na
wzor zefiskich Shuzebniczek,”® ktérego czlonkowie pracowaliby najemnie
lub np. jako kowale—a mogliby mie¢ we wsi wielki wptyw.”

Innym razem, gdy spowiadal wieZni6w, przekonal si¢ w rozmowie, Ze
jeden z nich tak zaluje dawnej winy i takie ma zrozumienie zycia, jakie
wie§¢ powinien, ze napisal do wladz petycje, aby byl uwolniony—z jakim
skutkiem, nie wiedzial.

Bylam w Przylbicach w czasie conclave po $mierci Leona XIII,!'% razem
z kardynalami “wybieraliémy” Papieza, wedlug fotografii i krétkich
danych, zamieszczonych w jakim§ pi§mie. Tymczasem nadszedl list
Metropolity do Babci, zaczynajacy si¢ od stéw: “Annunzio vobis gaudium
magnum—habemus Papam”—i wyrazajacy wielka rado$é, ze nim jest kar-
dynat Sarto—Pius X.

97 [Hryhorij Xomy3yn (1867 —1945), Greek Catholic bishop of Stanyslaviv from 1921.)

9  [Greek Catholic female monastic congregation established in 1892 by the Reverend I
Dol’nyc’kyj and K. Sile’ckyj for philanthropic and educational work.]

9  [The Studite order established by the metropolitan in 1902-1903.]

100 120 July 1903.]
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Wkrétce potem Metropolita przyjechat na jeden czy dwa dni. Babcie
wozono woézkiem do ogrodu, gdzie Tomasz Lisiewicz zaczat malowaé jej
portret. W okresie §wiat Bozego Narodzenia Babcia duzo lezala. W
pierwszych dniach stycznia 1904 r. otrzymata od Boga wielkie taski, ktdre
nam wyjawila przed §miercia, a ks. Metropolicie wczesniej. W Ozomli, u
Franciszkéw Czosnowskich!®! odbywalo si¢ kilkudniowe polowanie, na
ktére wszyscy jeZdzili. Gdy Babcia o zmierzchu modlila si¢ w samotnosci,
ukazata si¢ jej kilkakrotnie Matka Boska i Dzieciatko Jezus zlozyla jej na
reku. Nikt z nas nie zdawal sobie sprawy, widzac Babcie tak cicha i
spokojna, a zawsze promienng i uduchowiona, “jak blisko byt Pan”...
Lubila Babcia, by przy niej cicho $piewaé koledy, szczeg6lnie “Jezus
malusieriki” i “Lulaj ze”, czasem péiglosem jedna zwrotke nucita.

W marcu moja Matka i ja pojechaly§my znéw do Przylbic, Mama na
krétko, bo si¢ spieszyla do Lwowa, do Inki, ktéra oczekiwala przyjscia na
$wiat dziecka—Zosi'?22 —, ja miatam ja troch¢ przy Babci zastapié; stan jej
bardzo si¢ byl pogorszyl. Nazajutrz po naszym przyjezdzie i radosnym
powitaniu—zbudzono nas nad ranem: Babcia konala. Zadnego z synéw nie
bylo w domu, Wuj wyslal natychmiast poslafica do Lwowa—przyszedi
ksiadz z Wiatykiem—dr. Orski!?® dawal zastrzyk kamfory za zastrzykiem,
aby tylko przedtuzyé to drogie zycie do przybycia synéw. Wtedy to,
Zegnajac si¢ z nami, polecita nam Babcia dzigkowa¢ Bogu za laski, ktére
od niego otrzymala. Widze jeszcze jej wzrok, stysze glos, gdy méwila o
tym Dzieciatku Jezus, zlozonym na jej reku, “a Ono tak si¢ $§mialo, tak
wesolo rechotalo”™—i polecita wszystko powtérzy¢ synom, gdyby sie ich
nie doczekata. Blogostawila kazdemu z osobna, i Izi i Ince i dzieciom
Olesia—na fotografii Stasia, ktéry byl na froncie rosyjsko-japoriskim,!*
jako attaché austriacki, zrobila atramentem krzyz—i wypowidziala te
stowa, ktére staly si¢ testamentem dla wszystkich pokoleri: “Jestem Chry-
stusowa. . .badZcie wszyscy Chrystusowi. . .”

Trzej synowie ze Lwowa przyjechali wieczorem—Ole$ z ELaszczowa
kofimi dwa dni p6zniej. Gdy Metropolita wszedl, rozjasnila si¢ twarz
Babci—nachylit si¢ nad nia. “Mialam straszne pokusy”—szepnela i dalej
cicho méwita—po chwili Metropolita powiedzial: “To wszystko laski,
Mamo, to wszystko laski. . .” Rozmawiali dalej. Nad ranem, zaledwo dnie¢

101 [Franciszek Kolumna Czownowski, hereditary landlord of OZomlja. His wife Maria, née
Princess Puzyna (b. 1868), was a neighbor and friend of Zofia Szeptycka.]

102 [Zofia Szeptycka (1904—1958), from 1930 in the Order of the Franciscan Sisters, Mis-
sionaries of Mary, taking the name Sister Maria Jozafata.]

103 Jan Orski (1865—after 1927), physician practicing in Javoriv, the town closest to
Prylby&i.]

104 [The Russo-Japanese War of 1904—1905.]
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zaczelo, Metropolita odprawil Msze §w. w salonie. Przejmujaca byla
chwila, gdy z kielichem w rgku podszedt do umierajacej Matki, by jej
udzieli¢ Komunie §w.

Stan chorej polepszyl si¢ chwilowo. Metropolita i Leo§ musieli
powrécié do Lwowa, skad czesto dojezdzali. Metropolita spowiadat
jeszcze Matke, siedzac przy niej odmawiat p6iglosem, jak inni synowie—
rézaniec, stuchal z nia razem, gdy$my—Stuzebniczki i ja—w dalszym
pokoju §piewaty “Gorzkie zale”, o ktére Babcia prosila. Gdy po raz ostatni
przyjechat, juz nie méwila—spojrzata tylko na niego; byliSmy wszyscy
obecni, bo i Matka moja i Izia z Laszczowal® —gdy wséréd modlitw
naszych dusza jej cicho przeszia do Boga. A przez tych kilka tygodni, w
ktérych powoli gasta, tyle nam jeszcze dawala z tej milosci Bozej, jaka
zyla. Kiedy§ dawniej, powiedziata mi Babcia: “Kazdy czlowiek niesie
przed soba latarke, z ktérej plynie §wiatlo. Od niego zalezy ilo$¢ §wiatla.
Jegli szklo jest zakopcone, ledwo promyczek si¢ przeciSnie—jesli czyste,
jasna smuga o§wieci droge jemu i drugim”. JakZe przezroczyste do korica
zycia byto szklo Twojej, Babciu, latarki!

Gdy$my w kilka godzin po $mierci, szli do kaplicy grobowej, na pét
drogi do Bruchnala, by zobaczy¢ miejsce, w ktérym trumna miata byé
zlozona, rzek! Metropolita: “Po takiej $mierci mozna tylko powiedzieé:
Alleluja!”

Z Leosiem pojechalam do Lwowa, do Inki. “Wszystko skoriczone,
Inko”—powiedziat Leo§. Juz wracajac do Przylbic nie miatam ujrzeé tej
Ukochanej, kt6ra tak czesto wybiegata mysla do niej i mogla jeszcze malej
Zosi z daleka blogostawié—a przeze mnie ostatnie zlecenie Ince przestaé.
Wracalam na pogrzeb z moim bratem i z tegoz pociagu wysiadt Metropo-
lita. Jechali§my w milczeniu. Trumna na wysokim katafalku w salonie obi-
tym kirem—byla jeszcze otwarta. Sliczna twarz Zmarlej wyrazala pokéj.
Przed zamknigciem trumny, Ole§ Szeptycki zauwazyl, Zze palce u rgk Babci
byly zupelnie gietkie. Eksportacja odbyla si¢ do Bruchnala.

Szczeg6léw pogrzebu nie pamigtam, tak sie wszystko przesuwalo nie
utrwalajac w glowie, pamig¢tam tylko, ze Msze §w. kardynata Puzyny,106
biskupa Pelczara,!?7 duchowieristwa laciriskiego i ruskiego odbywaly sie
jedna po drugiej w kosciele bruchnalskim, ze §piewy klerykéw polskich z
Przemys$la i ruskich ze Lwowa byly przejmujace. A potem widze, jak w
kaplicy grobowej, przed spuszczeniem trumny do miejsca wiecznego spo-

105 [1zabella Szeptycka, wife of Aleksander, the metropolitan’s brother.]

106  [Jan Duklan Puzyna (1842—-1911), bishop of Cracow in 1894, cardinal in 1901.]

107 [J6zef Sebastian Pelczar (1842 —1924), the Latin bishop of Peremy31’ (Przemys]) in 1900;
beatified in 1991.]
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czynku, kleczy przy niej Metropolita i reka ja obejmuje. Jak przed laty
Matka oddata Bogu w ofierze ukochanego syna, tak on oddawat Mu dusze
umilowanej Matki.

Stosunku migdzy nimi nie da si¢ opisa¢. Jeden moment, ktéry si¢ nieraz
powtarzal, jest jego streszczeniem. Matka Andrzejowej Fredrowej,
Melania Szczepariska,'® opowiadata kiedys, jakie wrazenie zrobilo na niej
pozegnanie, ktérego przypadkowo byla §wiadkiem—Matki z synem na jak-
iej§ stacji. Babcia stala w otwartym oknie wagonu i gdy pociag ruszyt,
znak krzyza zakre§lita nad Ofjcem] Andrzejem—on wéwczas podni6st
reke i takiz krzyz zakreélit ku odjezdzajacej Matce.

Zostaly mi w pamigci niektére zdania, wypowiedziane przez Babcie o
Metropolicie: “Otworzylam kiedys, gdy przyjechat jego walizke, chcac co$
do niej wsuna€ i zobaczylam dyscypling, wiec nawet, gdy gdzies§ jedzie,
biczuje sie. . .”

“. . .O[jciec] Jackowskil® (jezuita, przyjaciel rodziny) powiedzial mi:
‘Modle sie o reforme¢ kleru ruskiego’, a wiec nie widzi jeszcze, by praca
Metropolity wydata owoce”.

“ ..Gdy wchodziltam do salonu w patacu §w. Jura, Metropolita
rozmawial przy stole z O[jcem] Albertem (Chmielowskim).!1? Patrzatam na
te dwie glowy zwré6cone ku sobie i bylabym miata ochote je odmalowac:
takie odrebne, a ozywione jednym uczuciem: miloécia Boza. . .”

“...Gdy Leo§ zwierzy! si¢ Metropolicie, ze si¢ o§wiadczyl Ince i czeka
na jej odpowiedZ, Metropolita mi powiedzial: ‘Leo§ sam sobie nie zdaje
sprawy, do jakiego stopnia Ink¢ kocha. . .””

Teraz skoriczyla si¢ karta w dziejach przytbickich—w zyciu Metropolity
i kazdego z braci. Od Stasia nadszedl niebawem telegram z Dalekiego
Wschodu: “Je joins mes larmes et mes prieres aux votres”. Wuj Jan
przestal odrywaé kartki kalendarza, ktéry stat na jego biurku—pozostata
niezmiennie data 17-o kwietnia 1904.

& * *
W ciagu 5-ciu lat, ktére dzielity $mieré Babci od mojego wstapienia do
klasztoru, widywatam czesto ks. Metropolite w Przylbicach, badZ w czasie
Swiat Bozego Narodzenia, badZ czasem w lecie. Przylbice zachowaly

108 [Melania Szczepafiska, née Serwatowska (1842—1924), wife of Aleksander, mother of
Felicja Fredro.]

199 [Henryk Jackowski (1843 —1905), a Jesuit, publisher, and translator, provincial of Galicia
(1881-1887). Leader of the reform of the Basilian order, he played a great role in the forma-
tion of Roman Septyc’kyj’s priestly vocation.}

110 [Albert (Adam) Chmielowski (1846—1916), painter, participant in the Polish uprising
against Russia in 1863, founder of the Albertine Congregation, canonized in 1983.]
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swoja dawna atmosferg—bylo to zastuga Leosia i Inki, ktérym Babcia
zwierzyta dom i jego tradycje. Wuj otoczony byt miloécia. Dom, w
dalszym ciagu byt ogniskiem, $ciagajacym, jak dawniej braci Leosia i nas z
Siemianic. Gdy po raz pierwszy wyznalam przy spowiedzi Metropolicie
moje pragnienie wstapienia do klasztoru, odrzekl, ze to wymaga glebszego
zastanowienia, bo i na §wiecie mozna si¢ zbawi¢. PdéZniej, gdy do tego
zawrdcitam, powiedzial, ze od pierwszej chwili nie watpit o moim
powotaniu, ale nie chcial najmniejszego na mnie wptywu wywierac.

Kazdy przyjazd Metropolity do Przylbic z ré6wna by} witany radoscia nie
tylko rodziny, ale i domownik6éw: Olgi, wychowawczyni dzieci Leosiéw!!!
(c6rki rzadcy Rakowa, Heynowskiego, u mych Rodzicéw), Finusi,
Antoniego, Rusiaka—kucharza, wszystkich. Dzieci Leosiéw, ktére
chrzcil—kochat bardzo. Zosia, Ja$ i Siula,!!2 moja chrze$niaczka, to byla
starsza tréjka, ktéra zegnatam w 1909 r. za mej ostatniej bytnosci w
Przylbicach. Metropolita wymalowal raz olejny obrazek z natury (wisiat
p6Zniej w salonie przylbickim): Zosia bawi si¢ na trawniku z Janowa,
niania. Dzieci nie byly oniesmielone “Stryjciem-Metropolita”, jak go
nazywaly, rozmawial z nimi; kiedy$, po $niadaniu, ktére podawano latem
na werandzie, Siula wygramolita si¢ na jego kolana i bawila si¢ jego bisku-
pim krzyzem. W lecie miewal Mszg §w. w kaplicy grobowej, nie lubit, by
stawiano zbyt duzo kwiatéw na oltarzu, raz usunat dwie doniczki. Kladt
nacisk na §wi¢to$¢ oltarza, zaznaczajac, ze nie wolno na nim nic kla§é—
nawet chwilowo—poza przyborami do nabozeristwa. Konfesjonat stat na
dworze—spowiadat si¢ raz précz nas ks. Maksymowicz. Zosia i Ja$ sie-
dzieli w kaplicy przy Oldze, Zosia modlila si¢ bardzo grzecznie, Ja$§ wciaz
o co$ pytat glo§nym szeptem, bo mu si¢ dhuzylo. Raz spedzit Metropolita w
Przylbicach prawie tydzieri; po Mszy §w. i $niadaniu jeZdzit do Jaworowa,
gdzie odbywal wizytacje w klasztorze sidstr bazyljanek—wracat pod
wieczér. Interesowat si¢ zawsze malarstwem: Inka malowala “Droge
Krzyzowa” zaczety przez Babci¢ do kosciota w Bruchnalu, a do cerkwi
przylbickiej: prorokéw, $w. Jozafata i §w. Andrzeja Bobole!!* —tych
dwéch ostatnich juz nie widziatam.

W r. 1907—7-go czerwca odbyt si¢ w Bilczu Ziotym §lub Stanistawa
Szeptyckiego z Maria Sapiezanka. Jak ongi§ Leosiom, dawal go i teraz
Metropolita. Zauwazylam wéwczas, jak musi sie z wszystkim liczy¢. Slub

1 10lga Frydrychowa.]

112 [Jan Leon Szeptycki (1905—1980) (see the introduction above) and Marianna Szeptycka
(1907-1922.]

113 [Andrzej Bobola (ca. 1591-1657), Polish Jesuit and preacher martyred by the Cossacks;
beatified in 1853 and canonized in 1938.]
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odbywat si¢ w kaplicy w ogrodzie, tylko go$cie mogli si¢ w niej pomiescié,
thamy ludu staly na zewnatrz. Metropolita, ktéry w Siemianicach
przemawial swobodnie, glosem dobitnym—teraz méwit do paristwa
miodych tak cicho, jakby si¢ lgkal, by si¢ jakie§ slowo na zewnatrz nie
przedostalo. Dawat im za przyklad ojca panny milodej, ks[igcia] Leona,
ktérego zwloki spoczywaly pod kaplica. Mozeby si¢ lud ruski zdziwit,
styszac swego Wladyke, méwiacego od oftarza po polsku? Moze w
niejedno serce zakradlaby si¢ znéw nieufno§é? Wieczorem, w czasie
ogélnej zabawy, czg§¢ starszych pan6éw prowadzila dyskusje w sprawach
polsko-ruskich. Sapiechowie—niekt6rzy—byli zawsze obroricami Rusinéw
i mieli wielkie uznanie dla ks. Metropolity i jego dzialalnosci, lecz
stanowisko ich w§réd ogétu Polakéw matopolskich bylo pod tym wzgledem
wyjatkowe. Podobno byla ostra wymiana zdar.

Na zarzuty i napasci w réinych pismach, szczegélnie narodowej
demokracji Metropolita nigdy nie odpowiadal. A korzystano z kazdej
sposobnoéci, by wystapi¢ przeciw niemu. Wystarczy tu podaé¢ dwa
przyklady: Gdy wywrotowcy ukraifiscy zaczeli pewnej jesieni podpalaé
stogi zboza w majatkach Polak6w—ukazat si¢ artykul, zrzucajacy wine na
Metropolite. Gdy przyjechali do Lwowa archimandryci schizmatyccy z
Moskwy—pietnowano z oburzeniem, ze Metropolita okadzat ich w czasie
uroczystego nabozeristwa w katedrze §w. Jura. RzeczywiScie okadzat tego
dnia—jak przepisywata liturgia—wiernych, nie wiedzac jeszcze nawet, ze
archimandryci stali wéréd nich, przypatrujac si¢ nabozeristwu. Nie tylko
jednak nigdy nie polemizowal, ale nie wystepowal w rozmowie z
oburzeniem ani niechecia przeciw napastnikom. Raz przylaczyl si¢ do jak-
iej§ delegaciji ruskiej, jadacej do Wiednia.!!# Oburzano sie. Kto§—zdaje sig
Wuj Jan—wspomniat o tym w Przytbicach. Nie pamigtam, o co chodzito,
ale pamigtam jego, Metropolity, odpowiedZ: “Polacy dopiero za sto lat zro-
zumieja, dlaczego pojechatem”.

Zapytatam raz Metropolite, czy uwaza si¢ za Polaka, czy za Rusina? W
polskich strojach on i brat jego Aleksander prowadzili Rodzicéw do oltarza
w dniu 25-0 lecia ich §lubu—a z drugiej strony na uniwersytecie
wroctawskim podpisat si¢ kiedy$: Ruthenus. “Kocham Polske—
odpowiedzial—dzieje Polski, literature polska, ale mowa ludu, wéréd
ktérego wzrostem, stata sic moja mowa, piedri jego stala si¢ moja pieénia.
Jestem troche, jak §w. Pawel, kt6ry byt “zydom, jako zyd, a Grekom, jako

114 [probably the delegation that went to Emperor Francis Joseph on 21 January 1906 regard-
ing a Ukrainian university in Lviv.]
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Grek, wszystkim stat si¢ wszystkim, aby wszystkich zbawit”.!’% Po §lubie
Leosiéw, Matka moja lekata sie, by ich dzieci nie zapatrzyly si¢ na Metro-
polite i nie poczuty si¢ Rusinami. Méwita z nim o tym kiedy$. Uspokoit ja.
“Tyle jest rodzin”—powiedzial—"ktérych czlonkowie czuja si¢ jedni
Polakami, drudzy Rusinami. I my jeste§my polsko-ruska rodzing i uczymy
przykladem, jak zyé w jednosci i miloSci”. Tak bylo za dawnych czaséw.
Barlaam Szeptycki,!!® Wladyka Iwowski, blogostawil wojsku polskiemu,
idacemu na wojne, jeneral Wincenty Szeptycki,!!? Polak-tacinnik, walczyt
pod Napoleonem. Bazylianie zachecali do powstania listopadowego,
Rusini walczyli rami¢ w rami¢ z Polakami w powstaniu styczniowym
przeciw wspélnemu wrogowi!!® —to wszystko bylo proste, gdy byla
jedno$€ i wsp6lno§¢ idealéw. Dzi§, przynalezno§¢ do dwéch walczacych
ze soba obozéw wytwarzala komplikacje i trudnoéci nie do rozwiazania.
Dlatego Kazio wustapil z parlamentu wiederiskiego, gdy narodowa
demokracja przewazyla w “Kole Polskim”. “Nie moge—powiedziat—byé
pionkiem Glgbiriskiego”.!1?

Metropolita zatwierdzil méj zamiar wstapienie do Niepokalanek.
Doniostam mu o nim listownie, teraz powital mnie slowami: “A wigc
wstepujesz do Niepokalanek?” lecz polecit, bym poznata lepiej Zgromadze-
nie i odbyta rekolekcje w jednym z jego klasztor6w po rozméwieniu si¢ z
moja Matka. Obralam Jarostaw,!?0 dokad mnie odwiozta w odpowiednim
czasie moja siostra. Metropolita wspomnial, ze od wychowanek
jaztowieckich wie, ile zawdzigczaja Matce Marcelinie Darowskiej,!2!
Zalozycielce, “o bardzo silnej indywiduwalnosci”. Jedna z tych
wychowanek, tak bardzo oddanych Zgromadzeniu a réwnocze$nie ks.
Metropolicie i ludowi ruskiemu, byla krewna nasza, Maryricia z

15 [1 Cor. 9:20-221]

116 [See fn. 63.)

17 (Wincenty Leon Szeptycki (1782—1836), participant in the Napoleonic Wars and in the
Polish uprising against Russia in 1830/1831.]

18 Polish uprisings against Russia: the November Uprising of 1830/1831 and the January
Uprising of 1863.]

119 (Stanistaw Giebitiski (1862—1943), a right- wing Polish politician, chairman on the Pol-
ish Caucus in the Austrian Council of State in 1907-1911, and minister of railroads in Austria
in 1911.]

120 [The convent of the Sisters of the Immaculate Conception at Jarostaw in Eastern Galicia
was founded by M. Darowska during 1873—1875. The convent was active in supporting the
Uniates of the Xolm (Chetm) region.]

121 [Marcelina Weryha-Darowska, née Kotowicz (1827—-1911), co-founder of the Congrega-
tion of Sisters of the Immaculate Conception of the Most Holy Virgin Mary whose first home
was established in 1863 at Jazlivec’, near Bua¢ in Galicia.]
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Dembiriskich Mycielska.!?? Jeszcze w ostatnim li§cie z Nienadowej do
mnie, 25.XI1.1943, dopytujac si¢ o Stasibw w Korczynie, Hanie, Izig¢ i
Jasia,12 dodaje: “Pragnelabym tez bardzo wiedzied, jakie sa wiadomosci
ze Lwowa od Kazia i jego Brata. . . .”

Ona to, Maryricia, méwila kiedy§ mej siostrze o Niepokalankach i ich
§licznym zadaniu wychowawczym—i ta droga mnie Pan B6g do nich
doprowadzil. Metropolita podtrzymywal mnie listami w powotaniu,
bilogostawil na chwilg, gdy wypowiem méj zamiar mojej Matce—*“Jak
muszla otwiera si¢ do slorica—pisal w jednym z list6w—otwieraj dusze twa
przed Bogiem”. Przed moim wyjazdem z Siemianic przyjechat mnie
pozegna¢—rozmawiatam z nim wéwczas duzo o Zzyciu zakonnym—
niektére jego stowa utkwily mi w pamigci:

“Nie nalezy si¢ leka¢ pokus przeciw powolaniu. Zdarzalo si¢ nieraz u
nas, bazylianéw, ze kiedy nowicjusza zaczynala ogarnia¢ my$l opuszczenia
klasztoru i chciat si¢ poradzi¢ mistrza nowicjatu, gdy wchodzit do jego celi,
pokusa znikata”.

“Pokora musi by¢ fundamentem Zzycia zakonnego, trzeba kochad
upokorzenia, bo one prowadza do pokory”—i tu rozwinal réine stopnie
pokory, koriczac: ‘“Najwicksza laska dla zakonnicy jest po ludzku by¢
nieuzyteczna—by¢ miang za nieuzyteczna i uwaza¢ si¢ za nieuzyteczna”.

“Mozesz mieé niezno$na mistrzyni¢ nowicjatu, nalezy si¢ jej takie same
postuszeristwo, jak gdyby byla bardzo §wiatobliwa”.

“Prawie wszystkie Zgromadzenia sa dzi§ tak ubogie, ze oddawanie im
posagu nie sprzeciwia si¢ stowom P. Jezusa: ‘sprzedaj co masz i rozdaj
ubogim—a idZ za mna’. To daje klasztorom mozliwo$§¢ wspomagania w
réznej formie ubogich”.

“Nie nalezy sobie wyrzucaé, jesli wstapienie do klasztoru potaczone jest
z cierpieniem bliskich. Ono dla nich z woli BozZej. A cierpienie, nawet
mimowolne, szlifuje dusze i zbliza ja do Boga”.

Wspominat tez Metropolita o nabozeristwie do Aniota Stréza i o jego
pomocy. “Kiedy§ na misjach, w goérach, jechalem wézkiem. Nagle
ustyszalem ostrzezenie Aniota Str6za: ‘Uwazaj’... W tej chwili
spostrzeglem, Ze nie mam woreczka z pieniedzmi. Zatrzymalem wézek,

122 [Maria Mycielska, née Debifiska (1871-1946), daughter of Antoni and Ludwika, née
Borkowska, and wife of Stanistaw (1864 —1933), deputy to the Galician Diet.]
123 [The metropolitan’s brother, Stanistaw, and his second wife, Stanistawa Olizar
(1899--1977), owners of Korczyna near Krosno; and Leon Szeptycki’s children: Anna
(b. 1914), historian and librarian, now living in Poznaf; Elzbieta (b. 1923), now Weyman, doc-
tor of medicine, residing in Torufi; and Jan Leon (see the introduction above).]



130 ANDRZEJ A. ZIEBA

zsiadlem i zaczalem i§¢ przebyta droga—po chwili znalazlem lezacy na
ziemi woreczek”.

*
L I

W tych latach Metropolita otrzymat od Ojca §w. Piusa X'?* upowaznienie i
blogostawieristwo na dziatalno§¢ apostolsko-misyjng wsréd Iudnosci
prawostawnej pod zaborem rosyjskim i w Rosji. Dzialalno§¢ musiata z
koniecznosci byé tajna. Wybrat si¢ po raz pierwszy w r. 1908 w przebraniu
kupca za odpowiednim paszportem. Bylby chetnie wstapit do brata swego
Aleksandra w Laszczowie, wigc przejechawszy granice, napisat do niego:
“Jestem tu w sprawie J6zefa Sar. Czy mégibym wstapi¢ do Pana, aby las
obejrze¢?” Coby to byla za rado$¢ dla Olesia i jego rodziny! Lecz
roztropno§¢ przewazyla. Postawa kupca bylaby mogla zwréci€¢ uwage
domownikéw, najmniejsza niedyskrecja zaprzepasci¢ wszystko, wigc Oles§
odpisat: “Niestety, drogi sa teraz tak zle i blotniste, ze prosze przyjazd
odlozy6”. Zajechal natomiast Metropolita do Aleksandra Jelskiego,'?
ktérego ojciec byl przyjacielem Aleksandra Fredry, a dawna tradycja
taczyta z unitami. Ten wzruszyl si¢ na widok Metropolity: “wnuk Alek-
sandra Fredry, Arcybiskup Szeptycki u mnie!” zawolal i prosit go na
odjezdnem o zostawienie mu swej laski na pamiatka, co Metropolita
uczynit.

Nawré6cenie Rosji, podjecie pracy §w. Jozafata—to bylo marzeniem i
najgoretszym pragnieniem Metropolity od lat mlodziericzych. Niejedno z
jego posunieé podyktowane bylo ta myS§lg. Stad powrét do dawnych form
liturgii—przy ofiarowaniu podnosit velum, lekko nim potrzasajac, na znak
leku przed majestatem Bozym—nie pozwalal na rozcigcie omatu z przodu
dla wygody przy podnoszeniu rak. Z tej tez przyczyny zapuscit poZniej
brode, za pozwoleniem Stolicy $w., jak to bylo w zwyczaju przed synodem
Zamojskim (1720 r.).1?6 Chodzilo mu o to, by prawostawni odnajdowali
wéréd greko-katolikéw dawne, wspélne formy z pierwszych 10-ciu
wiekéw, z ktérych oni niektdre zachowali, by nie mieli Ieku przed latyni-
zacja. O. Guepin, benedyktyn, autor zyciorysu $w. Jozafata!?’ uwaza tg

124 [In January 1907 Pius X granted Metropolitan Septyc’kyj special powers to work in the
Greek Catholic rite in Russia, on the basis of his rights as bishop of Kam”janec’-Podil’s’kyj.
These powers were revoked by Benedict XV after the First World War.]

125 rAleksander Jelski (1834 —1916), landlord, philanthropist, and ethnographer; owner of the
Dudzily estate in Belorussia. He translated Polish poetry into Belorussian.]

126 [The synod of the Uniate Church in Zamo¢ in 1720, which led to the Latinization of
ritual and organization of this church.}

127 [A. Guépin, author of Saint Josaphat archevéque de Polock, martyr de I'unité catholique
et I’lfglise grecque uniée en Pologne (Paris, 1874), 2 vols.]
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jednos¢ form za niezmiernie wazna dla sprawy unijnej—Polakéw to
oburzalo. Réwnoczesnie Metropolita starat si¢ poglebié poziom duchowy
unitéw przez nabozeristwo do Najst{odszego] Serca Jezusowego,
nabozefistwo rézaficowe i przez Zgromadzenia zakonne, z ktérych kilka
przyjeto obrzadek wschodni, by méc skutecznie dla Unii pracowaé.

W Petersburgu powstala misja grecko-katolicka, a jezeli kazda sprawa
Boza musi przej$¢ przez prze§ladowanie, to zycie wyznawcy-meczennika
ks. Fiodorowa!?® i wielu innych, jest tym $wiadectwem danym Prawdzie
Chrystusowe;j.

Gdy biskupi taciriscy spod zaboru austriackiego zapytali Metropolite, na
czym opiera swa dzialalno§¢ apostolska poza diecezja, pokazal im
papieskie breve. Pytalam go kiedy$ w jakim jezyku rozmawia z Ojcem $w.
“Gdy pragne, aby Ojcie¢ §w. duzo méwil—odpowiedziat z u§miechem—
rozmawiam po lacinie, gdy sam mam duzo do powiedzenia, méwi¢ po fran-
cusku”.

* * *
Od wstapienia do klasztoru 31.V.1909, rzadziej widywatam Metropolite—
w Jaztowcu na mych obtéczynach, w Nizniowie i kilka razy we Lwowie.
Mniej mam wigc osobistych wspomnieri, natomiast przytaczam tu wiele z
jego listéw lub urywkéw z listéw, ktére sa wyrazem jego ducha.

Gdy w sierpniu dowiedzialam si¢, Ze prawdopodobnie bede
dopuszczona do obtéczyn na Niepokalane Poczecie N. P. Maryi, napisatlam
do ks. Metropolity z polecenia Matki Marceliny, zapytujac, czyby
zechcial—jak o tym dawniej wspominal, przyjecha¢ na ten dziefi do
Jazlowca? Wspomnialam w lifcie, jaka jest laska dla mnie Zycie w
klasztorze pod okiem Matki Marceliny i korzystanie z jej wykladéw reguty
oraz o moim szczg¢éciu. Odpisal ze Lwowa 13.8.1909r.

Moje drogie dziecko!

Tysiacznie Ci dzigkuje za Twéj list, badZ tak dobra, Wiellebnej] Matce
podzigkuj za jej taskawe zaproszenie, z ktérego z pewnoscia skorzystam, jesli Pan
Boég pozwoli, w grudniu. Bardzo pragne poznaé i Matka Darowska i Zgromadzenie,
dotad tylko z daleka znane. . .

.. . Ciesze si¢ z Toba i Bogu dzigkuje za laski, jakimi Ci¢ obsypuje, przygotuj si¢
na to, ze z czasem beda wicksze, ale bardziej ukryte, czgsto pod pozorami
wewnetrznej oschlo$ci i krzyz6w. Bardzo Ci jestem wdzigczny za pamigé o mnie w
modlitwach i bardzo o nia nadal prosze. O Matke i siostre badZ spokojna, ani na
chwile nie watpie i watpi¢ nie moina, ze Twoja i ich ofiara §ciagnie na nich potoki
lask niebieskich.

128 [Teonid Fedorov (1879~ 1935), a convert from Orthodoxy, studied at Lviv and in Italy
under the tutelage of Metropolitan Septyc’kyj. Greek Catholic exarch of Russia from 1917, he
was arrested in 1923 and imprisoned by the Soviet authorities. ]



132 ANDRZEJ A. ZIEBA

Niech Ci¢ B6g blogostawi. Do widzenia w Jaztowcu.
Wielebnej Matce wyrazy czci, Tobie najszczersze pozdrowienia
+ Andrzej
Metropolita
W piatek zaczynam nowenne do Najsi[odszego] Serca P[ana] J{ezusa] (dziewigé
piatkéw) w sprawie misji—przylacz sie do niej i o to popro§ W. Matke i Siostry.

Tak wigc modlitwa polaczyla Zgromadzenie z Metropolita, jeszcze
przed jego przybyciem do Jazlowca.

Bedac na kuracji u dra Lahmanna w Weisser Hirsch (Niemcy) pisat
4.X1.1909.

Moja droga Zosiu!

Donoszg Ci, ze tu zabawi¢ jeszcze na kuracji kilka dni, a stad jade do Rzymu;
mam nadzieje, Ze bede mégt by¢ w Jaztowcu na 8.X1, bardzo bede Ci wdzigcznym,
jesli mi do Rzymu (Collegio ruteno, piazza Madonna di Monti) doniesiesz, czy
wolno by¢ u was w dniu obl6czyn, czy moge przenocowaé w Jaztowcu, w kaplicy
domowej Msze §w. odprawi€, (tak, zeby proboszcz miejscowy i lud o mojej
bytnosci nie wiedzieli) i czy Ci¢ bede mégt widzie€. Prawdopodobnie jechalbym
wprost z Rzymu, oczywiscie nie moge oznacza¢ godziny-—moze przyjechatbym
rano 8.XII, a 8.XII wieczorem wyjechalbym. Dusza z Toba robie nowicjat,
zaczynajacy zycie oddane modlitwie—prosze tez Boga, zeby Ci¢ prowadzit droga

modlitwy do doskonalosci.
Oddajac Ci¢ Bogu i Naj$w. Pannie, serdecznie Ci¢ pozdrawiam i blogostawie
+ Andrzej
Metropolita.

Rzeczywiscie, wprost z Rzymu przyjechal ks. Metropolita do Jazlowca,
wieczorem 7-go grudnia. Bylo juz za pézno, by go witaé, gdy szedt na
kapelanie, wiec tylko przez okienko furty jedna z Sifstr ustalita z
towarzyszacym mu ksiedzem porzadek nabozeristwa dnia nastepnego.
Obléczyny odbywaly si¢ rano. Pogoda byla jesienna, ciepla, stoneczna.
Wcezesnym rankiem przyjechala moja Matka z Leosiami i Ziuta Niemo-
jowska!? i poblogostawila mnie w parlatorium. Wlasnie wchodzit w furte
“wspanialy dygnitarz o lagodnym u$miechu i bardzo dobrym wejrzeniu”,
jak Metropolite okre§lita jedna z Si6str, ktéra w dalszym ciagu kilka razy
przytocze. ‘“Procesja zakonna roztoczyla sig, najmlodsze dzieci zaktadu
rzucaly kwiatki. Nad schodami przy kaplicy, czekala Matka Marcelina,
powitata ks. Metropolite, ktdry sie bardzo dobrotliwie i z uszanowaniem ku
niej pochylil” (8.1.). Kleknetam, proszac o blogostawieristwo na obi6czyny
i bierzmowanie, kt6rego, za upowaznieniem Arcybiskupa Bilczewskiego!30
mial Metropolita kilku osobom udzieli€. W§réd nich, bytam i ja. Bylo to

129 [Zofia Niemojowska, née Szembek (1882—1931), wife of Wactaw, cousin of the memoir-
ist.]
130 [J6zef Bilczewski (1860—1923), Latin archbishop, metropolitan of Lviv from 1901.]
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dla mnie osobna laska, ze mogtam ten sakrament przyjaé z rak Metropolity.
Bierzmowanie précz mnie, jednej postulantki i 6-ciu uczennic z za kor-
donu!3! —odbylo si¢ w asyscie ksigzy tacifiskich, potem ks. Metropolita
rozpoczal Msz¢ $w. Stuzyl do niej Leo$§, asystowali ksigza ruscy.
Siedemna$cie Si6str bralo udzial w uroczystosciach zakonnych, 13 miato
obléczyny, 4 skladaty wieczyste §luby. Po Mszy §w. wprowadzita Matka
Marcelina juz obleczone nowicjuszki do kaplicy, podchodzity§my kolejno
do tronu arcybiskupiego, by otrzymaé btogostawieristwo Metropolity. Po
kazaniu miejscowego proboszcza ks. Grygla!*2 —gluby wieczyste. “Metro-
polita (zapisala S. I.) byt widocznie nimi przejety, shuchat §licznie
zamodlony, zna¢ zakonnika”. Po skoriczonym nabozeristwie, $niadanie
Metropolity i rodziny, asystowata Matka Marcelina, réwniez przy obiedzie
(ksieza jedli na kapelanii, gofcie innych sistr osobno. Tegoz dnia
otrzymalam obrazek Matki Naj$w(i¢tszej] z odrecznym blogostawieristwem
Ojca §w., Piusa X, wystarat si¢ o to i przystat ks. Henryk Badeni,!33 bedacy
podéwczas w Rzymie.

Milym bylo Metropolicie ujrzenie na $cianie w kaplicy obrazu swej
Matki. Byta to pigkna kopia “Swietej Nocy” Corregia. Wymalowata go
Babcia na prosbe Matki Marceliny (za pofrednictwem swej dawnej
przyjaci6iki, a p6zniejszej zakonnicy, S[iostry] Mlarii] Ludwiki od §w.
Rodziny (Morstin6wny).!3* Na odwrotnej stronie umiescita byla Babcia
napis, ze maluje ten obraz na chwal¢ Boza w intencji synéw, ktérych
wymieniala, poczawszy od Jerzego. Metropolita i moja Matka pamigtali,
jak Babcia ten obraz malowala.

Nie udalo sie, jak pragnat Metropolita, zatai¢ jego bytnosci; po potudniu
przyszta procesja z ksiedzem unickim,'3’ przeprowadzi¢ go uroczyscie do
cerkwi, stamtad znéw procesjonalnie udat si¢ do kofciola, gdzie go pro-
boszcz lacifiski powital—i na chwile pojechat do Nowosiélki, do
Blazowskich,!36 ktérzy byli po niego pojazd do Buczacza wystali. O 5-ej
konferencja z tronu wypowiedziana. “Z pigknej duszy przeméwil,

Bl [Le., from across the Austrian-Russian border.]

132 [Jan Grygiel (1869—after 1936), administrator of the Roman Catholic parish at Jazlivec’
during the period described by the author.}

133 [Henryk Badeni (1884 —1943), son of Stanistaw, marshal of Galicia.}

134 [Ludwika Morstin (d. 1908), daughter of Ludwik and Maria, née Ostrowska, prioress of
the Convent of the Immaculate Sisters at Jarostaw from 1875.]

135 [Mykola Hryhorovy& (1832 —before 1927), Greek Catholic parish priest at Jazlivec’ from
1879 and assessor of the episcopal consistory at Stanyslaviv.]

136 [Baron Julian Blazowski (b. 1858), owner of Novosilka Jazlivec’ka in the county of
Budac, deputy to the Council of State in Vienna in 18981907, and his wife Maria, née Toro-
siewicz, from a wealthy Galician Armenian family. Their niece, Maria Blazowska (b. 1879),
was in the Order of the Immaculate Sisters at Jazlivec’ as Sister Irena.]
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zaznaczajac, ze méwi, ‘jako biskup i jako wasz brat—zakonnik, niestety nie
w klauzurze’. Kazde stowo brzmialo odczuciem i zrozumieniem modlitwy.
On tym zyje, glosi z dna serca to, co podstawa naszego ducha i Zycia.
Swiat—mé6wit—rozdziela klasztory czynne i kontemplacyjne, w
rzeczywistosci tego rozdzialu nie ma, bo modlitwa jest zywym czynem, a
czynu nie powinno by¢ bez modlitwy. Jesli czyn nie oparty na modlitwie,
jesli mu zabraknie tej podstawy, tak latwo moze sie na nim pojawi¢ jakas
skaza. A jak na bialej tkaninie, drobna plamka jest widoczna, tak w zyciu
zakonnym najmniejsza skaza si¢ uwydatnia i podchwycona jest przez ludzi
$wiata. Dlatego trzeba sic wciaz w Boga wpatrywaé: ‘B6g nam wszyst-
kiem, wszystkiem, wszystkiem!’ wykrzyknat z dna serca bardzo wzruszo-
nym glosem. A tak si¢ w nim t¢ bratni¢ dusze odczulo, Zze wszytkie
Niepokalanki sobie zjednat, zaczawszy od Matki, ktéra z uznaniem i
wdzigcznoScia dla Boga, méwila potem, ze nie spotkala tak wewngtrznej
duszy miedzy dzisiejszymi dostojnikami Kosciota”.!37

Nazajutrz odprawil Metropolita Msze §w. o godz. 6-¢j. Przy $niadaniu
bylam z nim sam na sam, méwil mi jeszcze o tym catkowitym oddaniu si¢
Bogu i dat za przyklad $w. Tomasza, kt6ry na zapytanie Boga, jakiej chce
zaplaty za swoje prace, odpowiedzial: Zadnej innej, tylko Ciebie samego.
I méwil o §wigtodei reguly: “Gdy jaki§ zakonnik przychodzit do mnie z
watpliwosciami, méwilem mu zawsze: ‘Poszukajmy odpowiedzi w
regule’ ”. Zalowat ks. Metropolita, ze z Matka nie mégt rozmawia¢ osobno,
ale juz musial wyjezdzac—"pozegnat sie tylko bardzo serdecznie, méwiac:
‘Niech mi wolno bedzie nazywaé si¢ odtad przyjacielem tego domu’ .138
Odprowadzony byl znéw procesjonalnie, z rzucaniem kwiatéw, §wiecami i
§piewem: “Omni die”. Przy furcie poblogoslawil nam jeszcze. Przed
odjazdem prosit Metropolita o nasze konstytucje, bo pragnal si¢ z nimi
zapozna¢. Matka Marcelina obiecala mu postaé egzemplarz, gdy go tylko
Siostry oprawia. Na pamiatke bierzmowania dala mi Matka obrazek
Swliety] przez nia podpisany, postatam go ks. Metropolicie, by i on zechciat
go podpisaé.’?®

137 SMLL

133 SML

139 QObrazek ten oddaje, jako najdrozsza pamiatke Hani [Annie] Szeptyckiej—obrazek
pierwszy oddatam Krysi [daughter (b. 1917) of Leon Szeptycki, married to Potworowski, now
living in Canada].
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Odpowiedzial mi ze Lwowa.

14.1.1910r.

Moja droga Siostro!

Jeszcze nie podzigkowalem Ci za pierwszy list i zyczenia,'* kiedy mi dzisiejsza
poczta przynosi Konstytucje. Pisze do Wielebnej Matki, by jej podzigkowaé za ten
cenny dar i za tak milag dla mnie pamigé. Do obrazka, pamiatki bierzmowania,
dotaczam drugi, z krzyzykiem z drzewa oliwnego z ogrodu Getsemariskiego. Za list
z calego serca dzigkuje. Trudno mi wyrazié Ci, jak mile, jak podniosle wrazenie
wywiozlem od Was. Wszystko mi si¢ podobalo, tak glebokie mialem uczucie,
przekonanie, ze tam Ci dobrze bedzie, moje drogie dziecko, Zze tam predko résé
bedziesz w cnotach zakonnych, ze po§wigcenie Twoje przyniesie owoce taski Bozej.
Wyjeidzajac z Jazlowca, bylem prawdziwie szczegliwym, ze Zgromadzenie i
Wiel[ebna] Matke poznalem, ze nawiazaly si¢ pierwsze nitki zapoznania si¢ w
Bogu. Dlatego tez ogromnie ciesze sie z Konstytucji, ktére z uwaga przeczytam.
Wybacz, ze jeszcze nie postalem Ci relikwii §w. J6zefa, ale nie zdobylem sie na
wyszukanie i urzadzenie relikwiarzyka. Zrobi¢ to wkrétce. Tymczasem, proszac
Cie o modlitwy, polecam Ci¢ opiece Naj§w[igtszej] Panny. Siostrom, ktére
poznalem, o§wiadcz, prosze, ode mnie szczere pozdrowienia w Panu. Niech Bég
Cie btogostawi

oddany w Chr[ystusie]
+ Andrzej
Metropolita.

Dzierl §w. Zofii przenosit Metropolite wspomnieniami do imienin, tak
radognie dawniej obchodzonych w Przytbicach—Matki jego,—i o mnie
pamigtal i pisal:

Lwéw 14.5.1910

Moja droga Siostro Krysto!

Jutro §w. Zofii, dziefi ten przestat by¢ dniem Twych imienin, odkad umarta$ dia
$wiata, ale §w. Zofia nie przestata by¢ Twa patronka, a przedwieczna Madros¢-
Zogla jest w tej chwili nie tylko patronka, ale mistrzynia, przewodniczkag—droga,
zyciem—wszystkiem, wiec i Zyczenia nie zaszkodza w ten dzien. Wyjezdzam za
godzinke¢ na wizytacje na 5 tygodni, prosze o modlitwy. Dzigkuje za list, na kt6ry
dotad nie mialem czasu odpisaé, bo wiele miatem pracy. Bardzo zalowalem, ze i u
Was nie moglem byé—ale, co odlozone, to nie zapomniane, a bardzo pragne zblizy¢
si¢ i dobrze zapozna¢ si¢ z Wami i Wasza Matka.

Wiele mialem tego roku klopotéw i krzyzéw, za ktére Bogu dzigkuje, to kroki do
nieba. Tymczasem Ci¢ pozdrawiam i btogostawie, drogie dziecko, i usilnie prosze
Ciebie i Siostry i Matk¢ o modlitwy, a przede wszystkim o§wiadcz Matce moje
uklony i pozdrowienie w Panu.

+ Andrzej
Metropolita.

140 Na $wigta Bozego Narodzenia.
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W licie moim nastepnym poruszylam stosunki polsko-ruskie, nie
wiedzac, czy ksigdzu Metropolicie znane sa niektére sprawy i sady, jakie
wywoluja, czyni do tego aluzje w odpowiedzi ze Lwowa z 12.8.1910 .

Droga Siostro Krysto

Przesytam Ci relikwie, przepraszajac za sp6Znienie, ale dopiero w Rzymie tego
roku dostalem relikwiarzyki. Dzigkuje za Twéj poczciwy list—kwestyi w nim
poruszonych nie dotykam dzi§, kiedy$ je oméwimy. Wybieram si¢ w daleka droge
na Kongres Eucharystyczny w Montrealu—zmuszaja mnie do tego rézne wzgledy i
potrzeby Biskupa Ortyfiskiego'#! i misji Bazylian6w—pomédl si¢ za mnie w czasie
podrézy. Czy dostata§ méj list, pisany na §w. Zofig? Tysiaczne pozdrowienia—
niech Cig B6g blogostawi.

+ Andrzej
Metropolita.

Nie pami¢tam, czy to bylo w Montrealu, czy w innym miescie,—gdy
Metropolita wyszedt na ulice w sutannie, otoczyt go thuam gawiedzi,
nieprzyzwyczajonej do tego, by ksigza chodzili na ulicy w sutannach.
Musiat zawezwaé krawca, by mu uszyt dlugi surdut.

Dwie mial Metropolita wielkie troski od chwili objecia archidiecezji:
coraz silniejsza propagande protestancka w Ameryce, ktérej si¢ staral
przeciwdzialaé przez wzmocnienie tamze organizacji Ko$ciola—i pro-
pagande schizmatycka w Malopolsce. Ta byla jeszcze trudniejsza do
opanowania, bo zadawniona i majaca silne oparcie wéréd tzw.
Moskalofiléw. Aby wyrabia¢ odpowiednich kaplanéw, wystat Metropolita
zdolniejszych alumnéw, pragnacych zy¢ w celibacie, na studia do Rzymu
fub do Insbrucku.

Tymczasem w Jazlowcu nastat bolesny okres choroby Matki Marceliny,
zakoriczony jej §miercia 5.1.1911 r. Trzeciego grudnia, gdy stan Matki byl
juz beznadziejny, prositam przez jedna ze starszych Siéstr, by
poblogostawila pracy Metropolity, nazajutrz przywotala mnie Matka i po
krétkiej chwili rozmowy zakre§lita krzyz blogostawieristwa dla mej Matki,
a potem drugi dla mej siostry, méwiac: “Twojej siostrze kochanej, ona taka
zacna, taka pos§wigcona wychowaniu dzieci, powiedz jej, by nie szukata
wielkosci §wiatowych, stanowiska dla nich, ale czysto§ci—niech w cérkach
przechowa wdziek kobiecosci w duchu zasad Zgromadzenia. . . dzieciom
jej blogostawie + i bratu Twemu +, pracy jego, on taki
zasobny. . . blogostawie + pracy ksiedza Metropolity, on ma taka czysta
dusze. . . sktadam spraw¢ jego w mitosierdzie Boze i modle si¢ o §wiatto
dla niego. . .”

141 [Soter Stepan Ortyns’kyj (1866—1916), Greek Catholic bishop in the United States from
1907, and exarch there from 1913.]
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Gdy poprzedniego roku, siostra moja przyjechata mnie odwiedzi¢ z swa
najstarsza tréjka, nie zastala Matki Marceliny w Jaziowcu. Ze jednak
pragnela otrzymaé jej blogoslawieristwo dla dzieci, podwiozta je do stacji
Sadowa Wisznia, gdy Matka tamtedy przejezdzala. Matka, uprzedzona o
tym—zakreslila krzyzyk nad ich gléwkami przez okno wagonu.

Na wiadomo$¢ o $mierci Matki, pisat Metropolita:

Lwéw 8.1.1911 r.

Droga Siostro Krysto!

Otrzymuj¢ wlasnie Twéj list z smutna wiadomoscia o §mierci Waszej Matki, o
Waszym smutku i tesknocie po niej. Zdaje sobie sprawe z tego, jak cieZka to dla
calego zgromadzenia strata i jak cigzkie czasy Was czekaja, bo z chwila tej $mierci,
nie watpie, ze B6g bedzie Was dos§wiadczaé i nawiedzaé moze cigzko. Osobiscie
takze bolejg ogromnie nad tym, ze nie mialem okazji blizej ja poznaé i zblizyé sie do
niej. Niechze Was B6ég prowadzi i niech o§wieca te Siostry, ktére w radzie zasia-
daja, by wedle woli Bozej wybraly przelozona. Bedg si¢ co dnia modlit o to i za
Ciebie takze, bo rozumiem dobrze, jaki to cios, jaka strata dla Ciebie.

Wréciwszy w potowie grudnia z Ameryki zastatem tu list Twdj z wiadomoécia o
chorobie Matki i modlitem si¢ o zdrowie dla niej. Bég powolat ja do siebie. Nie
pisalem Ci, bo zastalem w domu takie stosy spraw, listéw, aktéw, Ze nie latwo
moglem im podola¢, w tych dniach wiasnie pisaé pragnalem. W tych czasach
potrzeba Wam duzo mestwa, wyrzeczenia sig, duzo modlitwy—bo kazda §mieré
przelozonej to kryzys—to cigzkie przejécie, a c6z dopiero zmiana zalozycielki i
dtugoletniej przelozonej na pierwsza “z Siéstr”. Trudne bedzie zadanie nowej
przelozonej—duzo potrzeba jej taski i duzo modlitw. Dzigkuje Ci bardzo, ze o mnie
i o moich sprawach pamigtala§ w ostatniej Twej rozmowie z Matka, za pamig€ o
mnie w doniesieniu o jej §émierci. Bardzo Cie tez prosze o Twe modlitwy dla bied-
nych emigrant6w w Kanadzie, kt6rzy sa narazeni na wielkie niebezpieczefistwo stra-
cenia wiary—szalona agitacja protestantéw, ktérzy daja na to miliony, by naszych
ludzi sobie pozyska¢. Po stronie katolickiej od lat prawie nic si¢ nie robilo i teraz
jeszcze malo sig robi.

Niech Cie B6g btogostawi, drogie dziecko, i niech Ci udziela wszystkich fask
potrzebnych do $wietego spetnienia wszystkich zakonnych obowiazkéw. Kiedyz
§luby? Kiedy sie¢ zobaczymy? T.zn. kiedyz bede mégt byé w Jaziowcu?
Przyjechatbym na pogrzeb Matki—lecz §wieta, ordynacja 35 ksi¢zy w poniedziatek,
prawdopodobnie dzieri pogrzebu.—Duzo médicie si¢ o ducha jednosci w Zgroma-
dzeniu, bo nadszedt czas préby—pewien jestem, Ze ja przetrwacie z taska Boza—ale
w takich epokach wigcej trzeba si¢ modli€ jak zwykle.

Bég z Toba
+ Andrzej
Metrop[olita)]

Wszystkim Siostrom wyrazy szczerego wspélczucia, pozdrowienia i
blogostawieristwo, prosba o modlitwy—Bég z Wami!

Przyszto$¢ pokazala, jak duchem Bozym natchnione byly slowa tego
listu; gdy niebawem dla Zgromadzenia nadszedt czas préby, nie odméwit
nam ks. Metropolita swej pomocy, lecz z calym oddaniem si¢ jej udzielil.
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Gdy w tymze roku, w maju, skladalam pierwsze §luby, otrzymatam od
Metropolity nastepujacy list:

Lwéw 12.5.1911r.

Droga Siostro Krysto!

Cho¢ 7-go nie na pisalem, jednak przy Mszy goraco si¢ za Ciebie modlilem i u
stop krzyza razem z Toba stawalem. Teraz dopiero przesylam najszczersze zyczenia
blogostawieristwa Bozego. Kiedy wybiore si¢ do Jazlowca, jeszcze nie moge
obiecaé, bo mam obecnie duzo bardzo pracy i sam jestem w prowadzeniu admini-
stracji diecezji—wikary méj generalny i jego zastgpca'4? obaj wyjechali na 5-6
tygodni.

Wiec juz po §lubach! Ofiara przyniesiona, zrobiona, przyjeta—zostato tylko
wytrwaé na tej drodze, do korica ofiarg spelni¢—uprosi¢ z nieba ten ogiefi, kt6ry
ofiare Eliasza spalit—i wigcej nie zostaje juz nic do pragnienia.

Niech Bég Ci blogostawi
Do widzenia
+ Andrzej
Metr[opolita]

W kilka miesigcy p6zZniej widzialam si¢ z ks. Metropolita we Lwowie,
gdzie dwa czy trzy dni musiatam spedzi¢, mieszkajac u Leosiéw. Posziam
do niego z Leosiami, ktérzy mu przyprowadzili najstarsza tréjke. Ucieszyl
si¢ do dzieci, kazat im podaé czekoladg, bawily sie w ogrodzie. Naprzeciw
balkonu, za trawnikiem stala altana-muszla, w ktoérej kazde stowo,
wypowiedziane péiglosem na balkonie mozna bylo uslyszeé. Z éwczesnej
bytnosci dwa zdania Metropolity utkwily mi w pamigci; pierwsze, jak
gdyby wyjete z naszych Konstytucji: “Tlem zycia zakonnicy musi byé
modlitwa”. Drugie, ze “nie nalezy nigdy liczy¢ na nadzwyczajne §wiatto
Boze tam, gdzie rozum wystarczy dla rozstrzygnigcia sprawy”. Nie
moglam zwiedzi¢ muzeum, jakie Metropolita byl zatozyl przy katedrze, bo
na to nie miatam pozwolenia; po rodzicach odziedziczyt zamilowanie do
sztuki i historycznych zabytk6w—wszak Przyltbice byly matym muzeum o
najcenniejszych pamiatkach, dokumentach krélewskich, rodzinnych,
zbieranych przez Wuja Jana, zbiorze odznak masoriskich, dawnych portre-
tach i tych nowszych, §licznych, wykonanych przez Babcig, o ktérej
powiedziata kiedy$ ciotka J6zefowa Szembekowa z Porgby:!43 “Elle a le
culte du mot écrit”. Osobno gromadzil Metropolita wszystko, co si¢

142 [The vicar general of the Lviv Greek Catholic archdiocese at that time was the Reverend
Andrij Bilec’kyj, who also held the position of official and archpresbyter of the metropolitan
chapter. The deputy mentioned by Septyc’kyj is probably the Reverend Lev Turkevyg,
archdeacon and dean of the same chapter.]

143 [Ludwika Szembek, née Wielopolska (1864 —1936), wife of J6zef (1858 —1929), owner of
the Porgba-Zegoty estate in Western Galicia.]
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tyczylo przeszlosci Unii w dawnej Rzeczypospolitej, w czym, w odrodzonej
juz Polsce, pomagat mu ks. Bronistaw Ussas.!#

W tymze roku 1911, brat Metropolity, Kazimierz, postanowil oddaé si¢
na stuzbe Bogu. Myslal o tym od dawna, jeszcze za zycia Matki, ktéra,
widzac, jak urzeczywistnienie jego pragnienia si¢ odwleka—jednego sie
tylko Igkata: by si¢ nie rozminat z wotaniem Bozym. Na obrazku
$w[ietym] napisala mu §liczne wskazanie, by si¢ wstuchiwal w glos Bozy,
aby za nim p6j§¢. Teraz zwierzyl si¢ bratu, ze nie do lacifiskiego zakonu
zamierza wstapié, lecz do grecko-katolickiego, Studytéw, odtamu
Bazylian6w.!¥> Metropolita zazadal jednak, aby wpierw spedzit rok u
Benedyktynéw, gdzie mu Pan B6g wskaze swa wole: pozostania u nich,
lub trwania w powzigtym zamiarze. Pisal do mnie Kazio:

Beuron (Ksiestwo Hohenzollern, Sigmaringen)
15.12.1911r.
Kochana Siostro!
Przypuszczam, Ze juz via Przylbice jaka§ wiadomo$¢ Cig doszla o zmianie, jaka
w moim Zyciu zasza. Dbam jednak o to, zeby wprost Ci o tym donie$¢ i wprost
prosié, a prosi¢ bardzo o Twoje modlitwy, Jestem wigc tu w klasztorze
Benedyktyn6w—na razie jako ich go$é, aby zaczaé i studia teologiczne i poznaé
Zycie zakonne tak w praktyce, jak i w teorii. Dobrze mi bardzo, a nie o
zewnetrznym tylko zyciu moéwie; lecz i o tym, co w sercu si¢ dzieje. Podzigkuj,
prosz¢ Cie, Bogu, ze Jego taska zwycigzyla wszystkie trudnosci, a zwlaszcza t¢
trudno$¢ najgorsza, ktérej na imig: ja—i ze$Smy (i Ojciec i moi bracia) w tym
przejéciu nie stali si¢ niewiemnymi Bogu. Teraz dla mnie zadanie, aby nie spoczy-
waé na lisciach wypelnionego postanowienia, lecz w urzeczywistnionym pos-
tanowieniu teraz nadaza¢—i odbija¢ czas tak spézniony i tak—daj Boze—oby nie
zupelnie stracony.
Polecajac si¢ Twoim modlitwom i jezeli o to prosi¢ wolno—Waszego domu, jak-
najserdeczniej Ci¢ pozdrawiam
Zawsze SZCZErze przywiazany
Kazimierz Szeptycki.

I Metropolita wspomina o powotlaniu brata:

Lwow 5.1.1912 1.
Moja droga Siostro Krysto!
Chciatem wlasnie pisa¢ do Ciebie, kiedy Twdj list mnie doszedt dzi§ rano—
wrécitem z Rzymu przedwczoraj. Tysiacznie Ci dzigkuje—jakze zatowalem, ze nie
moglem wykona¢ zamiaru by¢ u Was w jesieni, moze w post wielki uda sig. W

144 Bronistaw Ussas (1885—1977), aide in the Polish Claim Commission in the USSR fol-
lowing the First World War, and the commission’s specialist on religious affairs; archivist of
Metropolitan A. Septyc’kyj.]

145 [In fact, the Studites were a completely separate order from the Basilians. They had a spe-
cial rule (Typikon) worked out by the metropolitan and his brother, Father Klymentij

Septyc’kyj.]
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Rzymie bylem krétko, bardzo jednak z mojego pobytu jestem zadowolony.
Oczywiscie dzigkuje Bogu za laske, dang Kaziowi—a przez niego i mnie i nam

wszystkim. Pisze krétko, bo listéw duzo, wszystkim Siostrom i calemu Zgromadze-
niu zycze dobrego nowego roku. Nowy Rok, tak pojecie zblizone do nowego zycia i
do obiecanej ziemi nowej!

B6g z Toba i z Wami

Do widzenia!

+ Andrzej

Metropolita.

Styszac raz jakie§ zarzuty przeciw dzialalno$ci antypolskiej pewnego
ksigdza unickiego (dzi§ juz nie pamigtam, ani jego nazwiska, ani o co
chodzilo) napisalam o tym Metropolicie, by mégl ja powstrzymaé. W
odpowiedzi jego wida¢ pokéj, z jakim do wszelkich spraw podchodzi, nie
lekcewazy zarzutéw, cho¢ kaptan nie z jego diecezji.

In pace Lwéw 3/4 1912

Droga Siostro Krysto!

Serdecznie dzigkuj¢ za list Twéj tak szczery i otwarto$€ w sprawie X.N., o jakiej
pomoéwie przy okazji z ks. Biskupem (Chomyszynem). Odktadatem i odktadam
jeszcze jazde do Jaztowca, duzo mam tego roku réinych trudnosei i ktopot6w—
agitacja schizmatykéw burzy nam wi[arg] wsi—mam nadzieje, e nic nie wskoéraja,
ale nie mniej przykro to i straszno.

Zyczenia najszczersze'“S sktadam dla Ciebie i calego Zgromadzenia. Ogromnie
satowalem, ze mnie Siostry'¥ nie zastaly i ze tak rzadka i mila stracitem wizyte.
Bardzo usilnie polecam si¢ §w. modlitwom waszym—Tobie przesytam szczere po-
zdrowienia i blogostawieristwa i Zyczenia wesolego Alleluja.

+ Andrzej
Metropolita.

Dwa miesiace péZniej otrzymatam krétki list z prosba o modlitwe Si6str,
tak wierzyl Metropolita w skuteczno§¢ modlitwy, ktéra byla jego
zywiolem. Kto§, widzac go zatopionego w dzigkczynieniu po Mszy $w.
Zauwazyl, ze nigdy si¢ z taka modlitwa nie spotkal. Teraz usunat si¢ do
Dziewigtnik, majatku brata, skad 8.6.1912 pisal:

In pace

Droga Siostro Krysto!

Zaczalem tu wczoraj rekolekcje—pisze tylko stéw kilka, by Cie prosi€¢ o
modlitwy, koriczg je w dzieri Serca Chrystusowego, bardzo dbam, bardzo potrzebuje
pomocy modlitw. BadZ tak dobra, pro§ wszystkie Siostry o modlitwy: cho¢ jedno
Zdrowa$ Maryo dziennie przez tych kilka dni—wzajemnie swoje obiecuje. Przyjm
dla siebie i Siéstr najszczersze pozdrowienia w Panu. Niech B6g Wam blogostawi.

+ Andrzej
Metropolita.

146 Na Swieta Wielkanocne
47 S, Filomena od Dziec[iatka) Jezus, przetozona generalna z towarzyszka.
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Wobec zapowiedzianego udzialu Rusinéw w Kongresie Eucharys-
tycznym w Montrealu,'*® wéréd Polakéw powstato podejrzenie, ze to z ich
strony jaka$§ akcja polityczna, zwrécilam na to uwage ks. Metropolity.
Odpisal mi bez cienia goryczy czy oburzenia wobec tych insynuacji.

In pace Westerland a Sylt.
18.8.1912
Moja droga Siostro Krysto!
Dzickuje¢ Ci bardzo za tw6j (list) i za Twoja szczero§é—nie obawiaj si¢ polityki

w sprawie kongresu euchar[ystycznego], bo chyba wyjatkowo kto§ tak te rzecz
bierze, jak Twdj informator—pewna rzecz, ze Rusinéw wcale nie bedzie wiele na
Kongresie, dla tej prostej przyczyny, e nie ma pomiedzy Rusinami wielu, ktérzyby
mogli narazi€ si¢ na do$¢ znaczny wydatek—olbrzymia wigkszo§€ to ludzie ubodzy.
Na kongres biskupi dawno wiernych zaprosili i zarzadzili uroczystosci eucharys-
tyczne po parafiach, a dziennikom ani si¢ §ni do sp6izawodnictwa z Polakami
nawolywaé—o wspélnej jezdzie nie ma mowy, bo to nie pielgrzymka, wigc tez i z
kazdego miasta grupami wyjada uczestnicy Kongresu. Dzigkuje Ci bardzo Tobie i
Siostrom wszystkim za modlitwy w czasie rekolekcji moich, potrzeba mi ich nie
tylko w czasie rekolekcji—bo duzo mam i klopotéw i trudno$ci—schyzmatycka agi-
tacja, ktéra wszedzie duzo szkody wyrzadza, emigracja do Ameryki i Brazylii,
potrzeba misjonarzy do Kanady, ktérych nie ma itd. Mam nadziej¢, ze niebawem w
Rzymie zamianowany bedzie ruski biskup dla Kanady!4? —najwy2szy czas, bo tam
straszna agitacja protestancka i mato ksiezy. Tysiaczne pozdrowienia. Niech Bég
Wasze Zgromadzenie i Ciebie zawsze we wszystkim blogostawi

+ Andrzej

Metroplolita]

W jesieni 1912 r. Wuj Jan Szeptycki umart w Przylbicach. Chorowat
krétko i tylko Leosiowie byli obecni przy §mierci, ani Metropolita, ani bra-
cia jego nie mogli dojecha¢ na czas, nad czym bardzo cierpieli. Umierat
opatrzony §w. Sakramentami z cala przytomno$cia, blogostawil osobno
kazdemu z wnuczat, ktére niezmiernie kochat.

12/12 pisat ze Lwowa ks. Metropolita.

In pace

Droga Siostro Krysto!

Tysiacznie Ci dzigkuje za Twé6j poczciwy list i szczere wyrazy wsp6iczucia—
zastalem go tu wczoraj, wrociwszy z Wiednia i Beyronu. Odpisuje zaraz, choé
krétko, bo Ci bardzo wdzieczny jestem za Twoja poczciwosé, a tak mi przykro, ze
dotad od roku do Jazlowca wybraé si¢ nie moglem i teraz, zmuszony koniecznoscia
wyjechatem na par¢ dni i nie moglem, jak tego pragnalem, pojecha¢ do Rzymu.
Czasy niespokojne, cho¢ sadze, ze wojny nie bedzie, przynajmniej z Rosja i ze Gali-
cja w jej rece nie dostanie si¢. Bardzo cierpi¢ po $mierci Ojca—tyle stron w naszym

148 [This could not have been the Eucharistic Congress in Montreal because it took place in
1910; it is probably a reference to the congress in Vienna.}

149 (The Greek Catholic bishop in Canada, namely, Mykyta Budka (1877—1949), was
appointed in 1912.]



142 ANDRZEJ A. ZIEBA

zyciu zakoriczylo si¢ z nig. Bogu dzickuje, ze tak po chrzescijarisku umart i ze miat
$mier¢ lekka—i dobra—przynajmniej nie dlugo chorowat, co z jego usposobieniem
bylo prawdziwa laska Boza. Okropnie cierpialem nad tym, Ze nie bylem w
Przylbicach w ostatnich chwilach. W ostatnich dniach lutego br[at] Klemens
(Kazimierz) koriczy nowicjat w Beuronie i jedzie do Bosni do klasztoru w Kamie-
nicy.!* Polecam jego i siebie modlitwom Twoim i Si6str.
Serdeczne pozdrowienia i prosba o pamieé SiGstr
+ Andrzej

Zdaje mi sig, ze $§mier¢ Ojca byla dla Metropolity strata wielka, nie tylko
pod wzgledem rodzinnym: mégt z nim méwi€ swobodnie i szczerze o sto-
sunkach polsko-ruskich, nad zaostrzeniem ktérych Wuj Jan—jak mi to
méwil we Lwowie—bardzo cierpial. Po jego §mierci nie byfo nikogo, ktoby
go pod tym wzgledem zastapit. “Staram si¢ zawsze—powiedzial mi kiedy§
Metropolita—Rusinéw ku Polakom skierowywac”, lecz brak wzajemnego
porozumienia, brak ludzi o szerszym, bezstronnym pogladzie udaremnial
wysilki. Gdy raz w sejmie powstal jaki§ zasadniczy spér wéréd r6znych
stronnictw, Metropolita zabral glos, wskazujac mozno$¢ rozwigzania
sprawy.!3! Nie pamigtam, o co chodzito, lecz gdy mnie w r. 1913/14
odwiedzatl w Nizniowie m6j kuzyn Stefan Badeni,'*? podkreslat, jak pigkne
bylo wystapienie Metropolity. Najwickszym utrudnieniem w pracy byl
brak wyrobionych, §wietych kaplanéw, brak zakonéw. “Co bym dat za
to—powiedzial mi juz po wojnie §wiatowej Metropolita—gdybym miat
takie Zgromadzenie wychowawcze, jak wasze”. Kiedys tez slyszalam, jak
moéwit: “Arcybiskup Bilczewski bez poréwnania wigcej robi dla Polakéw
niz ja dla Rusin6w”. Myfsle, Zze mial na mysli wielka ilos¢ kaplic filialnych,
wystawionych przez Arcybiskupa w archidiecezji Lwowskiej.

Z poczatkiem roku 1913, 2-go stycznia pisat Metropolita ze Lwowa:

In pace

Droga moja Siostro Krysto!

Tysiacznie Ci dzigkuje za Twdéj list i Zyczenia—przyjm dla siebie i Zgromadze-
nia calego moje i zyczenia i modlitwy—na rok i na cale zycie. Dzigkuje¢ Ci bardzo
za wiadomoéci o Was—bardzo mnie wszystko obchodzi, co sig do Was odnosi i tak
bardzo pragnalbym by¢é w waszych stronach i w Jazlowcu, ale tak mnoza si¢ zajecia
i prace i klopoty, ze nie wiem, kiedy mi si¢ to uda. W Beuronie bylem przed
miesiacem—br. Klemens koriczy nowicjat, jak wiesz, dla Studytéw—to kongregacja
Bazylianéw, wiecej kontemplacyjna—zblizona do typu Benedyktynéw, dlatego to i

150 [The Studite monastery, established in 1908 for pastoral work among the Greek Catholic
immigrants from Galicia and Carpathian Rus’, was closed down by the Yugoslav government
in 1923.]

151 [The issue of the reform of the electoral law for the Land Diet in Galicia, in which the
metropolitan filled the role of mediator between Polish parties and the Ukrainian camp.]

152 [Stefan Badeni (1885—1961), son of Stanistaw, marshal of Galicia; he was spokesman for
the committee for the reform of the electoral law in the Galician Diet.]
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nowicjat, czy raczej cze$¢ nowicjatu odbywal w Beuronie. Praca i modlitwa
wypelniaja dziefi; praca apostolska nie wykluczona, ale nie poszukiwana, peine
modlitwy w chérze trwaja kilka godzin dziennie. Lwowski klasztor, do ktérego br.
Klemens nalezy, zajmuje si¢ praca naukowa—wiecej, przy widzeniu si¢ opowiem.
Przepraszam za pospiech i krétko$¢ listu, ale juz péZno w nocy, goraco polecam
twoim i Siéstr modlitwom cata diecezje i misje kat[olicka] w Rosji, rozumie sig i
siebie 1 br. Klemensa. Tysigczne przesytam pozdrowienia i blogostawiefistwa

+ Andrzej

Metropolita

Piszac o Studytach metropolita nie wspomnial, ze to on Studytéw
powolat znéw do Zycia—o dzialalnosci swej nie zwykl byl méwié.

Rok szkolny 1913/1914 spedzatam w Nizniowie. W jesieni odwiedzit
mnie tam ks. Metropolita, lecz tylko kilka godzin w klasztorze spedzit. Byt
niezmiernie dobrotliwy, udzielif osobnego blogostawieristwa $miertelnie
chorej S[iostrze] Narcyzie i prosil ja o modlitwy, “czy tu, czy w niebie”. Z
S. Zofia rozmawiat o jej rodzinie, bo znat dobrze Ustianowiczéw, Rusinéw.
Ojciec S. Zofii byt Rusinem, matka Polka-tacinniczka); zgodzil si¢ chetnie
na konferencj¢ dla nas. Méwil o krzyzu, o znaczeniu cierpienia, aczacego
nas z Chrystusem—a przede wszystkim o znoszeniu “krzyza codziennych
umartwieni”. Dlugo potem Siostry wspominaly t¢ konferencj¢. Proboszcz
unicki przyjechal po Metropolitg, by go na kolej odwies¢. Obiecat, ze z
nim poméwi o ulatwieniu nam sprowadzenia wody ze Zrédla na jego grun-
cie.

Siostry w Nizniowie zastanawialy si¢ kiedys, czy umierajacy moze w
braku ksigdza katolickiego—spowiada¢ si¢ przed popem schyzmatyckim?
Piszac do Metropolity, zapytalam go o to—krétko odpisal:

In pace Lwéw 19.IV.1914 .

Droga Siostro Krysto

Tysiacznie dzigkuje za list, modlitwy, zyczenia. Na pytanie odpowiadam, ze na
wypadek cigzkiej choroby, albo podobny, wolno by si¢ spowiada¢ przed
szyz[matyckim] Popem, jeSli byloby wykluczone zgorszenie wiernych. W takim
wypadku, spowiedZ, wzgllednie], rozgrzeszenie waze. Ecclesia supplex.
Tysigczne pozdrowienie dla wszystkich Siéstr—niech Wam Bég we wszystkim
blogostawi.

+ Andrzej
Metr{opolita]

W lecie rozpocze¢la si¢ wojna. Moskale wkroczyli do Galicji, zajeli
Lwéw—zazadali, by Metropolita wydat list do diecezjan, zachecajacy do
laczenia sie z prawoslawiem, a gdy odméwil, wywieZli go na Wschdd.
Przez dlugi czas nie wiedziaty$my, gdzie si¢ znajduje—mdéwilam stale
“Magnificat” w jego intencji. Gdy doszla wiadomo$¢é, ze w Kursku, a
Moskale wyparci z Galicji w r. 1915, zajeli Jazlowiec powtérnie w r. 1916,
napisatam do niego. W lipcu otrzymatam kartke:
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Kursk 21.6.(s[tarego] s[tylu])1916 1.

Droga Siostro Krysto

Bardzo ucieszyta mnie Twoja kartka z 1/V, ktéra dostaje i fakt, ze doszla. Czy
dojdzie i moja? Prosze o to §w. Ant[oniego]. Niech B6g Wam blogostawi za pamigé
w modlitwach, dziekuje i odwdzieczam sie, jak moge. Bogu dzigkuje, zefcie za
taska Boza przebyly te cigzkie czasy. Ja zdréw i cho¢ nic w moim polozeniu od 2
lat si¢ nie zmienito, Bogu dzigkuje, ze moge Msz¢ §w. odprawiaé. Od Leosiéw
dawno nie mialem wiadomosci—w ogéle z Galicji! Serdeczne pozdrowienia i
uktony, modlitwy

+ Andrzej

Nastepna kartk¢ otrzymalam dopiero w rok péZniej, po marcowym
wybuchu rewolucji w Rosji. Przypuszczajac, ze ks. Metropolita zostal z
wiezienia zwolniony, w imieniu S[iostry} Mlarii] Michaeli przelozonej,
zaprositam go do Jaztowca, péki si¢ droga do Lwowa nie otworzy. Front
rosyjski dochodzil podéwczas mlniej] w[iecejl do Tarnopola.
Rzeczywiscie—Metropolita, ktéry byl przewieziony do Jarostawia nad
Wolga, zobaczyl pewnego dnia, Ze drzwi wigzienia sa otwarte—by! wolny.
OdpowiedZ, niestety odmowna—otrzymalam niebawem.

Piotrogr6d 22.5.s.s.

Droga Siostro Krysto!

List Tw6j z 15/{?] dostalem w Kijowie i przykro mi bylo, ze nie moglem przyjaé
zaproszenia—ale droga moja nie na Galicje¢ prowadzita—cho¢ chetnie bytbym tam
byl. Stad niedlugo wyjezdzam do Torneo,'® zagranice i do Rzymu. Jestem
zdréw—z dnia na dzieri oczekuje paszportéw. Tysiacznie dzigkuje Ci za pamieé i
modlitwy. Niech B6g Was blogostawi i strzeze od wszelkiego zta, jak dotad strzegt.
Bég z Wami

Andrzej

Bytno$¢ Metropolity w Piotrogrodzie byla niezmiernie wazna: zorga-
nizowal tam powstajacy grecko-katolicki Kosciét w Rosji, zwotawszy
synod, ktéremu przewodniczyl. Na zakoriczenie synodu zaprosit Arcy-
biskupa Roppa,!3* biskupa Cieplaka!>’ i innych polskich duchownych.!56

Z Rzymu powrécil Metropolita do Lwowa. MG6j brat odwiedzil go
wéwczas, szukajac pokrzepienia w ciezkim przejsciu osobistym. Tak dla
kazdego z nas umial by¢ pomoca i oparciem.

153 [Tornio (Swedish, Torne8, a rail junction on the border between Sweden and the then
Grand Duchy of Finland. The metropolitan crossed here on 7 July 1917.]

154 [Edward Ropp (1851-1939) bishop of Tyraspil’ from 1902 and of Vilnius from 1903;
archbishop of Mahilioli from 1917; arrested by the Soviet authorities in 1919 and released in
the same year. He lived in Poland until his death.]

155 [Jan Cieplak (1857-1926), bishop suffragan of Mahilioli from 1908, arrested by the
Soviet authorities, sentenced to death, and then released at the intervention of Western nations.
The metropolitan of Vilnius from 1925.]

156 Obszemiej pisze o tym w drugiej mej pracy.
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4/X11 tegoz roku pisze Metropolita ze Lwowa,

In pace X[ris]ti

Droga Siostro Krysto!

Wréciwszy wczoraj z Wiednia, zastalem tu Twdj list z wiadomoscig o wieczy-
stych §lubach, spiesze wiec przestaé Ci najszczersze zyczenia wielkiej taski z nieba
na ten dzieri 8/X1I i na cale zycie. Niech B6g Ci blogostawi i calemu Zgromadzeniu
i wszystkim Siostrom, ktére tego samego dnia co Ty, beda dopuszczone do §lubéw
albo obléczyn. Czesto za Was i za cale Zgromadzenie modle si¢ i licze takze na
Wasza pamigé o mnie.

Piszesz, ze Cig I¢k ogarnia na mysl o “zmarnowanych latach”. Ciesze sig, e je
tak sadzisz, raczej, ze je z tej strony widzisz, cho¢ z drugiej strony one nie sa zmar-
nowane te lata zakonnego Zycia—i faska Boza—1aska o§wiecajaca niewatpliwie
rosta z kazdym dniem, ale dobrze, ze w nich widzisz tylko chwile zmarnowane i
taski niezuzyte, bo¢ nie mozna opieraé ofiary zycia, jaka sklada si¢ przy §lubach na
innej podstawie, jak na pojeciu o swojej nicoéci i niegodnosci—to fundament
chrzescijariski wszelkiego dobrego dzieta. Moge Ci tylko zyczyé, zeby$ jeszcze
tysiac razy glebiej wnikala w te pokorng my$§l. Ona ma glebie o jakich Ci sig
jeszcze i nie $ni: wszak laska Boza jest miloScia i madroscia niestworzona,
nieskoriczona, wielkoécia wigksza od niebios—czyz dziwne, Zze wobec tej
nieskoriczono$ci musi znikaé wszystko, co skoticzone, doczesne, marne i plama
wydawac si¢ nawet to, co dobre i §wigte, ale mate, niepelne, niedoskonate i ograni-
czone ciagle nasza nedza i slaboscia. Czyz moze rozum obigé “sapientiam
increatam” inaczej, jak rozumiejac na samym wstepie swéj nierozum! Ale Ty
wiecej o tym wszystkim wiesz, jak ja, wyrzucony ze statku Zycia zakonnego w burz-
liwe morze §wiata i prac, do ktérych trzebaby by¢ §wietym! Dlatego wiecej o tym i
nie pisz¢ i koricze, przesylajac Wam wszystkim, a osobliwie Tobie, droga Siostro
Krysto, najszczersze zyczenia: niech Bég blogostawi i szczere uklony i pozdro-
wienia w Panu

+ Andrzej
Metropolita

Wojna $wiatowa miala si¢ ku koficowi. Niemcy, chcac zaszachowaé
Rosje, poczeli popiera¢ organizujaca si¢ Ukraine kijowska, w Galicji
szerzyla si¢ wywrotowa agitacja coraz silniej, przedstawilam obawy Metro-
policie, w liScie przestanym jaka$ okazja. Odpisat:

Pax X[ris]ti Lwéw 30/II0 1918
Wielka Sobota

Moja droga Siostro Krysto!

List Twéj, pisany 29/I1 dostatem 10/l w dzieri mego wyjazdu ze Lwowa do
Stowity'> na rekolekcje, a Pani Blazowskiej do domu. Nie moglem przeto przez
nia odpowiedzie€. Od tego czasu ciagla praca wielkopostna, misje, rekolekcje,
potem influenza, ktéra kilka dni trzymata mnie w pokoju i nie pozwolila na §wieta
do Przylbic pojechaé—wszystko to przyczyna spéfnienia mojej odpowiedzi.
Posylam ja dzi§, by cho¢ przed §wietami przesla¢ Tobie i catemu Zgromadzeniu
najszczersze Zyczenia. Za list i za szczere wypowiedzenie swoich obaw i

157 [ A monastery of Basilian sisters.)
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spostrzezeni szczerze dzigkuje. Nie ma nic dziwnego, cho€ to rzecz smutna, ze i tak
dituga wojna i straszne niesprawiedliwosci, jakie lud ze strony wladzy doznawat i
doznaje, a takze rewolucja w Rosji i na Ukrainie i anarchia tam panujaca bardzo
ujemnie wplywaja na moralno$¢ ludu, nie tylko u nas, ale pewnie i na catym
$wiecie. Ale o wywlaszczeniu nikt powaznie nie méwi i nie ma u nas obawy jakich§
rozruch6w socjalnych, rabunkéw lub czego§ podobnego. Sadze, ze do niczego ta-
kiego nie przyjdzie. A lud mimo przeréznych haset i wiadomosci i nadziei radykal-
nych i falszywych wogéle jeszcze do wiary przywiazany i poboiny.—Praca ksiezy
stala si¢ trudna—duchowieristwa malo—wielu zajatych jeszcze w wojsku, wielu
ksigzy umarlo, nie zastapieni jeszcze. Ale mimo to wszystko, gloszenie Ewangelii
swoje osiaga i zlo usuwa cho¢ w czesci.

Zupetnie rozumiem Twoje zaniepokojenie, takie czasy. Trzeba usilnie prosié
Boga o milosierdzie, o zakoriczenie wojny i 0 normalne stosunki. Przy normalnych
stosunkach, je§li B6g da, i odpowiednie zmiany Konstytucji w Austrii—
porozumienie migdzy Polakami i Rusinami bedzie mozliwe, moze prawdopodobne.
Ja zawsze bylem za wsp6lnym listem pasterskim biskupéw trzech obrzadkéw, ale do
tego nigdy nie przyszlo, za wiele zdaje sie trudnosci.'® Dotad nie przyszio i do
wspolnej konferencji biskupéw, cho¢ o nia prosili§my.

Dla nas, t.j. dla Unii otwiera si¢ przez upadek caratu i schizmatyckiej cerkwi
ogromna praca, przewyzszajaca znacznie nasze sity. Gl6wna moja prosba modlitwa
o “$wietych robotnikéw na pariskie Zzniwo”. Na Wolyniu i Podolu cale wsie
zglaszaja si¢ o ksigzy unickich, w Kijowie, Moskwie, Petersburgu wiele nawréce,
ale wszedzie “robotnikéw mato”. Usilnie prosz¢ Cie i wszystkie Siostry o Wasze
modlitwy—trzeba wyprosi¢ §wigte, bezzenne duchowieristwo, pelne mitosci Boga i
ducha apostolskiego, ktére by spelnito wol¢ Boza i rozszerzyto krélestwo Chry-
stusowe.

Przyjm dla siebie i Siostrom o§wiadcz moje Zyczenia, pozdrowienia, uklony.
Niech B6g Wam blogostawi

+ Andrzej
Metr{opolita]

O pokoju brzeskim,'” oderwaniu od Polski Ziemi Chelmskiej a
przylaczeniu jej do powstajacej Ukrainy, dowiedzialy§my sie w Jaztowcu z
gazet, jak réwniez o podzigkowaniu Metropolity w Izbie Panéw Rzadowi
austriackiemu—protescie Kota Polskiego i proteScie biskupa Pelczara w
szczeg6lnodci co do ziemi Chelmskiej i stanowiska Metropolity. Mozna
bylo zalowad, ze Metropolita zabrat glos w tej sprawie, co zmusito biskupa
Pelczara do przypomnienia, ze unici chelmscy wytrwali przy wierze tylko
dzieki zwiazaniu z Polska, z ktéra si¢ i nadal czuja ztaczeni, tak, Ze narzu-
cony podzial zpewnoScia wywola wéréd wielu sprzeciw. Tresci

158 Pytatam w liscie, czy wsp6lny list nie bylby wskazany, aby jedni i drudzy wiedzieli, gdzie
szuka¢ jednosci i na czym ja oprzec.

159 [The treaty between Germany and Austria-Hungary, on the one hand, and a delegation of
the Ukrainian Central Council, at Berestja on 9 February 1918. The metropolitan supported
that act in a speech made in the Austrian House of Lords (28 February 1918), over a protest by
Bishop J. Pelczar.]
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przeméwienia Metropolity dzi§ nie pamigtam, wiem tylko, ze zakoriczyl
tym, ze petnomocnik Austrii w Brze§ciu, minister Czemin, przejdzie do hi-
storii, jako “wielki Czernin”.!® Mylit si¢ w tym Metropolita—przysztos¢
okazata, ze Czernin byl tylko marng figura marnego rzadu, a pokdj brzeski
rozpadt si¢ niecbawem—Ilecz oburzenie spoleczeristwa polskiego przetrwato.
Nie pisalam podéwczas do Metropolity—bo bylo zap6Zno—krok jego bolal
mnie bardzo. Wkrétce potem przyjechal do Jazlowca Ofjciec] Bernard
Lubieriski,'6! Redemptorysta, ktérego znalam jako dziecko, gdy mial, za
zycia Ojca mego, misje w Siemianicach i ktéry mi wéwczas powiedzial, ze
bede zakonnica. Wiedzialam, ze bywa u Metropolity, wigc mu
wypowiedzialam méj bél. Wystuchal mnie—a potem zakredlit krzyz w
powietrzu. “Zostaw ks. Metropolite—rzekl—i moédl si¢, by nim Bég
kierowal. Widzialem u niego stosy listéw—i z ziemi Chelmskiej—
blagajace o przywrécenie Unii”. Kiedy§ péZniej, bedac u Metropolity we
Lwowie, poruszylam te sprawe. “Jezeli Rosja ma si¢ nawrGcié—
powiedzial—z ziemi Chelmskiej wyjda ci, dzigki ktérym si¢ nawréci”. Tej
idei podporzadkowywal wszystko.

Tymczasem, jako nastgpstwo podziatu Galicji na dwie czesci przez
ustepujacy rzad Austrii, rozpoczgla si¢ wojna polsko-ukrairiska. Zastata
mnie w Szymanowie. Gdy doszly nas wiesci o tym, co przechodzily Sio-
stry w Jazlowcu razem z internowanymi tam przez Ukraificéw Polakami,!62
doniostam o tym Metropolicie—odpisat ze Lwowa 10/IV 1919r.

Droga Siostro Krysto!

W sprawie Jazlowca zaraz napisalem do wladz, wzgl. do ksiedza, ktéry w moim
imieniu pochodzi i wstawi sie, gdzie bedzie potrzeba. Do mnie dochodzily
wiadomosci, ze w Jaztowcu byli tylko ksi¢za internowani, teraz od jakich 2 tygodni
wypuszczeni, mam wigc nadzieje, ze i klasztor jest wolny od kiopotéw obozu. O

Nizniowie nie mialem zadnych wiadomosci. Prawda, ze wiadomosci s nader rzad-
kie i na wiele listéw w réznych sprawach Zadnej dotad nie mam odpowiedzi. Ser-

160 [Ottokar Czernin (1872-1932), Austro-Hungarian minister of foreign affairs and of the
imperial court, 1916—1918.]

161 [Bernard Lubieriski (1846 —1933), Redemptorist, missionary, and religious writer.}

162 [The alleged Ukrainian violence against the Convent of the Immaculate Sisters in
Jazlivec’ is explained by Sister Krysta Szembek in the second part of her memoirs (personal
archives of J. K. Szeptycki, Sister M. K. Szembek, “Odpowiedz na rozprawe,” p. 39): “During
the Polish-Ukrainian war, Warsaw dailies carried a report about the martyrdom of some sisters
at Jazlivec’ who allegedly had been brutally murdered by the Ukrainians. At Szymanéw our
hearts cringed until letters came from Jazlivec’. When the prioress of Szymanéw told the
father of one of our wards that the news had been untrue he started laughing: ‘We knew from
the beginning that it was not true.” ‘So why was it reported by the daily newspapers?’ ‘In order
to stir up public opinion against the Ukrainians.’ ’]
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deczne pozdrowienia. M6dl si¢ za mnie i za dusze wszystkich ofiar tej nieszczgsne;j
wojny.
+ Andrzej
Alrcy]blisku]p

Juz po ukoriczonej wojnie, gdy Pilsudski, jako Naczelnik Paristwa
przyby!l do Lwowa, Metropolita prosil o audiencje i w oznaczonym dniu i
godzinie zamierzal wyj$§¢ z palacu §w. Jura, by si¢ na nia udaé. Zastat
warte Zolnierzy polskich u drzwi. Naprézno pokazal kart¢ z naznaczona
godzing audiencji. Tlumaczyli si¢ otrzymanym rozkazem. Zawrécil wigc.
Do wieczora byl internowany. Nazajutrz rano Pitsudski opuscit Lwéw.
Metropolita napisal do niego, wyjaéniajac, ze przybyé nie moégh.163 Kto
wydal rozkaz internowania Ksigcia Kosciola, ktéry z Glowa Paristwa miat
si¢ spotka¢? Czy lekano sig spotkania tych dwéch ludzi, ktérych mys§l
wybiegala w przyszlo§¢ i ktérzy—niezaleznie jeden od drugiego—
rozumieli, ze podstawa do istotnego sojuszu mogla by¢ tylko unia poli-
tyczna dwéch narodéw? Czy rozkaz wydal sam Naczelnik, w poczy-
naniach swych czasem nieobliczalny, a zdajacy sobie sprawe z odosob-
nienia swego ideologicznego w narodzie i nie chcacy si¢ niczym wiazaé?

Gdy w czasie sabotazéw ukraifiskich w r. 1930, nastagpila t. zw.
“pacyfikacja”, ktéra tak bardzo zaszkodzila na przysztosé, Metropolita
polecial aeroplanem do Warszawy—i znéw nie zostat dopuszczony do
Pitsudskiego,!%* czy tez przyjety przez niego. Nie uzalat si¢ jednak nigdy.

Po wojnie ukrairiskiej Metropolita pojechat do Rzymu i diuzszy czas tam
przebywal. Powr6t jego byl uzalezniony od rozmowy z vice-ministrem
Wiadystawem Skrzyriskim,!65 przedstawicielem Rzadu. Rozmawiali dlugo
i szczerze; pod koniec rozmowy Skrzynski, ktéry to méwil mej Matce,
rzucit si¢ w objecia Metropolity. Ten ostatni wrécil do Lwowa przez
Warszawe, gdzie zlozyl przysigge wiernosci Rzeczypospolitej w rece
prezydenta Wojciechowskiego.166 Zachorowat byl wlasnie na stawy, tak, ze
g0 musiano wnosié po schodach do gabinetu prezydenta.

W jesieni 1922 r.!167 bylam we Lwowie u ks. Metropolity. Kilka os6b
czekalo przede mna na postuchanie. Ostatni wszedt jaki§ czlowiek o

163 [This was on 23 June 1919. Cf. Ukraine and Poland in Documents, 1918-1922, pt. 1, ed.
Taras Hunchak (New York, 1983), pp. 209-11.]

164 [During the pacification of so-called Eastern Little Poland (Eastern Galicia), the metropol-
itan visited Warsaw twice, from 29 September to 3 October and from 6—11 October 1930, and
met with several members of the government and the former prime minister, Walery Stawek.]
165 [Wladystaw Skrzyriski (1873-1937), first an envoy (1921) and then ambassador (1924)
of Poland to the Vatican.]

166 [Stanistaw Wojciechowski (1869—1953), activist of the Polish peasant movement,
president of Poland in 1922 —1926, ousted following the coup led by Marshal J6zef Pitsudski.]
167 [An obvious mistake; in 1922 the metropolitan was in the United States.]
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bardzo ubogim wygladzie i byl tak krétko, ze zapytatam Metropolitg, czy
sam udziela biednym jalmuzny? Odpowiedzial, ze zalezy: zwykle otrzy-
mujg ja przy drugim wejsciu, lecz gdy czasem ktéry§ ma wigksze potrzeby,
przychodzi powt6érnie wprost do niego, a wtedy mu dodaje. Tak bylo i tym
razem.

W zwiazku z bytnoscia mej Matki w Jazlowcu, otrzymatam od niej
pdZniej nast¢pujaca notatke:

“Przeczytawszy w Jazlowcu manuskrypt p. Pelagii Karnkowskiej o
zyciu i émierci kardynata Czackiego!®® w Rzymie, oraz o twierdzeniu jej,
jakoby byt otruty, wspomnialam o tym jej posadzeniu ks. Metropolicie
Szeptyckiemu. Zaprzeczyl. Wlasnie w tym czasie bawil w Rzymie—jakie
moze dwa dni przed $miercia Kardynata byt u niego i zostat zaproszony na
§niadanie. W miedzyczasie przyjechala do Rzymu Matka Metropolity,
ciotka Szeptycka—zamierzala réwniez odwiedzi¢ Kardynala, lecz dopiero
za kilka dni. Wobec przyjazdu Matki poszedl Metropolita osobifcie
wyttumaczy¢ sig i oznajmi€, ze na dziefi naznaczony na $niadanie przyby¢
nie bedzie mégt. Jakiez bylo przerazenie jego, gdy mu powiedziano, Ze tej
nocy Kardynat nagle umart. Prosit o pozwolenie wejscia do pokoju, gdzie
lezal, by si¢ pomodli¢ przy ciele. . . Kardynat lezal, o ile pamietam, nie na
16zku, ale na kanapie, na ktérej skonal—twarz miat przykryta chustka, czy
przescieradlem. Metropolita odsunat je i cofnat si¢ przerazony. Cata broda
zmarlfego i ubranie zbroczone bylo krwia! co chyba jasno dowodzi, ze nie
trucizna byla przyczyna jego §mierci, lecz raczej peknigcie jakiej$ zyly. . .
Swoja droga og6lnie méwiono, ze cierpial on na wielkie béle w piersi, na
usmierzenie ktérych zwykl byl zazywaé jakie§ silne bardzo krople—
przypisywano §mier¢ jego za wielkiej dawce owego lekarstwa. Metropolita
zapewnial mnie, ze o jakiej§ tajemniczej przyczynie $mierci, jak otruciu,
nigdy tam mowy nie bylo, bo i przyczyny do podobnego czynu ze strony
rzadu rosyjskiego réwniez nie bylo. Metropolita uwaza owa pogloske za
zmys$lona i najzupelniej nienzasadniong”.

Tak jak nam to Metropolita po §mierci Matki Marceliny byl zapowie-
dziat, Zgromadzeniec przechodzilo podéwczas okres wielkich préb i
trudnodci; wszyscy trzej Arcybiskupi Lwowscyl® dopomogli nam w
przetrwaniu owych czaséw. Oto nicktére listy lub urywki listéw z lat
19241932, §wiadczace o niezmiennej zyczliwosci Metropolity.

168 r'Wiodzimierz Czacki (1835—1888), the papal nuncio in Paris in 1875-1882, cardinal in
1882.]

169 []e., in addition to Septyc’kyj, Bolestaw Twardowski, the Roman Catholic archbishop,
and J6zef Teodorowicz, the Armenian Catholic archbishop.]
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1/V 1926 r. pisat ze Lwowa.

In pace
Moja droga Siostro Krysto
Na Twd;j list z 25/IV chcialem zaraz tego samego dnia, kiedy go 28 otrzymatem,
odpowiedzie¢, wstrzymata mnie Twoja prosba, by z X[edzem] Ar[cybiskupem]
(Twardowskim)!”? rzecz ulozyé. To wszystko wypadlto w wielki tydziefi, wéréd
nabozeristw, zabierajacych cale dnie. .. Za Tw6j list serdecznie dzigkuje. .. Niech
B6g Ci blogostawi i da Wam przej$¢ te préby, ktére Wam zestat z wielkimi
zastugami i z korzyscia dla catego Zgromadzenia
+ Andrzej
Alrcy]blisku]p

W liscie z 21/7 tegoz roku przed wyjazdem do Karlsbadu prosit ks.
Metropolita osobno o modlitwy za swoja diecezje—znaé zdawal sobie
sprawe, jak opornie szla praca nad nia. Coraz gorszy stan zdrowia byt tez
niemalym utrudnieniem. List ze Lwowa z 8/3 27 r. pisany jest lewa reka.

In pace
Droga Siostro Krysto
Piszg, jak widzisz, lewa reka, dlatego péZno odpisuje. Tego roku nie moge
my¢le¢ o tym, zeby do Rzymu pojechac, ale na tym nic nie tracicie. . . Za modlitwy
tysiacznie dzigkujp—Matce uktony. Niech B6g blogostawi
+ Andrzej
Alrcy]bliskulp

Mimo chronicznego, bolesnego zapalenia stawéw, ktérego nasilenie
zmniejszato si¢ czasami, Metropolita—o ile tylko mégl—brat udziat w
zjazdach Biskupéw Rzeczypospolitej, a widok jego, idacego o kulach w
procesji na kongresie Eucharystycznym w Poznaniu w r. 1930 glebokie na
wszystkich wywolal wrazenie.!7*

26/7 27 r. pisat ze Lwowa:

In pace

Droga Siostro Krysto

Na list Twdj z 24.7. otrzymany wczoraj w dziefi powrotu z Welehradu zaraz!?
odpisuje. . . Do Rzymu jeszcze tego roku jechaé nie moge. Z bieda pisze prawa
reka, ale wigcej mi ona nie stuzy, nawet do trzymania kuli nie moze stuzy¢, wiec nie
moge uzywac kul, a przez to czesto i chodzi¢, albo na schody wychodzi¢ mogg tylko
z bieda i trudem.

Badicie Siostry dobrej mysli, wszystko si¢ skoriczy pomyS$lnie dla Was i dla
pamieci Waszej ukochanej Matki Marceliny. Prosze Boga o Laske dla Was. ..
Niech Wam we wszystkim blogostawi

+ Andrzej
Afrcy]b{iskulp

173 [Bolestaw Twardowski (1864 —1944), Latin rite metropolitan of Lviv from 1923.]
174 11-8 June 1930, the First Eucharistic Congress in Poland.]
175 [In 1927 the metropolitan chaired the Union congress at Velehrad (Czechoslovakia).]



MEMOIRS OF SISTER MARIA KRYSTA SZEMBEK 153

16/XII 1927 koriczy Metropolita list, pisany ze Lwowa, stowami:

Ze zblizajacymi si¢ Swietami Bozego Narodzenia i Nowego Roku przesylam
Wam dla calego domu i Zgromadzenia najszczersze zyczenia. Oby Bég dat, by
wszystkie krzyze i do$wiadczenia, jakie podobato Mu sie na Was zestaé, obrécity
si¢ na Jego chwale i korzy§¢ Wasza. Polecam si¢ tez bardzo Waszym §w.
modlitwom i ofiarom. Niech Cie Bé6g blogostawi

+ Andrzej
Alrcy]bliskulp

Nastepuje krétkie doniesienie:

In pace Lwéw 27/1 28.
Droga Siostro Krysto
.... Jade (do Rzymu) dopiero za tydzieri albo za 10 dni, zrobie, co bedzie
mozliwe. . . W Rzymie prawdopodobnie adres: College ruthene—piazza Madonna
Monti 3. Przed Rzymem zatrzymam sie pewnie ze 3 tygodnie po drodze. Niech B6g
blogostawi
+ Andrzej
Alrcylblisku]p

Wyjazd ten jednak opéinit sig, a tymczasem, w dzied Matki Boskiej
Gromnicznej umart nagle méj jedyny, ukochany brat. 13/2 1928 r. pisat ks.
Metropolita ze Lwowa:

In pace

Moja droga Siostro Krysto!

Od $mierci naszego kochanego Olesia, ktéra dla Ciebie tym cigzszym krzyzem,
ze nie mogla$ nawet widzie¢ Matki i siostry i bratu oddaé ostatniej postugi, chcialem
do Ciebie pisaé, by Ci cho¢ powiedzieé, jak bardzo wspéiczuje z Toba. Dzi§ inna
sprawa zmusza mnie do listu. Nie wyjechalem dotad przeszkodzony
okolicznos$ciami, a juz i do §wiat nie wyjade, za malo mi zostaje czasu. Zamierzam
zaraz po §wietach wyjechaé. . .. Modle si¢ za Ciebie i za Was i 0 Wasze modlitwy
prosz¢

+ Andrzej
Alrcy]bliskulp

Dwa jeszcze listy poprzedzaja wyjazd ks. Metropolity. Pierwszy z 22/4
28

In pace
Droga Siostro Krysto
Stowo—by Ci donies¢, ze oba Twe listy otrzymalem i za nie sardecznie dzigkuje.
Podré6z moja do Rzymu opaznia si¢. Teraz mam zamiar wyjecha¢ w drugiej potowie
czerwca. Mam Wasza sprawe w sercu i na pamieci. . . Niech Bég blogostawi cate
Zgromadzenie—B6g z Tobg
+ Andrzej
Alrcy]blisku]p

W drugim liScie, réwniez ze Lwowa z 22/6 28 donosi Metropolita:
“Wyjezdzam do Czestochowy na konferencje (biskupéw), a po dwdéch,
trzech dniach do Rzymu”.
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Po audiencji u Ojca §w. Piusa XI, pisat ks. Metropolita:

Alberghi Riuniti

Cavour—Francia—Minerva

Grande Albergo Minerva—Tozziani Elisi prop.

In pace Roma 2 lipca 1928

Droga Siostro Krysto

Wracam z audiencji u Ojca §w.!’¢ Wreczylem mu wasz hold i dar,!'”” wyrazitem
mu wasza prosbe. . . Streszczam jego odpowiedZ, czy wyrazenia: “J’ai conservé un
tres bon souvenir de leur maison a...prés de Varsovie”, podpowiadam: Szy-
manowo. “A oui, Szymanowo.!”® Elles y font un trés grand bien; celd m’a plu
spécialement que les Soeurs s’occupent aussi des enfants du peuple. Elles y ont un
pensionnat pour les riches, ou au moins pour les gens mieux situés, mais outre cela
elles ont un travail pour les enfants pauvres. . . Dites aux Soeurs que je serai vrai-
ment heureux si j’ai la possibilité de les contenter”, to powt6rzyt 3 razy, *“je voudrais
bien, serai trés content de faire ce qu’elles désirent. Qu’elles prient, c’est la voie par
laquelle elles peuvent tout obtenir, je prierai aussi, j’y penserai, reflechirai et n[ou]s
verrons si je puis faire ce qu’elles désirent”. “Dites leur que j’ai été touché de leur
bon souvenir—ije les estime beaucoup...” Zaskoczyla mnie audiencja, ktéra
dostalem na trzeci dziefi po przyjezdzie. . . Tymczasem dowidzenia, spiesze postaé
ten list... Niech B6g Wam blogostawi, polecam si¢ i ja Waszym $wietym
modlitwom. + Andrzej

Alrcy]b{isku]p

W nastepnym liscie z Rzymu donosi ks. Metropolita, ze byt jeszcze w
naszej sprawie u jednego z kardynaléw, “rozumie sie, ze co moglem
powiedzialem o waszych zaslugach, klopotach”. Dzigki jego trudom za
taska Boza Ojciec §w. przychylnie nasza prosbe zatatwit.

Ze Lwowa pisat Metropolita 28.X.28

In pace

Droga Siostro Krysto

Dzigkuj¢ za list oddany mi przez W[ielebna] M[atke] Generalna.!” Zrobie co
pragniesz. M[atka] Gen[eralna] méwita mi, ze tego dopiero bedzie potrzeba, jak cata
ksigzka wyjdzie juz z druku. Oczywiscie, musi ks. Arcyb[iskup] Twardowski
pierwsze mie¢ stowo. Tysiaczne pozdrowienia. Niech Bég wam blogostawi.
Bardzo ucieszylem si¢ szczegétami, danymi mi przez M[atka] Gen[eralna] i okazja
widzenia si¢ z nia—B6g z Toba + Andrzej

Alrcy]blisku]p

176 [Pius XI, Achille Ratti (1857—1939), pope from 1922; earlier (1918-1921), the papal
nuncio in Poland.]

177 Zyciorysy obu Zalozycielek Zgromadzenia M. J6zefy Karskiej i M. Marceliny
Darowskiej w przekladzie francuskim.

178 Ks. Achilles Ratti byt w Szymanowie w 1918 r. zanim zostal jeszcze mianowany
Nuncjuszem, jako wizytator Stolicy §w. dla Polski.

179 Matka Mlaria] Wawrzyna od Ofiarowania N[ajéwietszej] Mfaryi] P[anny] 6wczesna
przetozona Generalna Zgromadzenia [Maria Szaszkiewicz].



MEMOIRS OF SISTER MARIA KRYSTA SZEMBEK 155

W prosbie, o ktérej Metropolita wspomina, wyrazalam nasze pragnienie,
by napisal list, ktéryby mégt byé wydrukowany na wstepie zycioryséw
naszych Zalozycielek. Na pierwszym miejscu umieszczony byl list
Kard[ynata] Gasparriego!®® z podzigkowaniem i blogostawieristwem Ojca
§w. po wreczeniu mu tychze zycioryséw przez Ks. Metropolite. Oto list
tego ostatniego:

Przewielebna Matko!

Serdecznie dzigkuje¢ za przestane mi pigkne zyciorysy Zatozycielek Waszego
$wietego Zgromadzenia.!3! Wiele w nich cennych przyklad6éw i nauk. Z Zzyciorysu
M[atki} Marceliny ta my§] na pierwszy plan wysuwa si¢: w sprawie najwazniejszej,
modlitwie, i we wszystkich innych naszych wobec Boga i ludzi obowigzkach—nie
tylko byé wierna, dawaé, co si¢ Bogu i ludziom nalezy—ale milosnie dawaé
wigcej—ile tylko mozna najwiecej. To zdaje mi si¢ przewodnia my¢l jej zycia i jej
nauk. Nie watpig, e tak jak temu mozna przypisa¢ wielkie blogostawieristwo Boze,
jakie z nieba sptywalo na nig i na jej dzielo, a przez Nia i jej dzielo na ludzi—tak tez
i ta my§l w Zgromadzeniu wykonana zapewni mu §wietny rozwéj, ogromna,
owocna prace i obfite, wielkie blogostawieristwo Boze na dlugie wieki. Jak dtugo ta
my$] Matki Marceliny Darowskiej zy¢ bedzie w Zgromadzeniu, tak dlugo ono ist-
nieé, Bogu wielka chwale, a ludziom—Kosciolowi wielki pozytek przynosié¢ bedzie.
Niech B6g to sprawi w Was i w przysztych Zgromadzenia pokoleniach

+ Andrzej
Lwéw 18.V.1929 Alrcy]bliskulp

Nastepne listy tyczyly sie¢ podrézy Metropolity do Rzymu w r. 1929.—
“Donosze—pisze 23/6—ze zmuszony (jestem) pojecha¢ do Rzymu, by
Oljcu] $w. przedstawié pielgrzymke. .. Konferencje biskupéw i zjazdy
r6znych komisji czesto odbywaja si¢. . . Bardzo prosze o modlitwy. Niech
B6g Wam btogostawi i pomaga”.

“Ta podr6z—dodaje 4/7- go—ciezka dla mnie i w wakacje mato co
mozna”. . .

A w 4 dni pézniej 8/7-go:

“Pisze, zeby podzigkowac za list i donie$¢, ze m6j adres w M.: Hotel
Minerva—wyjezdzam w czwartek rano”.

Z Rzymu przyszia kartka, wyslana 22/7.

“Serdeczne pozdrowienia, blogostawienistwo Ojca $§w. dla Was,
zakonnic, domu, dzieci, Zgromadzenia, informacje datem. . .Prosz¢ o
modlitwy, B6g z Wami. + An[drzej]”.

180 [Pietro Gasparri (1852—1934), cardinal in 1907, secretary of state of the Apostolic See in
1914-1930.]

181 [The pamphlet, M. Jézefa Karska i M. Marcelina Darowska. Krétkie zyciorysy (Lviv,
1929).]
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Rzewny szczeg6l zawarty jest w liscie ze Lwowa z 28/9 29 r.

In pace

Droga Siostro Krysto

Przepraszam, ze tak dlugo milczalem—wréciwszy z Rzymu, Marienbadu i
Przylbic z powodu zapalenia stawu w kolanie musialem kilka tygodni leze¢; dotad
nie chodze inaczej, jak o kulach. W Rzymie. . .bylem u kard[ynala] Lepiciera!s?
(mieszka na 3-im pigtrze bez liftu)”’—(nie zawahat si¢ Ks. Metropolita, o czym tylko
nawiasem wspomina, wejé¢ z trudem i bélem fizycznym na 3-ie pietro, byle nam
przystuge odda€). “Zaraz po 15.X. jade znowu do Rzymu na konferencje biskup6w.
Tam bede krétko siedzial, ale moze mi si¢ uda byé u kardynata. Bogu Was
polecam, a siebie waszym modlitwom. Za zwloke jeszcze raz przepraszam, ale
mialem i mam wiele spraw i klopotéw—Boég z wami

+ Andrzej
A[rcylblisku]p

Zyczliwe nastawienie i niesienie pomocy drugim bylo jedna z cech
Metropolity, a nie tylko nas si¢ tyczylo. Pani Wlodarczuk, krewna jednej z
Siéstr II chéru prosita nas kiedy§ o pofrednictwo u niego. Metropolita
odpisuje:

In pace Lwéw 10.4.31

Odpisuje na Twdj list i na prosbe p. Niny Wiodarczuk. Niech jej brat czy jego
rodzice napisza podanie po koricu kursu. Stypendia, jesli jakie sa do dania, to tylko
w wakacje, bo wtedy sa wolne. Chetnie przyjmujemy prawostawnych, tem chetniej
prawostawnych juz nawréconych, ale konkurs podajacych si¢ o stypendia tak wielki,
ze zapewnienia naprz6d niepodobna daé. W tej sprawie obieca¢ moge przychylnie o

sprawie pamietac.
Prosze bardzo o modlitwy Twoje i Siéstr i Bogu Was polecam
+ Andrzej
Alrcy]blisku]p

W rok pézniej w tej samej sprawie Metropolita dyktuje list 22/9 (1932)
w Podlutym i podpisuje go lewa reka—pisa¢ wcale nie moze.

Droga Siostro Krysto
Za Wlodarczuka przez caty rok placitem i choé to mi coraz trudniej, bo staje si¢
czasem wprost niemozliwem podotaé wszystkim wydatkom, gotéw bym dalej
placi¢—ale wedlug tego, co donosza mi przelozeni, nie ma zadnych szans przej$¢
przez gimnazjum i dosta¢ si¢ do seminarium, albo mato zdolnosci albo zaniedbanie
w naukach—albo sp6Zniony wick ma by¢ tego przyczyna. Jak wréce do Lwowa,
jeszcze wgladne w te sprawe.
Prosze o modlitwy i serdecznie pozdrawiam—niech Bég blogostawi
+ Andrzej
Alrcy]b[isku]p m[etro]p[olita}

182 [Alexis Lepicier (1863—1936), cardinal from 1927, prefect of the Congregation of
Monastic Orders.]
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Obracajac wszelkie dochody na cele spoleczne i ksztalcenie miodziezy,
Metropolita wiédt zycie bardzo skromne. Kto§ zaproszony raz przypad-
kowo na “biskupi” obiad, ze zdziwieniem ale i zbudowaniem méwit o
tym—a sutanna jego—habit bazyliariski—byla nieraz wy$wiecona. Gdy
raz bylam u niego zauwazyl i podziwial spos6b cerowania mego szkaplerza
(w czym nasze Siostry celuja). “Komfort—to skorupa miedzy dusza a
Bogiem” powiedzial kiedy$, Powtarzat tez zdanie jakiego$ lekarza nie-
mieckiego. “Najwigcej chor6b powstaje ze zbytku jedzenia” (“von der
Vielfresserei”).

Zawracam teraz do dawniejszych listéw Metropolity, bo cho¢ zasad-
niczo nie przynosza nic nowego, sa odbiciem wewnetrznego jego zycia i
ukochania we wszystkim woli Bozej, co mu jednalo uznanie nawet
przeciwnikéw.

Pisat ze Lwowa 21/12 1929

In pace

Droga Siostro Krysto!

Nie odpisatem dotad na Twéj list 24/X. Dzi§ przede wszystkim chce Tobie i
Wam wszystkim i calemu Zgromadzeniu przestaé najszczersze Zyczenia §wiat i
Nowego Roku 1930. Niech B6g zakoriczy cigzkie do§wiadczenia, jakie zestat na
Was i niech Wam da lfaske ten cigzki krzyz tak $wiecie przyjmowac by z niego i
przezeni sptywaly potoki laski blogostawiefistwa Bozego. . . Przyjmujac ten krzyz
wigcej osiagniesz dla Zgromadzenia. . .ja jestem przekonany, ze swemu zakonowi
wiecej mozemy wyprosi¢ laski z nieba proszac np. o §wigte powolania do innych
zakonéw, albo dzigkczynieniem za laski udzielone innym, jak tymi samymi
modlitwami za swéj zakon czy Zgromadzenie, bo w tych pierwszych aktach
czystsza milo$¢ do Boga.

W Rzymie bylem tak zajety sprawami konferencji biskupéw, ze nie moglem byé
u kard[ynala] Lepiciera, lezalem w 16zku i nie mialem specjalnego polecenia by¢ u
niego. Nie bylem tez na zebraniu biskupiego komitetu w Warszawie. . . Polecajac
si¢ waszym §wietym modlitwom i ofiarom—niech Bég blogostawi calemu Zgroma-
dzeniu

+ Andrzej
A[rcy]blisku]p
In pace Lwéw 5/3 1930

Moja droga Siostro Krysto!

Wstyd mi, Zze dotad nie odpisatem na Twdj list jeszcze 4/1 pisany, bylem diugo
chory, miatem skrzep i dlugo lezalem w 16zku. Podziekuj w moim imieniu i
Wrlielebnej] Matce Wawrzynie za jej list i Zyczenia... Dawno nie bylem w
Warszawie. . .w czerwcu tego roku jest konferencja biskupéw w Poznaniu przed
eucharystycznym kongresem, mam nadzieje tam by¢. . . .

Polecam si¢ bardzo §w. modlitwom, o Was nigdy nie zapominam. Niech Pan
Bé6g da Wam laske korzystania z tego krzyza, jaki Wam daje i przebycia tej préby

+ Andrzej
Alrcy]bliskulp
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W zdrowiu ks. Metropolity nastgpilo pogorszenie—kréciutkie stowo
przesyla piszac lewg reka 2/V 30—tak samo—i tylko ol6wkiem—pisze ze
Lwowa 30/V 32,

In pace
Droga Siostro Krysto
Serdecznie dzigkuje za list i Zyczenia $wiat. Przepraszam, ze pisz¢ oléwkiem,
ale w 16Zku i lewa reka, nie mogg lepiej. Modle si¢ za Was. W sprawie trzeba duzo
modlitw, idg czasy prze§ladowar i meczeristwa. B6g z Wami. Prosze o modlitwy
+ Andrzej
Alrcy]blisku]p

Co mial na my§li Metropolita piszac ostatnie slowa—powtérzy je
péZniej raz jeszcze—nie zapytalam go niestety o to. Czy, przeczuwajac
zawieruch¢ wojenna w zwiazku z nia lgkal si¢ o zwloki §w. Jozafata w
Bialej Podlaskiej?'8? Nie wiem, ale zarzadzit w tych latach, w porozu-
mieniu ze Stolica §w. przewiezienie ich do Wiednia i zlozenie w cerkwi
unickiej §w. Barbary. O ile pamigtam, O[jciec] Demczuk nalezat do Kom-
isji, ktéra je rozpoznala i przewiozla—razem z ks. Kocylowskim,184
p6Zniejszym biskupem przemyskim.

Na wiadomo§¢ o $mierci Matki Wawrzyny Metropolita dyktuje list
Ofjcu] Klemensowi i lewa reka kladzie na nim swéj podpis.

PX Podlute 31/7 1932
p. Perechirisko

Droga Siostro Krysto!

Przyjm i w moim imieniu o§wiadcz wszystkim Siostrom moje najszczersze
wspélczucie z powodu $mierci Waszej Matki Przelozonej Generalnej. M6j list
troche spéZniony—bo jak widzisz—nie pisz¢ ze Lwowa, a z gér, dokad mi telegram
odestano poczta—ktéra blardzo] dtugo idzie.

Za duszg zmarlej modl¢ sig, cho¢ jestem przekonany, Ze po tylu latach §wlietego]
zycia podlug Ewangelii—poszta po dobrze zastuzona nagrode do Pana.

Bardzo goraco polecam si¢ i ja Waszym modlitwom, zasylam najserdeczniejsze
pozdrowienia—Bég z Wami + Andrzej

Afrcy]bliskulp

(Dopisek)
I ode mnie, przyjm proszeg, droga Siostro Krysto, wyrazy wspétczucia dla Ciebie
i Waszego Zgromadzenia—a o pamigé w modlitwach dla siebie i swoich braci!8s

pokornie prosze ks. Klemens

183 [The body of St. Josaphat, Uniate archbishop of Polack (ca. 1550—1623), was transferred
from Biala in Podlachia to the Greek Catholic St. Barbara Church in Vienna in 1915, where it
remained until 1949 when it was placed in St. Peter’s Basilica in the Vatican.]

184 (Josafat Kocylovs’kyj (1876 —1946), Basilian, Greek Catholic bishop of Peremy¥l’ from
1916.]

185 Studytéw.
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W styczniu 1933 r. wyjechalam do Slonimia,!'%¢ a stamtad do
Jaroslawia—tam otrzymatam nastepujacy list:

In pace Podlute 26/9 1934

Droga Siostro Krysto

Jeszcze nie podzigkowatem Ci za cenna broszurg z zajmujacymi historycznymi
wiadomosciami o Slonimskim klasztorze.'¥” Robi¢ to tym listem, a przy tej
sposobno$ci przesylam Ci zapewnienie, z¢ 0 Was w modlitwach pamietam. . .
Pamigtaj o mnie, a wigcej jeszcze o diecezji w swoich modlitwach. Duzo mam
klopotéw. Straszna rzecz odpowiada¢ przed Bogiem za dusze odkupione krwig
Ch(rystusowa).

Widzisz, Ze pisze lewa rgka. Niech Bég wam blogostawi

+ Andrzej
Alrcylbliskulp

Dodam tu szczeg6! z potocznego zycia. Krzysia Szeptycka, piata c6rka
mej siostry, ktéra od V kl. gimnazjum byla w Jazlowcu, przeniosta si¢ do
Jarostawia, gdzie w 1935 zdala mature. Egzamin jej tak piSmienny (o
obowiazkach w dalszym zZyciu w stosunku do Paristwa), jak ustny
(rozwingta mligdzy] i[nnymi] podwéjny dramat w “Nieboskiej
Komedii”,'88 innych przedmiotéw nie pamigtam) wypadt tak §wietnie, ze
delegat kuratorium zwrdcil na to uwage. Za nastgpng swa bytnoscia w
Jarostawiu, dopytywat si¢ o Krzysie, wspominajac jej mature. W zwiazku
z egzaminami, gdy Krzysia, czy kto§ z jej rodzeristwa wyrazil przed ks.
Metropolita swéj lgk: “obawiam si¢ zry¢!”, ten ucieszyt si¢ niezmiernie
tym wyrazeniem: “Jakze mi to mile—zawolal—ze wy tak samo méwicie w
szkotach, jak za moich czaséw!”

W Slonimiu, gdzie znéw nastepne dwa lata spedzitam, otrzymalam
wiadomo$¢ o naglej $Smierci mej najdrozszej Matki w Przytbicach 4.1.1937
r. w wili¢ zamierzonego obchodu jej 75-lecia. Zaraz po pogrzebie w
Siemianicach—Inka przyjechata do mnie—przywozac mi mowy, kt6rymi
byla nad trumng zZegnana, a w$réd nich rzewne przemdwienie fornala w
imieniu tak bardzo ja kochajacego ludu. 26/I pisal do mnie ze Lwowa
Metropolita.

186 [The monastery of the Immaculate Sisters at Stonim, founded in 1906~1907 after the
promulgation of the religious tolerance ukaz in Russia; a teachers’ seminary and a general edu-
cation high school were associated with the monastery in 1914-1939.}

187 [Sister Krysta Szembek’s work, “Z dziejéw klasztoru Panien Benedyktynek slonimskich,”
published in Przeglqd Wspodtczesny (Cracow), 13, no. 145 (1934):247-65.]

188 [Nieboska komedia (The non-divine comedy), the most outstanding work (1835) by
Zygmunt Krasiriski (1812 1859), one of the most valued Polish poets of the Romantic period.}
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In pace

Kochana Siostro Krysto

I ja wybieralem si¢ pisa¢ do Ciebie po §mierci Twojej ukochanej Matki, méwie
wybieralem sig, zeby wyrazi¢ trudnosci zlaczone dla mnie z kazda, cho¢by mata i
mila praca. Wyprzedzita§ mnie, cho¢ w modlitwie byliSmy razem i w Przylbicach i
Siemianicach w czasie pogrzebu i wtedy, kiedy Inka byla u Ciebie w Slonimiu,
bylem sercem i modlitwa z Wami. Ta nagla, cho¢ przygotowana i nie niespodzie-
wana §mieré wielka bolescia dla nas wszystkich, dla Ciebie cigzkim krzyzem,
ktérego nie zmniejsza duch ofiary, z jakim go przyjmujesz. Oczywiscie wielka
pociecha to ta pewno$¢ ufnosci, ze B6g byt jej Ojcem. Tak zreszta wyraZznym zna-
kiem tej taski byla sama $mier¢€ i jej okolicznosci. Ten przyjazd do Przylbic w 10
czy 12 dni przed $miercia jak na pozegnanie i §mieré wéréd swoich taka prawie
lekka. Bogu za wszystko dzigki.

Tak dawno nie mam od Was wiadomosci, cho¢ to wiem, ze wszystkie, albo
bodaj gléwne troski musialy minaé. Jakzebym si¢ cieszy}, gdyby$ mogta kiedy$ by¢
we L[wowie], moze przy okazji przeniesienia. Musz¢ koriczyé, bo reka odmawia
dalszej stuzby. Cigzkie, straszne czasy nas czekaja—przygotowaé si¢ na nie—to
zadanie zycia. B6g z Toba, droga Siostro Krysto. Pamigtaj o mnie w swoich
modlitwach, ja nigdy o Tobie nie zapominam, co dziefi modlg si¢ za Ciebie i za Was

+ Andrzej
Alrcy]blisku]p m{etro]p[olita]

Smier¢ mej Matki byla rzeczywiscie wielka bolescia dla nas—nie
wiedziatySmy podéwczas, jak niebawem bedziemy Bogu dziekowa¢ za to,
ze nie dozyla wojny i strasznych z nia zwiazanych przejéé rodzinnych i
narodowych, .

Blisko Stonimia lezaty Zyrowice!®? z cudownym obrazem Matki Boskiej
koronowanym za czaséw unii w dawnej Rzeczpospolitej przez metropolite
Atanazego Szeptyckiego—i Albertyn,!% gdzie pracowali OO. Jezuici obu
obrzadkéw. Na wyrazne zyczenie Ojca §w. Piusa XI kilku Jezuitéw
przyjelo obrzadek wschodni, by pracowaé nad nawracaniem
schyzmatyk6w. W klasztorze naszym i jedni i drudzy Ojcowie bywali
czgsto spowiadajac Siostry i uczennice. Opowiadal me jeden z nich, ze gdy
p6Zniejszy przelozony misji wschodniej'®! pojechat do Metropolity, by sie
Z nim porozumie¢ w sprawie pracy unijnej, ten mu powiedzial: “Daje Ojcu
carte blanche” i blogostawil mu na prac¢. Bylo to jeszcze przed zatozeniem
placéwki, gdy nie bylo wiadomym, ze na mocy konkordatu, bedzie

189 [Basilian monastery in Belorussia, Uniate from the early seventeenth century to the
1830s.]

190 [Albertyn—a mission of the Eastern rite Jesuits in Belorussia, founded in 1924 by the
Reverend Charles Bourgeois. It consisted of a monastic novitiate, a parish, and the editorial
board of the journal Da ztuCennia. In the 1930s the mission was sharply attacked by the Polish
press, which accused it of activities contrary to the Polish raison d’état.]

191 [Father Charles Bourgeois or Father Wlodzimierz Piatkiewicz (1865-1933), superior of
the Eastern mission of the Jesuits at Albertyn in 1925-1933.]
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zalezna—tak jak cala praca unijna na kresach—od biskupéw diecezjalnych
laciriskich a nie od Metropolity, jako spadkobiercy Metropolitéw kijow-
skich. Ze strony wielu Polakéw mieli Ojcowie duzo do wycierpienia.
Obrzadek byt nieco odmienny od unickiego, nie uwzgledniono bowiem w
liturgii zmian, przyjetych po unii brzeskiej, aby zmniejszy¢ r6znice dla
prawostawnych.

Dwa ostatnie lata przed wojna przebylam w Jarostawiu. Znéw mnie
ktés prosil o jakie§ posrednictwo i znéw z cala dobrocia Metropolita
odpisuje:

In pace Podlute 19/8 37

Droga S. Krysto

Dzickuje za list. Poleconej wdowie bede si¢ staral wyrobi¢ pensje wdowia.
Ciesze sig, ze w Jarost[awiu] uzywasz na pokoju i skupieniu, médl si¢ za mnie i
diecezje. Niech B6g blogostawi—tysiaczne uklony—o Was zawsze pamigtam w
modlitwach

+ Andrzej
Alrcy]b[isku]p

Mimo ci¢zkiej choroby i ogromnej pracy, Metropolita pisal jeszcze
wyklad modlitwy “Ojcze nasz” p. t. “O madrosci Bozej .19 Dwie
pierwsze czesci dat Jedrusiowi'®® do biblioteki przylbickiej—synteze miata
zawieraé ostatnia czg$¢. Czy ja napisal? Nie wiem. Nie moge odzalowad,
Zzem go nie prosila o podarowanie mi egzemplarza—moze zapomnial, ze
czytalam po rusku. Do archiwum przylbickiego przeznaczat réwniez list
Arcybiskupa Teodorowicza,!®* podobno przesliczny, jaki Arcybiskup na-
pisal do niego z okazji jego jubileuszu, czy innej, z catym zrozumieniem i
glebokim uznaniem wspominajac dlugoletnia wspélng prace w Archi-
diecezji Lwowskiej.

Gdy Jedru$ postanowit w r. 1938 oddaé sie Bogu na stuzbe, zwrdcit sie
do ks. Metropolity z zapytaniem, czy wstapienie do seminarium lacirfiskiego
we Lwowie nie utrudni Metropolicie pracy wobec Ukraificow? Metropolita
nie mial zadnych zastrzezeri i blogostawil mu z rado$cia na nowa droge
zycia. 1 Jedru§ nie obawial si¢ péZniejszych trudnoSci—pragnat (jak mi
méwil) pokaza¢ w przyszlej pracy kaplariskiej, jaki stosunek powinien
laczyé oba obrzadki na wsp6lnym, parafialnym terenie. Bég rozrzadzit
inaczej. . .

192 [“Bo¥a mudrist’” (Divine wisdom) was printed in L'vivs'ki arxieparxijal’ni vidomosti
(1933). Seec A. §eptyc'kyj, Tvory asketytno-moral’ ni (Rome, 1978).]

193 | Andrzej Szeptycki, son of Leon.]

194 [J6zef Teodorowicz (1864 —1938), Armenian metropolitan of Lviv from 1902. He was an
outstanding writer and preacher and a right-wing Polish political activist.]
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Mo6wil mi ks. Tadeusz Fedorowicz!® o dwéch niezatartych wspom-
nieniach, jakie wyni6st w zwiazku z praca duszpasterska ks. Metropolity.
Pierwszym bylo nabozernistwo wielkoczwartkowe w katedrze §w. Jura, na
ktérym—ieszcze przed wstapieniem do seminarium—by! z Jasiem.!% Cele-
browat Metropolita, ktéry, “w szatach liturgicznych, z siwa broda,
wygladal, jak dawny patriarcha”. Gdy, po mszy §w., w§réd Spiewu
wersetéw ewangelii, umywal nogi kanonikom kapituly, klgkajac przed
nimi, czynit to z takim namaszczeniem i z taka pokora, ze przenikalo to
wszystkich do glebi. Nieco péZniej, Tadeusz Fedorowicz poszedt z innym
kolega!®’ do katadry §wigtojurskiej na zakoriczenie rekolekcji dla alumnéw.
Przed komunia §w. przemawial Metropolita siedzac, bo juz z nogami bylo
gorzej. Przemawial tak, Ze obaj koledzy wyznali z przejeciem, ze dawno
takich stéw nie styszeli. :

I mnie uderzalo zawsze, jeszcze przed wstapieniem do klasztoru, sku-
pienie, przejawiajace si¢ w twarzy i ruchach Metropolity w czasie Mszy
§w., od chwili, gdy przystepowat do oltarza—ijakie§ gl¢bokie zjednoczenie
z Bogiem, ktére slowami opisaé si¢ nie da, a ktére pomagalo obecnym do
modlitwy. “Gdy byl przy oltarzu—czulo si¢ obecno$¢ Boza”—wspominata
kiedy$§ Matka Jozafata.!9 Modlitwa byla rzeczywiscie trescia zycia Metro-
polity, dlatego drugich do tego naklanial. W jednym z dawniejszych listéw
do mnie (18.X1.1924 r.) pisat:

Przede wszystkim trzeba Wam usilnie i pokornie modli¢ sig, prosi¢ Boga. . .by
Jego wola we wszystkim stala si¢, modli€¢ si¢ z prawdziwa na wszystko
obojetnoScia, z gotowoscia zrzec sig, pofwieci¢ wszystko, nawet wam
najdrozsze,...a co nie jest Bogiem, wedle siéw: “Nie ma nic dla mnie précz
Boga”.!®? Ten ustgp 0 duchu ubdstwa wydaje mi si¢ wspanialym: “Pracowaé zatem
Siostry beda szczerze i sumiennie nad wyniszczeniem w sobie. . .przywiazania
ludzkiego do tego nawet, co najchwalebniejsze, do samych obowiazkéw. . .do same;j
modlitwy i jej pociech...do natury swej i osobistosci...” “Ubbstwo jest
ogoloceniem ze wszystkiego, co stworzone.” Te¢ prawde, czy raczej cnote
wykonujcie, ze wzgledu na samo Zgromadzenie, jego konstytucje, tradycje, na
wszystko, co w nim wam mile, drogie, cenne—poswigécie wszystko, zeby Boga
mieé i w Nim wszystko odnale$¢.

195 [Tadeusz Fedorowicz (b. in 1907), activist in the Catholic students’ organization Odro-
dzenie (“Renaissance”) in Lviv, Latin rite priest from 1935, canon of the Lviv cathedral chapter
at Lubaczéw.]

196 [Jan Szeptycki, son of Leon.]

197 [Stefan Swiezawski (b. 1907), then an activist in the student movement, Odrodzenie. In
1946-1976 he was professor of philosophy at the Catholic University of Lublin. He was an
auditor at the Second Vatican Council (1962 —1965).]

198 [Zofia Szeptycka, daughter of Leon.)

199 Metropolita odczytywal podéwczas nasze konstytucje z komentarzami Matki
Marceliny—stowa, ktére przytaczat, wziete byly z tychze komentarzy.
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Zblizata si¢ chwila, kiedy Metropolita mial sam przezy¢ catkowite
ogolocenie ze wszystkiego, co mu bylo drogie i $wigte—ujrze¢ prace
swego zycia zdruzgotana, zdeptana, unicestwiona—po ludzku biorgc.

Z Jarostawia dojezdzatam kilka razy do Lwowa i bywatam wéwczas u
ks. Metropolity. Juz nie mégl chodzi€¢. Przyjmowal na woézku i tak sie
przed nim po raz ostatni w zyciu spowiadalam. W czasie jednej bytnosci
moéwil mi, ze zakonnica powinna wszedzie naokolo siebie dobrze czynié,
na wzér §w. Piotra, kt6rego cief uzdrawial chorych,

Rozmawiatam tez raz z nim o Matce Makrynie Mieczystawskiej. “To
byt dziwny typ—powiedziat—Mdéwili mi Q0. Zmartwychwstaricy, ze byta
nieraz rubaszna w wyrazeniach, jak jaka§ wiejska gospodyni”—ale nigdy
nie wyrazal watpliwoéci, nawet po broszurze Ofjca] Urbana, ze byla praw-
dziwa bazyliankg.200

Z moja siostra bylam raz na Mszy §w. Metropolity. Wézek przysuwano
bokiem do oftarza w kaplicy urzadzonej przy jego sypialni. Podeszty$émy
do oftarza, przy ktérym, towarzyszacy mu przy Mszy §w. O[jciec] bazylia-
nin, dal nam komuni¢ §w. Po Mszy $w., widzialam dlugie, glebokie
zamodlenie Metropolity. Bylo to wkrétce po Wielkanocy 1939 r. Jakze
radosny by! nastr6j na Zielonej?®! —przebywat tam Franek Potworowski,
narzeczony Krzysi, z ktérym dluzej rozmawiatam i ktéry mi obiecat “by¢
zawsze dla niej dobrym”. Rozpromieniony Leo§ wodzit za reke malutkiego
Pawla, 22 syna Jasia, kt6ry na kilka dni powierzyl go “dziadkom”. Po
potudniu przyszedt Jedru§, jako kleryk—dopiero co byt otrzymat
mianowanie na oficera i w ksigdze, w ktdrej podpisali§my si¢ wszyscy, jak
zawsze u Leosiéw przy rodzinnych zjazdach, on dodal: “oficer w sutan-
nie”. Zjechali byli: Oles z Laszczowa?® i Stasiowie—Po raz ostatni zeszto
si¢ 5-ciu braci u §w. Jura.

200 [frena Julia Makryna Mieczystawska (Belorussian, Iryna Julija Mielysiaiiskaja
(1784[?]-1869), the prioress of the monastery of Basilian sisters in Minsk from 1823, accord-
ing to the autobiographical record. According to the findings of historians, including the
Reverend Jan Urban, SJ (Matka Makryna Mieczystawska w $wietle prawdy [Cracow, 1923]),
she was an ex-Jewish convert from Belorussia. After the death of her husband, she tried to
convince people to help her by alleging that she was a nun persecuted by the Russian authori-
ties during the extirpation of the Union. Arrested in 1840, she fled to Rome in 1845. As
prioress of the monastery of the Basilian sisters there, she played a prominent role in the politi-
cal and religious life of the Polish émigré community and fought against Russian influence in
the papal entourage.]

201 [Leon Szeptycki, the metropolitan’s youngest brother, lived on Zelena Street in Lviv.]

202 [Pawel Szeptycki (b. 1935), son of Leon and Zofia, daughter of the margrave Wielopolski.
He is now professor of mathematics at the University of Kansas, Lawrence.)

203 Izia Olesiowa juz nie zyla; méwit mi kiedy$§ O[jciec] Woroniecki [Jacek Woroniecki
(1879~1949), Dominican, philosopher, and Thomist theologian, professor at the Catholic
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O zblizajacej sie wojnie nie bylo jeszcze mowy—tylko siostra moja
méwita mi o jakim§ §lepym chlopie jasnowidzu, ktéry pojawil si¢ koto
Lwowa i na wszelkie zapytania co do przyszloéci, odpowiadal: “Wszystko
wokoto mnie czerwone, widzg krew, krew, krew. . .”

I Metropolita nie wspominal wéwczas—jak poprzednio w listach—o
nadchodzacej burzy. Gdy méwilam mu o niebezpieczeristwie, jakie grozi
Ukrairicom, jesli si¢ nie opra na Polakach, zazartowal: “Musz¢ napisaé do
Warszawy, by cig zrobili ministrem”. Z jakim jednak smutkiem stwierdzil:
“Tak, ale Polacy musza zmieni¢ swoje ustosunkowanie”—i przytoczyt
rézne bolesne fakty. Zakrycie przyszio$§ci—jaka to wielka nieraz laska
Boza! Doznaliémy tego podéwczas w tym przypadkowym zjeZdzie rodzin-
nym, gdy wszystko tchneto pokojem i Boza atmosfera, a czytajac ostatnie
listy Jozafaty i Wandy?™ do rodzic6w, wydawalo si¢, ze i one sa wéréd nas.

Okres préb i trudnosci Zgromadzenia byl juz minal—rozszerzata si¢
teraz cze$¢ cudownego posagu Naj§wl[ietszej] Maryi Panny Jaziowieckiej, a
miata byé uwiericzona koronacja 9.VIL.1939 r. Prosbe o koronacj¢ podpisat
byl razem z wszystkimi biskupami Polski—Metropolita, a promotor
koronacji O[jciec] Konstanty Zukiewicz O. P. pisal p6Zniej, Ze “podpis jego
uwaza za jeden z najcenniejszych”. Dekret koronacyjny wydat jako
pierwszy swoj akt milosci dla Polski Ojciec §w. Pius XI1.20° Matka Zenona,
6wczesna Generalna Przetozona Zgromadzenia zaprosita na koronacj¢ i ks.
Metropolite—jako unieruchomiony od lat 8-iu nie mégt jednak przybyc,
odpowiedziat tylko picknym, serdecznym listem, ze bedzie si¢ laczyé z
nami w dniu uroczysto$ci, a mnie powiedzial: “Wigcej wam pomoge
modlitwa niz przyjazdem”. Naj$w[ietsza] Panna Jazlowiecka miala
zgromadzi€ u swych stép ludno$¢ polska i ukrairiska, oddajaca jej hotd w
najwickszej milosci i jednosSci. Wsr6d episkopatu polskiego byt biskup
Latyszewski,2%  grecko-katolicki  sufragan  stanistawowski—a  po
skoficzonym obrzedzie procesja z wizerunkiem cudownego posagu witana
byla przed cerkwia a p6Zniej przed koSciolem i brzmialy naprzemian
$piewy liturgiczne obu obrzadkéw. Takie to jeszcze bliskie, a takie morze
boblu, tez i krwi oddzielilo nas od tego dnia. . .

University of Lublin (1919-1929) and the Angelicum in Rome (1929-1933)], ze przed
$miercia obdarzona byla od Boga mistycznymi faskami.

204 [Wanda Szeptycka (b. 1910), daughter of Leon, a Franciscan, Missionary of Mary. She
has lived in Damascus, Syria, since 1939, teaching in a monastic school.]

205 [Pius XM, Eugenio Pacelli (1876 1958), pope from 1939.]

206 [lvan Laty3evs’kyj (1879—1957), bishop suffragan of Stanyslaviv from 1930, arrested in
1945 and imprisoned by Soviet authorities.]
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Z Sacza, dokad to pojechalam w drugiej polowie sierpnia, napisatam do
Metropolity—niebawem otrzymatam odpowiedz.
Lwéw 22 VIIL.1939r.
Droga Siostro Krysto
Serdecznie dzigkuje za list, fotografi¢ cudownej statuy N[aj§wigtszej] P[anny]
Jazt{owieckiej] i artykul. Modle sie za cate Zgrom[adzenie], a osobliwie za N[owy]
Sacz i przetozona domu. B6g z Wami, prosze o modlitwy
+ Andrzej

W niespelna 10 dni péZniej,2? Niemcy wkroczyli do Polski, a w tymze
miesigcu wrzesniu wojska radzieckie zajely Lwow i Przylbice. ialoba
okryla si¢ Polska. Zaloba okryla si¢ rodzina nasza. Przeszlo§¢ bezpowrotnie
rozpadla si¢ w gruzy.

*
Bk

Po wkroczeniu Niemcéw do Lwowa, otrzymalam w lipcu 1941 r. list
wspdlny od Metropolity i Ofjca] Klemensa, list pisany w laczacym nas b6lu
po $mierci Leosiéw. List ten wolatam jednak na razie spali€. Wspominali
o wlasnych ciezkich przejSciach, kilkakrotnym niebezpieczeristwie
rozstrzelania, od ktérego P[an] Bég ich ochronil—masakrze we Lwowie, w
ktérej tysiace ludzi, Polakéw i Ukraific6w, w okropny sposéb zgingto. O.
Klemens pisal o swej bytnoéci w Przylbicach, gdzie z miejscowym pro-
boszczem odprawil, z uczestnictwem ludu, modly nad grobem naszych
Najdrozszych.208

Niestety, jad, z ktérym weszli Niemcy, przemieniajac stopniowo
Ukraificéw w zbrodniarzy, byl gorszy od wszystkich dotychczasowych
przejsc.

Gdy Hania i Izia Szeptyckie?® pojechaly w grudniu do Lwowa, pisala
do mnie Hania, powr6ciwszy do Korczyny. (20.XI1.1941 r.): “Stryjowie
obaj zdrowi i taka tam (tj. u ks. Metropolity, u ktérego mieszkaty) pogodna,
mila, nieziemska atmosfera. Mo6wily§my Stryjciowi Metropolicie to, co
Ciocia chciata o Jazlowcu,2!0 ale, niestety, zdaje sig, Ze nic na to nie da sie
poradzi¢,”?!! a Izia dodawala: “Stryjowie kazali Cioci przestaé duzo
serdecznosci”.

207 [1 September 1939.]

208 [In Prylby&i, the NKVD shot the metropolitan’s brother, Leon, and his wife.]

209 [Anna and Elzbieta Szeptycki, Leon’s daughters.]

210 W Jazlowcu Siostry doznawaly wiele przykroéci od wiadz i mialy ciezkie przezycia.

211 “Narodne deputaty” jeszcze w r. 1940 uchwalily zniesieni klasztor6w-—przeciw czemu
Metropolita zlozyt protest, ale to wykazuje ich wrogi stosunek do religii.
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W maju 1942 r. pisat do mnie ks. Metropolita:

In pace Lwéw 13.V.42

Droga Siostro Krysto!

Cho¢ mato kiedy pisuje, i cho¢ nie obchodzisz pro foro externo $wigta §w. Zofii,
pisze, by przestaé Ci kilka stéw zyczefi i kilka prééb. Zyczenia powtérzeniem co-
dziennych moich modlitw za Ciebie, Wasz dom i cale Zgromadzenie, znasz je, bo i
ty pewnie o to samo prosisz—o §wieto$€, o §wietych—o to wszystko, czego
potrzeba do osiagniecia, czy otrzymania tych daréw z nieba. A prosby—bys$ nie
zapominata w swoich modlitwach o mnie i moich intencjach. Cieszylbym sig¢
wiadomos$ciami 0 Was—i o Tobie. Wielki, wsp6lny wasz krzyz nalezy juz do
przeszloSci. Ale nowych nie brak i dobrze, ze tak jest—bo to jednak w zyciu
najlepsze, B6g z Toba i z Wami

+ Andrzej
Alrcy]blisku]p Mletro}p([olita]

“Uwazam—pisal Metropolita w wielkanocnym numerze Archidiecezjal-
nych Wiadomosci 1943 r—zwyczaj przesylania na §wigta, imieniny, uro-
dziny, przyjaciolom, znajomym i osobom, ktére powazamy, nie majac
sposobnosci spotykania si¢ z nimi czesto, szczerych wyrazéw Zyczen, za
bardzo dobry zwyczaj, ktérego strzec nalezy, jezeli Zyczenia pochodza ze
szczerego serca—to nalezy do objaw6w chrzescijariskiej, a nawet ludzkiej
milosci blizniego”.2!? Jakze te stowa, ktére mimo trudnosci w pisaniu,
wprowadzat w czyn, charakterystyczne sa dla Metropolity.

Do listu jego do mnie dopisywat O. Klemens.

Droga Siostro Krysto!

Korzystam, ze stronica jeszcze biata, zeby si¢ dopisaé. Kiedy ostatni raz
widzieliémy si¢ na Zielonej—czy mogli§my przypuszcza¢ t¢ wielka ruing calej
przeszlosci, ktéra nadciagata, a juz byla tak blisko i wszystko pochlonela i Zielona i
Siemianice i Przylbice—i zycie Leosiéw. Przeszio$¢ ziemska zniszczona, ale to, co
bylo w niej Boze trwa dalej—i przyszto&€ tego wszystkiego, co duchowe
niezniszczalna. Wiec “umnozajmy” w naszych zyciach tylko to, co Boze, co
duchowe—a w P[anu] Bogu wszystko odnajdziemy, co tu zdaje si¢ stracone—
odnajdziemy w stopniu nieskoriczenie lepszym—peinym tylko Zycia i szczescia i
§wiatla. Tylko aby do Boga si¢ dosta¢ pomimo naszych wszystkich ngdz—ale to juz
rzecz i sztuka P[ana] Jezusa. Sw. Zofia jest Jego dniem—wigc i Zyczenia na §w.
Zofi¢ trzeba przesylaé i tym, co w klastorze imi¢ swoje zmienity.?!? Bardzo wiec
szczere i serdeczne pozdrowienia, Zyczenia—a przede wszystkim prosba o dalsze
modlitwy—a obietnica wzajemnosci—Bdg z Wami wszystkimi

Ks. Klemens

212 [See Krakivs’ki visti, no. 17 (Cracow, 1943); and Pys’ma-posiannja Mytropolyta Andreja
Septyc’ koho CSVV z &asiv nimec’ koji okupaciji, vol. 11 (Yorkton, Sask., 1969), p. 372.]
213 T, j. Matce Jozafacie, do ktérej O. Klemens réwnoczesnie pisat i mnie.
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Kilka dni p6Zniej, 30.V.1942 r. pisata Hania:

We Lwowie bylySmy z Izia 6 dni—Stryjowie zdrowi. Stryjcio Metropolita
zjezdza co dziefi winda do ogrodu i jezdzi tam wézkiem pod kwitngcymi jabtoniami.
We Lwowie bardzo smutno...Zataczam obrazek od Stryjcia Metropolity—nie
wiem, czy Ciocia taki ma—g$w. Jan z Dukli u OO. bemmardyn6w, malowany przez
Babcie.

18.VIII tegoz roku Hania donosi:

Przystata nam kiedy$ (z Przytbic) Olga nowenne do §w. Judy Tadeusza, patrona
des causes perdues—wiedzialy$émy juz o tym od Stryjcia Metropolity, ktéry do
niego ma zawdze nabozetistwo (jeszcze z czaséw przedwojennych).

W marcu nastepnego roku pisal O. Klemens:

PX Lwéw 5.3.1943

Wielebna i droga Matko Krysto!

Bardzo serdecznie Ci dzigkuje za Twéj list—i pamigé przed Bogiem.
Rzeczywifcie §mieré nie pozwala, aby§my o niej zapomnieli—takie obfite zbiera
pokosy. Jakie to jednak szczeécie, ze dla nas chrzescijan P{an] Jezus swoja §miercia
na krzyzu przemienit nasza $mier¢ z kary na sen odpoczynku i przejscia do prawdzi-
wego zycia.

U nas jeszcze po dawnemu—K(][siadz] M[etropolita] Bogu dzigki trzyma sig i
moze jeszcze po dawnemu nawet intensywnie pracowaé. Ja czem raz wigcej czuje,
ze staro$§é nie szczedzi umystowych wiadz—moja pamigé tak zanika formalnie, ze
jednego pieknego poranku nie bede pamietal, jak sam si¢ nazywam i jak mam sie
podpisaé. Czas niezadtugo p6jé¢ do “starych”, do wszystkich swoich, ktérych tam
coraz wigcej, a tu coraz mniej—a przede wszystkim czas i tgsknota, zeby z brudéw
ziemi—oczy przenie$¢ na Piekno i Dobro¢ Boga.

Ot, kochana Matko Krysto, jaki§ niewesoty mdj list—tylko o §mierci méwi—ale
$mier¢ to nie smutna rzecz. Pelno serdecznych pozdrowieri. I u nas wielka rado§¢ z
powodu Kazika.?!* Trzech moich ksiezy?!S jeszcze w takim potozeniu, w jakim on
byl—i nic nie wiedzie¢, jak im poméc—chociaz Zadnej winy nie ma.

Koficzyé trzeba—jutro jade do naszego jednego klasztoru przez pierwszy tydziefi
postu dawa¢ rekolekcje—prosze o modlitwy i wzajemnie obiecuje

Wasz w X]rystu]sie Panu
Ks. Klemens

Czytajac listy O. Klemensa, odnosilam wrazenie, ze to jakby krétkie
monologi, wyptywajace z jego oddanej Bogu duszy. W czasie pierwszych
lat wojny, kiedy nam w Saczu bylo bardzo cigzko pod wzgledem
wyzywienia, przyjezdzaly do nas 2 czy 3 razy Siostry—zdaje si¢
Studytki—grecko-Katolickiego obrzadku, z okolicy, méwity mi, ze O. Kle-
mens jest ich najwyzszym Ihumenem, ze wystat kilku Studytéw do Bosni i
7e im polecil pomaga¢ nam, gdyby zaszla potrzeba. Mialy gospodarstwo i
przywozity nam troche stoniny, co w owych czasach bylo bardzo cenne.

214 Kazik [Jan Kazimierz) Szeptycki wypuszczony byt z wigzienia niemieckiego.
215 Studyt6w.
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Praca Ks. Metropolity, o ktérej O. Klemens wspomina, byla
rzeczywifcie intensywna, a toczyla si¢ w dwu kierunkach: korzystajac z
okupacji niemieckiej, obejmujacej nie tylko ziemie Rzeczpospolitej, ale i
daleki Wschéd, nawiagzat stosunki z ukraifiskimi prawostawnymi
duchownymi i $wiecka inteligencja, pragnac przez ‘porozumienie”
doprowadzi¢ do jednosci wiary—z drugiej strony, widzac, z rozdarciem
serca, szerzace si¢ zlo we wilasnej archidiecezji, szukat sposobéw, by je
powstrzymaé. W tym celu od. r. 1940 zwolywal do Lwowa synody
duchowieristwa, by réznymi uchwalami podnie$¢ jego poziom. Osobna
sesje poswiecil coraz czestszym mordom po wsiach—lecz jakze bolesnym
jest wyznanie, gdy widzi, ze rozpetanej fali nienawisci nie zdola powstrzy-
mad.

“0O zabdjstwach napisatem 2 listy i dekret dla soboru?'6 —ale nie mam
wrazenia, aby listy i uchwaty, dekret i prawidla—ma wlos sprawe
zmienity. ..” I koriczy: “Jedno tylko moze wyjednaé pomoc Boza:
modlitwa”.217

Troska Metropolity przebija i w liscie do mnie:

In pace Lwéw 12.1.43

Moja droga Siostro Krysto!

Twéj list z 5/1 sprawil mi wielka przyjemno$¢, pocieche w tych strasznych
czasach. Dzigkuje za pamieé, za list, za modlitwy. Ksiazka, o ktérej piszesz:
Naj$wl[ietsze] Serce a kaplaristwo jest przettumaczona i na ukraifiska mowe—bardzo
fadne i wznioste myf§li, ale za wysokie na og6t duchowiefistwa. O $mierci Wt
Szembeka styszalem, szczeg6léw oczywiscie nikt nie zna.?' Czy byl kaptanem?
Odkad byt w zakonie? Syn czyj? Zdaje si¢, Ze wnuk Zygmunta? Straszne czasy—
demoralizacja nieslychana, a tak malo mozna reagowaé przeciw zh. Tym

216 [The pastoral epistle, “Ne ubyj,” of 21 November 1942, published in L’vivs'ki
arxieparxijal’ ni vidomosti (1942) (cf. Pys’ma-poslannja, pp. 222—-31); the pastoral epistle of
10 August 1943 (cf. “Listy metropolity Szeptyckiego,” Znak 40, no. 9 (1988): 74—78); and
“Pravyla do dekretu "Pro p’jatu zapovid’,” prepared for the 3 and 10 December 1942 sessions
of the archdiocesan synod (cf. Pys’ma-poslannja, pp. 257-58).]

217 «Lwiwski Archieparchialni widomosti” czerwiec—lipiec 1943 r. Przemowa przy otwarciu
Synodu 1943 r. str. 86—87. [Cf. Pys’ma-posiannja, pp. 396-97.]

218 Gdy Niemcy przyszli aresztowaé przetozonego klasztoru Salezjanéw—miejscowosci nie
wiem—O. Wiodzimierz prosil, by go wzigli wzamian. Zabrali obu i uwigzili w Rzeszowie.
Pésniej, przetozonego wypuscili, a Wiodzia zatrzymali, moze jako brata Jacha Szembeka [Jan
Wiodzimierz Szembek (1881—-1945), Polish diplomat; in 1921-1932 he was, successively,
envoy in Budapest, Brussels, and Budapest again; from 1932 he was undersecretary of state in
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs], vice ministra przy Becku [J6zef Beck (1894 -1944), Polish
minister of foreign affairs, 1932-1939]. Wsp6lwicziei z Wlodziem w Rzeszowie, po
wypuszczeniu z wigzienia urzednik w spéidzielni w Saczu, opowiadal, jak Wiodzia meczyli.
Raz wrécit z przestuchania z wykrgconymi stawami ramion. Rece mial zupelnie bezwiadne.
“Jakie to szczgécie—powtarzal wéwczas—cierpie¢ za wiare i ojczyzng”. Przewieziono go do
Os$wiecimia, skad w kilka dni péZniej rodzina otrzymata wiadomo$¢, ze zachorowat i umart.
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wazniejsza modlitwa. Przepraszam za brzydkie pismo, reka chora i niepostuszna.
Cho¢ sp6Znione, przyjm Zyczenia na rok 1943. B6g z Toba. Za Ciebie i cale
Zgromadzenie codzieri modlg sig.
+ Andrzej
O M[atke] Jozafate boje sie, ze choroba przejdzie w stan chroniczny, jak u mnie.

Mordy i rzezie Polakéw w Matopolsce Wschodniej wzmagaty sie; broni
dostarczali Ukraificom potajemnie Niemcy, ktérzy obawiali sie zjed-
noczenia si¢ Polakéw i Rusinéw. Klasztor nasz w Nizniowie byl w
ciaglym niebezpieczernistwie i przechodzit okropne chwile. Przelozong byla
tam podéwczas S[iostra] M[aria] Marcela od Ducha §w. Do klasztoru
przyjezdzala czesto pani Chylewska, oddana Siostrom, ktéra bywata u Ks.
Metropolity. Przywiozla raz Siostrom za§wiadczenie z podpisem Metropo-
lity, ktérego tre§¢ w polskim przekladzie brzmiala: “Moim goracym
Zyczeniem jest, by moi synowie Ukraificy strzegli klasztoru Siéstr w
Nizniowie i nie dawali im uczyni¢ zadnej krzywdy. Niech pamigtaja, ze
tylko ci, ktérzy si¢ wyrzekaja zemsty, mogg liczy¢é na mitosierdzie Boze”.
“Ja o ten papier nigdy nie prositam—pisala S. Marcela—wiedzac, ze ci,
ktérzy morduja, nie beda zwazali na zakaz Metropolity—p. Chylewska
(byé moze, ze w porozumieniu z Ks. Rzewuskim),?' sama si¢ o to
postarala. Ona woOwczas czesto rozmawiala z Ks. Metr[opolita], juz
b[ardzo] chorym i izolowanym i méwila, ze otoczenie ukrywa przed nim
wiadomoféci o zbrodniach. . .”

Dziwnym si¢ moze wydawaé¢ zwrot Metropolity o zaniechaniu
zemsty—wszak Ukrairicy nie mieli za co si¢ méci¢ na klasztorze i Metro-
polita dobrze o tym wiedzial. Ale znat psychike swego ludu. W nienawisci
swej do Polakéw, Ukrairicy nie dziatali przeciw jednostkom jako takim
(choé moglo si¢ i to zdarzaé). Byt to szal nienawisci w stosunku do calego
narodu polskiego, szal, pragnacy wywrze¢ zbiorowa zemste za wszystkie
kiedykolwiek doznane “krzywdy”, za represjc po wojnie polsko-
ukrairiskiej, za okrucieristwa przy pacyfikacji i na poczatku wojny. Przed
tym uczuciem zemsty ostrzegal Metropolita.

Jeden jeszcze list z 21.4.43 otrzymalam od Metropolity w odpowiedzi na
mbj.

In pace

Droga Siostro Krysto .

Na list z 5.1 ja dotad nie odpisalem, odkladalem odpowiedZ na Swigta. Teraz
wiec z zyczeniami §wiat przesylam i podzigkowanie i pozdrowienia. Odczytuje list,
widze, ze juz odpisywalem i otrzymalem nowy list, ktérego nie znajduje. Daj Boze

219 (Piotr Tadeusz Rzewuski (1893-1971), Polish Greek Catholic priest, one of the
metropolitan’s close circle. After 1945, in Western Europe known as Father Kreuza. He was
the first postulator of the metropolitan’s beatification process.]
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pokéj i zgode i mozliwe stosunki, mozliwe zycie i prace. Modle si¢ za Was. Niech
Bég blogostawi wszystkie domy i nowicjat i Wam wszystkim daje swa laske na
drodze do $wigtosci

+ Andrzej

Bylo to ostatnie blogostawieristwo Metropolity, jakie mnie doszio.
Kartki i listy ze Lwowa dochodzity jeszcze do Korczyny??? —do Sacza nie.
Wiedziatam przez Hanie i Izi¢, e na wiosne 1944 r. Metropolita cigzko
zachorowal, lecz wyszedl z niebezpieczeristwa—ze dozyl najgorszego
okresu mordowania Polakéw i wysiedlania ich “za San”—dozyl
wypedzenia i wywiezienia wszystkich, z proboszczem na czele z Bruchnala
i zamkniecia tam ko$ciola, w ktérym przez cale dzieciristwo i lata
miodziericze modlit si¢ z Rodzicami i braémi. To byl jego straszliwy
Ogréjec. Pawel Sapieha,??! brat Jadzi Szembekowej, odwiedzal go raz w
tych czasach i widziat jego b6l nad niemoznoscia powstrzymania zla.

Na wiosng 1945 r. pisala Hania: “O $mierci Stryjcia Metropolity
dowiedzialy§my si¢ okrezna droga—umarl 1/ XI cz[yli] w dziefi Wszy-
stkich §wictych 1944 1.”

Potem jeszcze kto§ powiedzial, ze O. Klemens byl przy nim do ostatniej
chwili, ze w ostatnich dniach przed $§miercia stracit przytomno$¢ i wia-
domym bylo, ze Ks. Arcybiskup Twardowski przezigbil si¢ na jego
pogrzebie tak, ze to spowodowalo w kilka tygodni péZniej jego wiasna
$mier¢.

*
* ok

Dziwnym trafem spotkalam 10 lat p6Zniej kleryka dominikariskiego, brata
Odilona Roztusznego, ktéry bedac chlopcem, bral udziat w pogrzebie
Metropolity i na moja prosb¢ napisat krétkie o pogrzebie wspomnienie:

Pogrzeb ksigdza Metropolity Szeptyckiego.

W pochmurna niedzielg listopadowa roku 1944 zebrali si¢ wierni obrzadku
grecko-katolickiego przed katedra §wigtego Jerzego we Lwowie, aby oddaé ostatnia
przystuge zmarlemu Metropolicie i odprowadzi¢ na miejsce wiecznego spoczynku.
Na wysokim wzniesieniu katafalku po $§rodku nawy gléwnej, w czamej trumnie
spoczywal spokojnie snem wiecznym w szatach liturgicznych Ksiadz Metropolita
Arcybiskup Szeptycki. Siwa broda zdawacby sie moglo, ze jest odbiciem bladej
twarzy zmarlego. W¢réd plonacych §wiec, zapachu wieficéw, kwiatéw i dymu ka-
dzidel, wznosit si¢ przed tron Stwércy psalm “Miserere mei Deus”, modly te
zanosilo do Pana Boga duchowieristwo polskie wraz ze swoim Arcypasterzem

220 [To the metropolitan’s brother, Stanistaw, owner of Korczyna, near Krosno.]

221 [Prince Pawet J6zef Sapieha (1888 —probably 1975), son of Leon and Teresa (see above).
He studied Ukrainian language and culture under the tutelage of M. Budka, later bishop, and
sponsored Ukrainian cultural and church institutions. After the Second World War he moved
to the United States.]
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ksiedzem Metropolita Twardowskim, gdzie i ja mialem mommo$§¢ byé przy tych
ceremoniach z Ojcami Kapucynami, jako ministrant. Po od$piewaniu psalmu
pigédziesiatego, Ksiadz Arcybiskup Twardowski zaintonowal “Libera”, a na
zakoriczenie odméwiono psalm “De profundis”, poczem chér klerykéw obrzadku
grecko-katolickiego wykonat przejmujace piesni zatobne. Po ceremoniach, ksigdz
Arcybiskup Metropolita Twardowski wraz z klerem polskim opuscit cerkiew. Przy
modlitwach, $piewanych w jezyku starocerkiewnym, zapieczg¢towano trumne,
przykryto czerwonym kirem, uroczyScie wyniesiono na dziedziniec katedralny i
ulozono na wysoko wzniesionym katafalku, przystrojonym kwiatami i §wiecami.
Spiew milknie, a z balkonu $wiatyni do thumnie zebranych wiemnych przeméwil
ksiadz biskup sufragan.??> Po skoriczonej przemowie, uformowal si¢ pochéd,
poprzedzata go milodziez z licznymi wierficami, choragwiami, sztandarami oraz
duchowieristwo meskie i zakony zeriskie. Kondukt prowadzil ksiadz Biskup w
asyScie ksigZy, za duchowieristwem szeSciu klerykéw niosto trumng ze zmartym
Metropolita, poch6d zamykaly niezliczone rzesze wiernych. Przy dZwigkach
marsza zatlobnego kondukt ruszy? ulica Adama Mickiewicza, Jagielloriska i z powro-
tem obok ogrodu jezuickiego, zatrzymujac si¢ trzykrotnie, wtedy Ksigdz Biskup
§piewat modlitwy naprzemian z chérem. Kiedy kondukt zalobny zblizat si¢ do
cerkwi, wéwczas na dziedzirficu katedralnym przy dZwigkach hymnu, pochylity si¢
sztandary, a lud minutowa cisza oddat hold swemu Arcypasterzowi, a po tej krétkiej
ceremonii przy §piewie kleru zniesiono trumne ze zmartym ksiedzem Metropolita do
krypty podziemnej i tam tez spoczal. Tak oddal lud ostatnia przystuge swemu
Arcypasterzowi Metropolicie Lwowskiemu ks. Arcybiskupowi Szeptyckiemu.
Requiescat in pace.
Wlarsza]wa 22.X1.1954
br[at] Odilo Roztuszny

O.P.

Skoriczytam w §wigto M[atki] B[oskiej] Czestochowskiej 1955 r.223

222 (Josyf Slipyj (1892—1987), Metropolitan Septyc’kyj’s successor; from 1939 until the
metropolitan’s death, his archbishop coadjutor.]
223 [That is, 26 August.]



Metropolitan Sheptyts’kyi’s Hebrew Correspondence, 1903*

HENRY ABRAMSON

In July of 1903, Metropolitan Andrei Sheptyts’kyi (1865—-1944) received a
letter from a Jewish community asking for financial aid. It seems that a
member of this community had fallen into dire straits, and the leaders (par-
nassim) of the Jewish community turned to Sheptyts’kyi for assistance. The
following is a translation of and commentary on the metropolitan’s reply,
originally written in Hebrew. !

The metropolitan’s letter displays an astonishing familiarity with Jewish
texts such as the Talmud and the Siddur and a deep sensitivity for Jewish
customs and religious conventions. The letter is replete with allusions to
classic Jewish works, and the calligraphy is exemplary. In fact, the
correspondence is so beautiful that its authenticity might reasonably be
questioned. This is unlikely, however, since the common word “if”” appears
to be misspelled, a mistake that would probably not be made by one who
learned Hebrew as a child.

The metropolitan first began his study of Hebrew in 1884, while recover-
ing from a bout of scarlet fever.?2 As early as 1901, Sheptyts’kyi was
addressing Jewish groups in Hebrew,> an activity which prompted some cir-

*

This article is based on a lecture sponsored by the Association of Graduate Students of the
Centre for Russian and East European Studies at the University of Toronto. I am grateful to
Professor Joseph Shatzmiller and Rabbi Lawrence Troster for their assistance with the transla-
tion. All errors remain my responsibility.

1 The photographic reproduction of the letter on p. 176 below is reprinted from P. Friedman,
“Hurban yehudei Ivov,” in N. Gelber, ed., Entsiklopedyah shel galuyot: lvov (Jerusalem), vol.
4, pt. 1 (1956), p. 670. The letter is reproduced directly from this volume in O. Kravcheniuk,
Veleten’ zo Sviatoiurs’koi hory: Prychynky do biohrafii sluhy Bozhoho Andreia Sheptyts’ koho
na pidstavi chuzhomovnykh dzherel (Yorkton, Saskatchewan, 1963), p. 111, and is translated
into Ukrainian in that volume. Although this seems to be the only published translation of the
metropolitan’s letter, it does not capture the nuances of the text, nor does it grasp
Sheptyts’kyi’s allusions to the Talmud and other Jewish sources.

2 8. Redlich, “Sheptyts’kyi and the Jews during World War II,” in Paul Robert Magocsi, ed.,
Morality and Reality: The Life and Times of Andrei Sheptyts’ kyi (Edmonton, 1989), p. 148.

3 For an example of one of the metropolitan’s visits to a Jewish community, see L. Vasyl’,
ed., Berezhans’ka zemlia: Istorychno-memuarnyi zbirnyk (New York, 1970), pp. 189-90.
Sheptyts’kyi was officially greeted by rabbis carrying the Torah scrolls, an honor usually
reserved for such high state dignitaries as the emperor and virtually unheard of for leaders of
other faiths.
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cles to accuse the metropolitan of “Judaizing.” Within the Jewish commun-
ity of Western Ukraine, the metropolitan’s prestige grew by leaps and
bounds. On the occasion of his seventieth birthday, the Jewish community
of Lviv praised him as “a true example of culture and the highest ethical
principles, who has always shown the same attitudes of understanding and
justice to [the people of] Israel [as to other nationalities].”’

Although most of the letter is in Hebrew, it is significant to note that
there are also passages in Aramaic and Yiddish. While it was not excep-
tional for a Christian clergyman of Sheptyts’kyi’s stature to be able to read
Hebrew, since this was the language of the Old Testament, Sheptyts’kyi’s
knowledge of Aramaic is indicative of more than a passing familiarity with
the Talmud, which is, of course, outside the Christian canon. Interestingly,
Sheptyts’kyi signs his name not in Hebrew or Aramaic but in Yiddish, the
vernacular of East European Jewry.5

The metropolitan’s reply is indicative of a high degree of familiarity
with and respect for Jewish sources and customs. In a letter of barely one
hundred words, the metropolitan gracefully alludes to passages in the
Hebrew scriptures, a tractate of the Mishnah, tractates of the Talmud, and
the Jewish prayer book, the Siddur. His sensitivity to important Jewish cus-
toms is evident in his use of euphemisms (ha-Shem, “the Name”) and
abbreviations of common formulae (a@’’h, “may his rest be peaceful”). An
exceptional humanitarian, the metropolitan demonstrates by this letter his
deep respect for the Galician Jewish community and his profound interest in
Jewish tradition.

University of Toronto

4 Poslaniie pastyrske Andreia Sheptytskoho Mytropolyta Halytskoho, Arkhiiepyskopa
L’vovskoho, Epyskopa Kamentsia Podol skoho do Dukhoven’stva soiedineykh ieparkhii: O
kanonichnoi vyzytatsii (Zhovkva, 1902), cited in Redlich, “Sheptyts’kyi,” pp. 149-50. In this
passage, Sheptyts’kyi justifies his Hebrew speeches as being excellent opportunities for “bring-
ing them nearer to Christ’s teachings.”

5 Dilo, 1 August 1935, p. 1.

6 In an earlier letter, Sheptyts’kyi implied that he was able to converse in Yiddish. See Po-
slaniie, pp. 149—50, cited in Redlich, “Sheptyts’kyi,” p. 150.
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Translation

Blessed is the Name’

My brothers! Peace be upon you, who devotedly involve them-
selves with the needs of the community!®

Let there be peace upon you and peace upon those who assist you!

Your letter and your requests I have read. My soul is agitated and seethes
when I hear that this righteous [but] destitute man has innocently fallen into
a net.? How well the wise man'? has said: if you have given your hand to a
stranger. . .11

And I, what can I do? Behold, five times six hundred thousand are standing
under my sceptre,!2 standing here without bread, without sustenance! Who
numbers the destitute that look upon me as your fathers [looked] upon King
David, may his rest be peaceful!!3 (Berakhot chap. 1). . .14

7 Observant Jews traditionally begin all texts with this or a similar phrase. “The Name” (ha-
Shem) is a euphemism for the Tetragrammaton, which is omitted in accordance with the com-
mandment not to take the Name in vain (Exodus 20: 7). Although this phrase is usually abbre-
viated (b’’h) and placed in the top right corner, Sheptyts’kyi spells it out in full and places it in
the top center. It seems that the word barukh (blessed) is misspelled as barur (clear, apparent),
but this may be due to the deterioration of the paper or poor quality of the reproduction.

8 A phrase taken from the Prayer for the Congregation, read after the Torah reading on the
Sabbath. This prayer can be found in any Siddur, the Jewish prayer book. See, for example,
Rabbis N. Scherman and M. Zlotowitz, The Complete Art Scroll Siddur (Nusach Ashkenaz),
2nd. ed. (Brooklyn: Mesorah, 1986), p. 451.

9 A biblical idiom meaning “to be involved in a difficult situation.” Compare Psalms 35:7
and 57:7. The community leaders are writing to Sheptyts’kyi on behalf of a member of the
community who has suddenly become in great need of funds, perhaps through bankruptcy.

10 A reference to King Solomon, traditionally regarded as the author of the book of Proverbs.
11 Proverbs 6: 1—2: “My son, if you have stood surety for your fellow, Given your hand to a
stranger,/ You have been trapped by the words of your mouth, Snared by the words of your
mouth.” Perhaps the man on whose behalf the community was asking for money had given his
property to another as collateral on a loan, only to lose it when his associate defaulted on his
payments. Another reading might be that Sheptyts’kyi is unable to help to a greater degree
because he has already promised his energies (and finances) to the Ukrainian Catholic com-
munity.

12 Sheptys’kyi is referring to the three million-odd Ukrainian Catholics in Eastern Galicia.
The idiom is biblical; Sheptyts’kyi emphasizes that he has five times the approximately six
hundred thousand Jewish males that Moses led through the desert (Numbers 1: 46).

13 Sheptys’kyi uses the Hebrew abbreviation of this formula (a”’ &), literally, “upon him the
peace.”

14 A reference to tractate Berakhot of the Talmud. Sheptyts’kyi is referring to the numerous
references in chap. 1 that regard King David’s practice as a model for Jewish prayer.
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Nevertheless, despite all this, even if!5 I am not required to finish the task,!6
all the same I will not turn an empty face!” to those, who pray for their
friend.

TEN CROWNS!8 are enclosed.

Heaven is a witness!® that in doing this I do more than is [within] my abili-
ties.

Let the Name?? add a thousand to them,?!
in harmony with [the wishes of] your souls and the soul
that respects you,
Andreas Sheptyts’kyiZ?

Lviv,2  3July 1903
20 July

To the Community Elders of [Ivanovka?].2

15 This word seems to be misspelled. Sheptys’kyi uses the silent letter ayin rather than the
silent letter aleph to spell the word “if.” The homonym that is used in the phrase usually means
“with” or “close to.” It is possible to read this word as “while,” but this usage is uncommon
and rather awkward. It is more likely that the metropolitan simply confused two silent letters,
an error easily made by one who did not learn Hebrew as a child. It is also possible that this
word is spelled correctly and the following word is the abbreviation “etc.” (which is not indi-
cated properly as an abbreviation); however, this is also a very awkward and unidiomatic usage
and points to the same conclusion—the author did not leam Hebrew as a child.

16 Ap allusion to the Mishnah, Avot 2: 16. “He [Rabbi Tarfon] used to say: it is not [incum-
bent] upon thee to finish the work, but neither art thou a free man so as [to be entitled to]
refrain therefrom. . .”

17 A biblical idiom meaning “to appear before someone empty-handed.” See Exodus 23: 15
and 34:20.

18 Emphasis in the original. Ten crowns was a substantial sum, judging from some contem-
porary references in the Ukrainian press, cited in John-Paul Himka, Galician Villagers and the
Ukrainian National Mo t in the Nineteenth Century (Edmonton, 1988): ten crowns was
worth approximately a month’s earnings for a Galician tavernkeeper (p. 174); two bushels of
rye in the fall, or one in the spring (p. 166); or 0.06 hectares of land (about one-tenth of an acre;
p- 163).
19 Aramaic formula.

20 Sheptyts’kyi uses the Hebrew abbreviation “h’.”

21 That is, the ten crowns.

22 Sheptyts’kyi signs his name in Yiddish.

23 L’vov in the original, the Yiddish name for Lviv.

2 This form of dating probably indicates that the letter from the Jewish community was
received on the third of July, and the response is dated the twentieth.

25 Sheptyts’kyi uses an Aramaic construction here. The name of the community is very
difficult to read, and it could be Avolov, Ovolov, Ovolom, Ovalom, and several other possibili-
ties, none of which are listed in C. Cohen’s Shtet! Finder (Los Angeles, 1980). Although the
spelling for Ivanovka (Ivanivka? Ivaniv?) in the letter is not correct, the proximity of this town
(and towns with similar names) to Lviv make this a distinct possibility.
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Facsimile




REVIEW ARTICLES

Four Publications Commemorating the Millennium
of Christianity in Rus’-Ukraine

BORYS GUDZIAK

A THOUSAND YEARS OF CHRISTIANITY IN UKRAINE: AN
ENCYCLOPEDIC CHRONOLOGY. Compiled and edited by Osyp
Zinkewych and Andrew Sorokowski. New York, Baltimore, Toronto:
Smoloskyp Publishers and The National Committee to Com-
memorate the Millennium of Christianity in Ukraine, 1988. 312 pp.
$49.75.

A MILLENNIUM OF CHRISTIAN CULTURE IN UKRAINE.
Edited by Andrew Sorokowski. London: The Ukrainian Millennium
Committee in Great Britain, 1988. 197 pp. £20.

MILLENNIUM OF CHRISTIANITY IN UKRAINE: A SYMPO-
SIUM. Edited by Joseph Andrijisyn. Ottawa: Saint Paul University,
1987. 303 pp.

THE UKRAINIAN RELIGIOUS EXPERIENCE: TRADITION
AND THE CANADIAN CULTURAL CONTEXT. Edited by David
J. Goa. Edmonton: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies, 1989.
xiv, 243 pp. $34.95.

The basic human need for commemoration and predilection for round numbers
makes anniversaries important happenings and catalysts for new undertakings. It is
no wonder, then, that for Slavists of almost all persuasions the Millennium of the
Kievan Church and of the Christianization of Rus’-Ukraine was a special occasion
for concentrated activity. The broad consequences of Volodimer’s “fundamental
option” were duly noted by the worldwide scholarly community through a vertigi-
nous succession of congresses, conferences, and symposia. Ambitious projects for
the publication of sources were revitalized or put into motion. The festivities gen-
erated numerous encyclopedic, monographic, and popular accounts of Kievan Chris-
tianity and its multifaceted legacy. Although the din of the festivities has hardly
subsided and editors are still very much entangled in the manuscripts that the Mil-
lennium stimulated, it is not too early to begin appraising the scholarly fruits pro-
duced by the commemoration of the thousandth anniversary of the Kievan Church.
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Unfortunately, the academic yield of the millennial events was not universally
rich. Perebudova did not reach Ukraine until the Millennium year was well under
way, too late to restructure the nauchni plany of the scholarly establishment there.
Hence, the millennial conferences and publications in the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic were few in number and limited in scope by the traditional Soviet ideologi-
cal strictures, particularly confining for research on religious history or culture.! For
Ukrainian studies in the West, however, the Millennium was an opportunity for an
interdisciplinary consideration of one thousand years of Christian institutions and
culture in Rus’-Ukraine and a boon to ecclesiastical history. Since church life is
both a central element of continuity in Ukrainian history and a reflection of the
discontinuities in the Ukrainian historical experience, scrutiny of the life of the
Churches and an examination of Christian culture is an integral part of Ukrainian
studies. At a time when research on Ukrainian topics is being revitalized in Eastern
Europe and is reaching a new stage of maturity in the West, it is important to evalu-
ate critically the state of scholarship in Ukrainian ecclesiastical history and religious
studies. The four works reviewed here—a chronological survey of Ukrainian church
history, a book of essays on Christian culture in Ukraine, and two collections of Mil-
lennium conference papers—are representative of the contribution of Western
Ukrainianists to the Millennium literature. Drawing as they do from the many fields
comprising and associated with Ukrainian religious studies, the strengths and
weaknesses of these publications can be considered characteristic of the discipline in
general.

*
L

In A Thousand Years of Christianity in Ukraine: An Encyclopedic Chronology Smo-
loskyp publishers have provided the amateur, if not the scholar, with an imaginative
reference tool. A joint effort by over twenty contributors, this chronology of reli-
gious life is packed with well-organized information. The goal of the editors was
“to present the history of Christianity in Ukraine in simple chronological form”
(p. 7). Their one-volume factological documentation of the historical continuity of

1 See, for example, the published abstracts of the republican “scientific-theoretical” confer-

ence held on 20—22 April 1988 under the joint sponsorship of the Institute of Social Sciences
(Lviv) of the Academy of Sciences of the Ukrainian SSR, the Lviv oblast’ Committee of the
Communist Party of Ukraine, and the Lviv branch of the Organization for the Preservation of
Historical and Cultural Monuments, Prohresyvna suspil’ no-politychna dumka v borot’ bi proty
Jeodal’ noi reaktsii ta katolyts’ ko-uniats’ koi ekspansii na Ukraini (Lviv, 1988.) The nature of
abstracts makes it difficult to make categorical pronouncements about the conference and the
quality of the papers presented. Many of the ninety-three abstracts have slogan-like or
thoroughly derivative theses. Only two hundred copies of the rotaprint booklet were circulated.
Ukrainian scholarly debate on religious topics was stifled not only within the republic. Some
Ukrainian academics were refused exit permits to attend Western Millennium conferences. For
a discussion of a recent Soviet work on Ukrainian church history that appeared one year after
the Millennium, when liberalization had begun to take effect, see my review of S. N. Plokhyi,
Papstvo i Ukraina: Polityka rymskoi kurii na ukrainskikh zemliakh v XVI-XVII vv. (Kiev,
1989), forthcoming in Harvard Ukrainian Studies.
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Christian life in Ukraine consists of ten chapters. The first brief chapter covers the
first ten centuries AD. and the rest are devoted to the thousand years following the
Christianization of Rus’. Two-thirds of the book chronicle the seventeenth to twen-
tieth century. The last chapter (1917-1988) documents the Ukrainian Churches in
the diaspora. Most of the chapters share the same structure, that is, sections entitled
“General Characteristics of the Period,” “Chronology,” “Principle Ecclesiastical
Activity,” and “Church and Monastery Construction.” In the tenth chapter the
fourth category is replaced by an inventory of destroyed churches. The “Chronol-
ogy” section forms the heart of each chapter; it consists of a listing of dates with
brief explanations of the corresponding events, including their location and principal
participants. Tables listing the eparchies and hierarchs of the Ukrainian Churches
and political rulers are provided within the chapters and cumulatively at the end of
the volume, where the reader also finds a short bibliography and index of persons
and places. The latter index, unfortunately but understandably, does not cover the
extensive lists of church construction and destruction. Iliustrated with political and
ecclesiastic maps and embellished with over four hundred illustrations, the Ency-
clopedic Chronology is a wealth of visual as well as factual information.

The reader might overlook the frequent over-simplification (e.g., the Roman
Empire became Christian in 313; p. 13) in the description of the “General Charac-
teristics of the Period,” where in a few paragraphs the political situation in Eastern
Europe, the religious situation in Europe, and the political situation in Ukraine are
sketched. However, besides unavoidable simplification, these summaries include
numerous inaccuracies and unsubstantiated statements. Thus, for example, not only
did the Orthodox Church not lose all political influence under the Ottoman Turks
(p. 88), it arguably gained power as the only institutional representative of Christians
before the Sultanate. Nor is the “Chronology” devoid of outright errors. Jesuits first
arrived in Poland in 1564, not 1569 (p. 94). The brotherhood school in Lviv can
hardly be called a “Theological Seminary” (p. 97). Iov and not Iona (Jona) was the
first patriarch of Moscow; he was elevated to the patriarchate in 1589, not in 1588
(p. 96). It was not Metropolitan Niphontos but Exarch Nikephoros who came to
defend the Orthodox position at Brest in 1596 in the name of the patriarch of Con-
stantinople. There are some misdesignations in the captions to illustrations. The
photograph of monks in front of the Dormition Church of the Kiev Monastery of the
Caves (p. 230) could not have been taken in 1944 after the Soviet return to the city
because the church was dynamited by Soviet authorities before they left Kiev in
1941. The nascent Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church was not out on a
campaign to stamp out illiteracy; hence, the Hramatka pictured on page 222 is not a
grammar but rather a pomianyk, a diptych or register of the living and deceased to be
remembered in prayer.

Terminological problems are also not infrequent. A “rite” can be Roman, Byzan-
tine, or Alexandrian, but not “Orthodox and Catholic” (p. 93). The standard English
translations for Slavic terms are not always used: voievoda is rendered as “county-
head” instead of “palatine.” The “Tepla [Warm] Church of the Mhar Monastery”
(p. 198) is in fact the monastic community’s “winter church.” The names of Greeks
are in many cases rendered in English in transliteration from their Slavic versions.
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Finally, nowhere in the chronology is it indicated where the dating according to the
Julian calendar ends and that according to the Gregorian begins. From the end of
the sixteenth to the beginning of the twentieth century the two calendars were used
in Ukraine by various religious communities in different contexts.? The documenta-
tion concerning Ukrainian church history left by different civil and ecclesiastical
institutions reflects this chronological complexity. The editors of the Encyclopedic
Chronology should have explained how they handled the discrepancy between the
Julian and Gregorian calendars. In general, their compendium of facts is rich but not
always reliable, and must be used with care.

The synthetic articles about Ukrainian religious culture in the second publication
under consideration compliment the factographical profile of the Encyclopedic
Chronology. Prefaced by J. Dingley, with a concise historical outline provided by
the Millennium committee, A Millennium of Christian Culture in Ukraine consists
of four thematic essays introducing aspects of Ukrainian Christian literature and art.
The essays acquaint the non-specialist with some general historical patterns in dif-
ferent fields of Ukrainian culture, not neglecting to provide specific examples that
give the narrative concreteness and texture. Meant for a broad readership, the arti-
cles do not have a scholarly apparatus, except for the selected bibliographies that
follow the essays on architecture and iconography.

Titus Hewryk’s “The History of Ukrainian Church Architecture: An Introduc-
tion” is a cogent account of the evolution of the styles and forms of Ukrainian
ecclesiastical buildings. The legacy of the Greek colonies on the northern Black
Sea coast and especially that of ninth- and tenth-century Byzantium combined with
the indigenous heritage and Western influence to determine the different styles and
define the stages of Ukrainian architectonic development. The author succinctly
describes these sometimes overlapping periods—the Byzantine, Romanesque,
Gothic, Renaissance, Ukrainian Baroque—and ends with an evaluation of the eclec-
ticism of the nineteenth century and the architectural vicissitudes of the twentieth.

2 Pope Gregory XIII signed the bull Inter gravissimas promulgating the calendar reform on
24 February 1582. The new calendar was introduced between 4 October and 15 October 1582.
It was accepted in that year by King Stefan Batory, thereby making it the official civil calendar
in the Ukrainian lands of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. The calendar reform immedi-
ately became a point of controversy and was rejected by the Orthodox, so that within the Rus-
sian Empire, after the partitions of Poland including most Ukrainian lands, the Julian calendar
continued to be used for civil as well as liturgical purposes until 14 February 1918 (1 February
old style). For a survey of the various aspects of the calendar reform, including reception, see
Gregorian Reform of the Calendar: Proceedings of the Vatican Conference to Commemorate
its 400th Anniversary, 15821982, ed. C. V. Coyne, M. A. Hoskin, and O. Pederson (Vatican
City, 1983). In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries the spread between the two calendars
was ten days. On March 1 of 1700, 1800, and 1900, leap years in the Julian but not the Gre-
gorian calendar, the discrepancy increased by a day and throughout the twentieth and twenty-
first century stands at thirteen days. Cf. W. S. B. Woolhouse, Historical Measures, Weights,
Calendars & Moneys of All Nations and an Analysis of the Christian, Hebrew and Muhamma-
dan Calendars (With Tables up to 2000 A.D.) (London, 1890; reprinted Chicago, 1979), pp.
145-50.
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The account is enlivened with brief discussions of selected masterpieces, many (but
not all) of which appear in the accompanying plates. The chronology, determined by
masonry styles, is interrupted gracefully with a presentation of the vernacular
wooden architectural legacy. This general account stressing forms includes enlight-
ening remarks about materials, articulation, and oramentation. Political and
economic factors that influenced architectural processes are appropriately explained.

Of a different character is Myroslava M. Mudrak’s “Reflections on Icons,” which
projects a certain randomness implied by the title. After describing the fate of
famous Byzantine icons that sojourned in Ukraine before making their “careers” in
Muscovy (Our Lady of Vyshhorod or Vladimir) and in Poland (the Black Madonna
of Czgstochowa), the author explains various aspects of icons and icon painting: the
parts of an icon, preparation of the board and surface to be painted, technique, sym-
bolism of color, spiritual preparation, and production of icons in monasteries and
secular workshops. Types of the Mother of God icon are discussed, as well as the
development, function, and layout of the iconostasis. Particular attention is devoted
to the mosaics and iconostasis of St. Sophia in Kiev. The second part of the contri-
bution consists largely of remarks on Western Ukrainian iconography, with the
reflections on specific icons being the most insightful and concrete. Mudrak’s article
is somewhat disjointed, but covers many important bases.

Sophia Senyk’s well-written essay “Religious Literature of Rus’- Ukraine™ sets
out to introduce, describe, and characterize the reading material available in Kievan
Rus’. Giving concise and accurate explanations, the author categorizes Rus’ reli-
gious literature under the following headings: works translated from Greek (includ-
ing biblical, liturgical, monastic, and patristic literature, for which the proper Slavic
and Greek titles are given where appropriate); literature of Slavic lands earlier con-
verted to Christianity (Bulgaria and Moravia); original literature of Rus’ (including
the Boris and Gleb cycle; the literature of the Kiev Caves Monastery, particularly
the Paterikon and the Life of St. Theodosius; the Slovo of Metropolitan Ilarion; and
the writings of Cyril of Turaii, Volodimer Monomakh, and Daniel the Pilgrim). Bio-
graphical information and historical details pertinent to the presentation are sup-
plied. The overview is enlivened with a well-chosen sampling of the texts in trans-
lation. Additional remarks about the language and rhetorical character of the Chris-
tian literature of Rus’ make Senyk’s overview not only informative to the layperson
but also useful for introducing the subject in survey courses of medieval Ukrainian
or East Slavic literature, history, or culture.

In “Ukrainian Culture through the Ages” Yuri Turchenko hopes to provide “an
overview of the development and achievements of Ukrainian visual art and architec-
ture from ancient times to the present.” He begins with a prehistory of Ukrainian
culture by cataloguing the cultures (Trypillian, Antian, Scythian, Cymmerian,
Greek) that thrived on what eventually became Ukrainian ethnographic territory and
of the peoples (Sarmatians, Alans, Goths, Huns, etc.) that migrated through it, mak-
ing Ukraine a cultural crossroads. The author dispenses with the tenth to fourteenth
century in a page, presumably because much of this had been covered in the preced-
ing essays. The superficial discussion of the fifteenth to eighteenth century consists
mainly of truisms and a list of artistic achievements with little analysis or
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commentary. More perceptive is Turchenko’s presentation of Shevchenko the artist,
which comprises the majority of the treatment of the nineteenth century. The
deleterious effect of the Soviet regime on Ukrainian culture in the twentieth century
and a listing of émigré contributions to Ukrainian artistic and architectural develop-
ment closes this overambitious and unsatisfying contribution.

A Millennium of Christian Culture in Ukraine has an attractive graphic design
and is richly illustrated with over 130 photographs of churches, mosaics, icons,
sculpture, manuscript illuminations, paintings, etchings, and drawings—almost all of
them in color and of very good quality. The reader is puzzled, however, by the
lack of coordination between text and illustrations. This is especially evident with
respect to Hewryk’s article. One-quarter of the architectural plates are devoted to
the St. Sophia complex, while sixteenth-century masonry structures figuring prom-
inently in Hewryk’s text, such as the Brotherhood Church of the Dormition and the
adjoining Chapel of the Three Hierarchs, are not at all represented in the illustra-
tions. Similarly, the one illustration of a Radoslav Zuk design that is provided is not
mentioned in the text, while none of the churches listed as his outstanding projects
are to be found in the plates. The printing is virtually error-free and the texts are
stylistically well edited; the editor should have avoided some repetition. Certain
questions quickly covered by Turchenko receive more detailed discussion in the
three more focused articles, the strength of which make this volume a valuable con-
tribution to the literature of the Millennium.

One of the first Millennium conferences in North America was held in Ottawa, 7-9
November 1985, under the joint sponsorship of the Ukrainian Catholic synodal Mil-
lennium committee and St. Paul’s University. Its published proceedings include a
number of civic addresses and an appendix of documents about the celebration of
the Millennium which are of a non-academic nature and are beyond the scope of this
review. Historical topics predominate in the volume, which begins with Omeljan
Pritsak’s “The Baptism of Ukraine and Its Historical Significance.” The scholar
presents his reading of the chronicle account of Volodimer’s baptism and stipulates
dates, sequences, and underlying causes for the conversion of Rus’. Petro B. T.
Bilaniuk ranges widely in his “Search for a Religious Identity by Eastern Slavs,
IX-XII Centuries.” His discussion of the persistence of the pre-Christian Weltan-
schauung among East Slavs is interesting, despite the fact that some of his observa-
tions are based on an uncritical juxtapositioning of folkloric and documentary evi-
dence. In one of the more stimulating contributions, “The Kievan Church during the
Councils of Florence and Brest,” Thor Monczak offers an original and thought-
provoking, if somewhat speculative and not completely compelling, view of the
momentous Florence and Brest councils from the perspective of the Kievan Particu-
lar Church. According to the author, the post-Florentine Kievan Church never lost
its communion with Rome, and after Brest became divided because of “fear of being
absorbed by the Polish Particular Church” (p. 244).

Three contributions explore questions of modern and twentieth-century church
history. Alexander Baran, in “ The Ukrainian Patriarchate of Pope Gregory XVL”
narrates the fate of Gregory’s mid-nineteenth-century project for the creation of a



PUBLICATIONS COMMEMORATING THE MILLENNIUM 183

patriarchate in Lviv. The plan, one in a series of unrealized Ukrainian patriarchal
projects in the sixteenth to twentieth centuries, had the enthusiastic support of the
Austrian imperial chancellor Prince K. L. Metternich, but faltered and ultimately
was abandoned because of political difficulties, particularly Hungarian opposition to
Galician jurisdiction over Greek Catholics within Hungary. Francis Morrisey’s
“Relations between Oriental Rite and Latin Rite Catholics in Canada” outlines the
efforts of Roman Catholic bishops, members of the religious order Oblates of Mary
Immaculate, to minister to Ukrainian Catholic immigrants in Canada. The author
also briefly discusses the canonical difficulties encountered in relations between
Western and Eastern Catholics. In “Suppression de 1’Eglise gréco-catholique
ukrainienne aprés la deuxi¢éme guerre mondiale en U.R.S.S. et en Pologne: Une
comparaison,” Bohdan Bociurkiw offers an informative and careful analysis of the
liquidation of the Ukrainian Catholic Church in the Soviet Union by the pseudo-
synod of Lviv (1946) and in Poland by the massive deportation of Ukrainians
(1945-47) and the nationalization of the property of the Church (1947). The author
discusses how the political changes after 1956 allowed the Church to reconstitute
itself partially in a clandestine or semi-legal manner. A useful table with statistics of
the Ukrainian Catholic Church in Galicia in 1938 is provided (p. 104).

The volume is enriched by valuable essays on canon law and architectural his-
tory. Victor J. Pospishil’s “The Ukrainian Catholic Church—an Associated Church
of the Catholic Communion” begins with an outline of the process through which
the canonical position of the Ukrainian Catholic Church, along with that of other
Eastern Catholic Churches, has been clarified as being parallel and officially equal to
that of the Roman Church. The author discusses the difference between “rite” and
“church” and argues for a three-tiered (pope, patriarch, bishop) over a two-tiered
(pope, bishop) model of the Catholic Church. Finally he presents three models of
church association within the Catholic Church: (1) dogmaless association of
churches (Anglican communion); (2) jurisdictionless association of Churches
(Union of Florence); and (3) jurisdictional union (pattern followed by Rome since
the 1600s). Although Pospishil does take for granted the speculative hypothesis that
the Union of Brest was provoked by the establishment of the patriarchate of Mos-
cow (p. 45), his argumentation is generally astute, canonically sound, and ecumeni-
cally insightful. In “Some Geometric Characteristics of Ukrainian Church Architec-
ture,” Radoslav Zuk identifies typical geometric patterns “inherent in the specific
rhythmic relationships of the roof profile” in relation to the whole upper part of
Ukrainian church buildings. It is this rhythmic relationship and not elements like
domes or stylistic features that determines the common external character of
Ukrainian churches. Zuk demonstrates his argument with an overwhelming twenty
pages of analytical drawings and photographs.

Two modest articles discuss important ecclesiastical institutions. In “The Ori-
gins of Monastic Life in Rus’-Ukraine” Athanasius B. Pekar argues that monasti-
cism accompanied Christianization in Rus’ and that it spread quickly, exerting an
important influence on Ukrainian church life and culture. George Gajecky’s “Church
Brotherhoods and Ukrainian Cultural Renewal in the 16th and 17th Centuries,”
while offering nothing new, is an accurate albeit brief introduction to the topic.
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The collection Millennium of Christianity in Ukraine: A Symposium includes a
number of competent presentations on significant moments throughout the thousand
years of Ukrainian church life. It merits the attention of specialists, while the con-
temporary relevance of many of the topics discussed makes it of interest to a broader
readership. The volume is illustrated with interesting sixteenth- to nineteenth-
century engravings, which unfortunately are poorly reproduced. In general the
volume is adequately edited, individual oversights notwithstanding (Hungarian is
not a Slavic language; p. 257). One regrets, however, the numerous typographical
errors, especially noticeable in the scholarly apparatus.

The second collection of proceedings is based on a conference held 13—-16 March
1986 at the University of Alberta and the Provincial Museum of Alberta, in Edmon-
ton. The volume, geared toward the scholar, begins with “A Personal Reflection” by
Paul Yuzyk. Presumably the autobiographical note is included in the collection
because of Yuzyk’s early work on Ukrainian Canadian church history. It is fol-
lowed by Omeljan Pritsak’s “What Really Happened in 988?”—virtually identical to
his contribution to the St. Paul University publication, except for the addition of a
scholarly apparatus. The remaining papers are presented in four sections, the first of
which is entitled “Liturgical Tradition in the Canadian Cultural Context.” The four
articles in this section seek to appraise critically certain continuities and discontinui-
ties in Ukrainian church life. David J. Goa’s “Cosmic Ritual in the Canadian Con-
text” relies on a theoretical framework drawn from Mircea Eliade, which, however,
is not always summarized articulately. Goa points out inconsistencies in liturgical
and theological understanding and practice, but does so in a rarified way. One hopes
that the expanded discussion in the promised forthcoming book will overcome these
difficulties.

One of the better articles in the collection is Radoslav Zuk’s attempt to define
“Ukrainian” church space: “Sacred Space in Ukrainian Canadian Experience: Tradi-
tion and Contemporary Issues.” As a background for the discussion of internal space
in Ukrainian Canadian church architecture, Zuk establishes five basic types of spa-
tial configuration for churches in Ukraine proper. According to Zuk, Ukrainian-
Canadian churches show three kinds of spatial configuration (i.e., the basic
definition of the three-dimensional physical environment), two of which have little
or no precedent in Ukraine. In similar terms Zuk discusses spatial articulation
(architectural elements that modify the basic configuration, e.g., ornamentation),
pointing out that it is this aspect that frequently draws attention and becomes the
basis for popular evaluation of church buildings. For the evolution of a “significant
Ukrainian Church architecture” it is necessary “to understand the processes which
operate in the evolution of an architectural tradition” (pp. 45-46). The greatest
shortcoming of Ukrainian Canadian churches is that they “lack an abstract architec-
tural order that makes a space ‘sacred,’” and a basic spatial character which is respon-
sive to the Ukrainian cultural temperament” (p. 45). We may add (a point curiously
absent from the author’s discussion) that far too many new churches lack a respon-
siveness to the exigencies of the liturgy, a rather damning failure for structures built
primarily for worship.
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Serge Keleher in “Ukrainian Church Iconography in Canada: Models and Their
Spiritual Significance” issues a call to ritual traditionalism. The appeal is in the
guise of a discussion of Ukrainian iconography, for which a five-point typology is
presented. The summons has a valid basis, but is not argued convincingly. The con-
tribution does not, as claimed, give the “doctrinal, artistic, theological, liturgical, and
pastoral grounds” (p. 54) for accepting Keleher’s third or “authentic” model of
iconography. “Changes in the Function of the Clergy from Ukraine to Canada” by
Stephan Jarmus is a discussion of the low level of pastoral care provided by clergy
in the Ukrainian Orthodox and Catholic Churches. In examining the under-
developed state of pastoral anthropology in the Eastern church tradition,? Jarmus
takes Alexander Schmemann’s words about the liturgical role of the priest out of the
context of the liturgical discussion in which they are presented (pp. 60—61), makes a
rather untheological opposition between “church” and “the people,” and between
“liturgy” and “the service of the people” (p. 61), and identifies unynie (Greek,
&axndia) with emotional depression (p. 63).* However, his criticism of priestly min-
istry is valid, and his call to an increased pastoral awareness in the Ukrainian
Churches is a point well taken.

In the second section, entitled “Ecclesiastical Institutions in the Canadian Cul-
tural Context,” Casimir Kucharek’s article on “The Roots of Latinization and Its
Context in the Experience of Ukrainian Catholics in Canada” begins with a shaky
presentation of the historical background, particularly when dealing with sixteenth-
and seventeenth-century processes. Surely it is an overstatement to say that the
Union of Brest was preceded by a “process of liturgical reforms whose purpose was
to standardize Ukrainian church practice” and that “this uniformity had been largely
achieved by the time of the Union” (pp. 69—-70). The acceptance of the Union by
individual bishops cannot be equated with the union of their respective eparchies
since these often remained divided in their allegiances (p. 78, fn. 2). Ukrainian

3 For a theological discussion of how “the faith of the [Orthodox] church provides solid
ground for social action,” see Georges Florovsky, “The Social Problem in Eastern Orthodoxy,”
in Collected Works of Georges Florovsky, vol. 2 (Belmont Mass., 1974), pp. 131~42. The
essay originally appeared in the Journal of Religious Thought 3, no. 1 (autumn/winter,
1950~-51):41-51.

4 ’Axndla, despondency, understood as the inner “voice claiming God has no mercy and love
for men” or as the lack of will to move from a depressed state, is considered in Eastern Chris-
tian spirituality one of the eight (not seven, as in later Western tradition) cardinal sins or vices,
first enumerated by Origen and given a new order by Evagrios Pontikos; Irénée Hausherr,
“L’origine de la théorie orientale des huits péchés capitaux,” Orientalia Christiana 30, no. 3
(1933):164—-75. In this sense the lethargy of the spirit is the cause as well as the effect of clin-
ical depression. It is Gxndia or spiritual sloth as a cause of clinical depression that was con-
demned as sinful in the ascetic tradition, not depression itself. This distinction was not
expressed in modern psychological categories, but it was nevertheless real. For a classical
monastic formulation, see “Step 13-Despondency” in John Klimax (Climacus), The Ladder of
Divine Ascent, trans. by Colm Luibheid and Norman Russell, notes on trans. by Norman
Russell, introd. by Kallistos Ware (New York, 1982), pp. 162—64. For a discussion of axndia
see Walther Volker, Scala Paradisi. Eine Studie zu Johannes Climacus und zugleich eine
Vorstudie zu Symeon dem Neuen Theologen (Wiesbaden, 1968), pp. 89-97.
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nobility became Roman Catholic and polonized not only despite Pope Urban VIII’s
decree of 1624 against transfer of rite, but before it, in the second half of the six-
teenth century.’ There is no evidence that Protestant influence was significant in the
reestablishment of the Orthodox hierarchy in Ukraine in 1620 by Patriarch Theo-
phanes of Jerusalem (p. 70). It is not true that in the eighteenth and nineteenth centu-
ries the Ukrainian Catholic Church did not have its own seminaries (p. 72). In 1783
a general seminary for Greek Catholics was founded in Lviv and functioned until
1944, with interruptions during World War I and during the first Soviet occupation
of Galicia, 1939-41.% The author proceeds to list extensively external manifesta-
tions of latinization in Ukrainian ecclesiastical practice in Canada and then discusses
the theological differences between Byzantines and pre-Vatican I Westerners. He
appropriately notes the “nearly total lack of orientation. ..and ‘spirit’ of Eastern
theology” (p. 73) among Eastern Catholics in Canada, rightfully linking this to the
training that Eastern Catholic seminarians receive in Latin seminaries.

The difficulties of establishing Ukrainian Catholic ecclesiastical organization in
the new social conditions of the Canadian world are presented by Andrii Krawchuk
in “Social Tradition and Social Change: The Ukrainian Catholic Church and Emi-
gration to Canada Prior to World War IL” Krawchuk convincingly argues that the
conservative mind-set of Bishop Nykyta Budka, representative of the loyalist or
monarchical attitudes of Ukrainian clergy in Austrian Galicia, as well as the shor-
tage of priests exacerbated by the ban on married clergy, were important factors in
contributing to the fact that by 1931, 40 percent of the Canadian Ukrainian popula-
tion, almost all descendants of Eastern Catholics, belonged to different Churches.
(A minor correction: Bishop Soter Ortyns’kyi was appointed 4 July 1907, not in
1908; p. 88.) “Ukrainian Religious Congregations in Canada: Tradition and
Change” by Sophia Senyk is a good introductory survey of the activity of the Basi-
lian, Redemptorist, and Studite Fathers and the Sister Servants of Mary Immaculate
in the early phase of Ukrainian Catholic church life in Canada. The article suc-
cinctly presents different profiles of the respective orders or monastic communities
and discusses the manner in which each congregation adapted its style to the com-
mon concern of ministering to the spiritual needs of Ukrainian immigrants. The
difficuities encountered by the congregations and their successes and failures are
compared. Roman Yereniuk, in the informative “Church Jurisdictions and Jurisdic-
tional Changes Among Ukrainians in Canada, 1891-1925,” outlines the develop-
ment of the Greek Catholic ecclesiastical organization in response to the spiritual
needs of Greek Catholics from Galicia and the struggle of four other ecclesiastical
bodies (not merely jurisdictions) for the allegiance of the Greek Catholic Galicians

5 The decree, though signed, was in fact never promulgated, and no prohibition to transfer rite
was issued by Rome until 1774, after the first partition of Poland. By then all the damage had
been done. Cf. Enrico Benedetti, “Le vicende di un decreto della Propaganda sul passaggio dei
Ruteni al rito Latino (1624),” Stoudion 1 (1923-24):12-16, 41-45, 65-68, 129-35,
167-72.

6 Myroslav Marusyn, Pohliad na vykhovannia kandydativ dukhovnoho stanu na Ukraini
(Rome, 1964), reprinted from Bohosloviia 21-24 (1943-63): 34-38.
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and Orthodox Bukovinians. The organizational efforts of the following Churches
are summarized: the Russian Orthodox Greek Catholic Mission in North America
(later the North American diocese of the Russian Orthodox Church), the All-Russian
Patriarchal Orthodox Church (Seraphimite Church), the Independent Greek Church
(referred to as the Ruthenian Independent Orthodox Church) and the Ukrainian
Greek Orthodox Church of Canada. This is followed by a list of ten factors that
caused Canadian Ukrainians to change their ecclesiastical allegiance.

“Historical Factors in the Maintenance of Religion and Ethnicity,” the third sec-
tion, includes a number of miscellaneous contributions. Dennis J. Dunn’s “The
Vatican, the Kremlin and the Ukrainian Catholic Church” is in fact a description of
Russian persecution of the Ukrainian Catholic Church from the seventeenth to the
twentieth century. Although such a pattern of persecution is identifiable and analyz-
able, Dunn presents it anachronistically, all in light of twentieth-century events.
Sixteenth- through eighteenth-century processes are simplified and collapsed. There
is, thus, no differentiation between “the Kremlin” of the sixteenth, eighteenth to
nineteenth, or twentieth century. The author is at his best in commenting on the
Vatican’s Ostpolitik and on twentieth-century affairs in general. But even here he is
guilty of facile generalizations, for example, in maintaining that nationalists in
Eastern Europe were not “anti-religious but pro-religious” (p. 138).

Bohdan Bociurkiw’s “Soviet Suppression of the Greek Catholic Church in
Ukraine and its Impact on Ukrainian Catholics in Canada” competently analyzes the
factors shaping the Soviet decision to destroy the Ukrainian Catholic Church
(reiterating parts of the essay in the St. Paul University collection). He outlines the
life of the underground church since 1946, and offers a few remarks on the response
of Ukrainian Catholics in Canada. Besides Ewan Lowig, who writes of the Union
and of Greek Catholic church life disparagingly, Bociurkiw is the only author in the
volume who regularly uses the term “Uniate,” an appellation that is not official, in
modern usage catries a derogatory connotation, and is generally spurned by Eastern
Catholics themselves. Vasyl Markus’s “ The Role of the Patriarchal Movement in
the Ukrainian Catholic Church” is a well-informed and balanced overview of the
patriarchal movement by an active participant. Markus traces the development of the
movement beginning with Vatican II, when Metropolitan Slipyj proposed that the
Ukrainian Catholic Church be raised to patriarchal dignity. The role of the hierar-
chy, clergy and monastic orders, and laity is discussed. In conclusion ten general
observations are presented. Oleh Wolowyna’s “Linguistic-Cultural Assimilation
and Changes in Religious Denominations of Ukrainian Canadians” provides fifteen
tables of religious demographics, socioeconomic characteristics, and linguistic-
denominational correlation that illustrate the assimilation of faithful from the main-
line Ukrainian Churches (Orthodox and Eastern Catholic) to the Roman Catholic,
Protestant, and Fundamentalist ecclesiastical organizations. The text of the article
consists of a summary of the tables. (On p. 180, table 14 is misread.)

The last section, “Religion, Ethnicity and Jurisdiction: Case Studies,” includes
three articles. Vivian Olender, in “Symbolic Manipulation in the Proselytizing of
Ukrainians: An Attempt to Create a Protestant Uniate Church,” discusses the vision
of Canadian Presbyterians for their work among immigrants from continental
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Europe and describes the rise and fall of the the Greek Independent Church, a
Byzantine-Protestant ecclesiastical body that ultimately failed, according to the
author, because it violated Ukrainian religious and cultural sensibilities and aban-
doned traditional Ukrainian liturgical practices. Evan Lowig’s “The Historical
Development of Ukrainians within the Orthodox Church in America: A Compara-
tive Study” is rambling, impressionistic, and generally unscholarly. In “Three Par-
ishes: A Study in the Ethnic Use of Religious Symbols,” Sophia Matiasz compares
three Ukrainian Catholic parishes in Edmonton, Alberta, and offers an interesting if
not always compelling anthropological analysis of Ukrainian Canadian church com-
munities. In an elegant afterword, entitled “Eastern Christianity in Modern Culture:
Genius and Dilemma,” Jaroslav Pelikan heartily toasts the Eastern heritage of the
Ukrainian Churches, while discretely reminding them of the many challenges that lie
ahead.

The volume is generally well edited and well printed (although the Polish 1
appears often as o), and is distributed with a handsome dust-jacket. Unnecessary
overlap in contributions on related topics and factual discrepancies are generally
avoided. The Ukrainian Religious Experience: Tradition and the Canadian Cultural
Context contains a number of careful, competent, and thought-provoking essays that
are commended to an academic readership. There are, however, a number of medio-
cre or weak entries that make the volume uneven.

*
* ok

The Millennium publications discussed above are all welcome additions to the
literature on the historical road of Ukrainian Christianity and religious culture.
Their strengths and shortcomings are a reflection of the spiritual and cultural
achievements and weaknesses of the Ukrainian Christian experience, as well as a
gauge of contemporary Western studies of Ukrainian church life. It is no surprise,
therefore, that the most satisfying contributions analyze Ukrainian church architec-
ture. Despite the ravages of time and tyranny, church buildings remain a singular
collective monument to Volodimer’s Christianization and its lasting legacy. The
liturgical exigencies of Eastern Christianity and aesthetic aptitude of centuries of
professional and folk masters have created a tradition that surpasses the develop-
ment of other modes of cultural expression, making church architecture the out-
standing Ukrainian cultural contribution. Hewryk’s and Zuk’s articles and the lists
and reproductions of churches in the Encyclopedic Chronology do justice to this
achievement.

The architectural essays in these volumes are noteworthy for another reason.
Ukrainian church history in the West has made much progress in the publication of
sources preserved in archival repositories in Western Europe, particularly in Rome,
and in elaborating narrowly defined topics, but there has been a marked shortage of
synthesis, comparison, and thought-provoking analyses of processes and trends.
Given the factological character of the Encyclopedic Chronology or the specific
nature of many of the contributions published in the two collections of conference
papers, this selection of Millennium literature remains within the limitations of this
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tradition. There is relatively little discussion of underlying or basic causes, the
apprehension of which is ultimately the stuff of history. Here the architectural con-
tributions are a happy exception. One does not necessarily have to agree with Zuk’s
architectural analysis or architectonic philosophy to recognize that his is a serious
attempt to understand what is at the heart of Ukrainian church architecture and to
elaborate and realize this essential quality in the contemporary context and for con-
temporary needs. His interpretation of the form of Ukrainian churches throughout
history is founded on a simple and convincing notion. According to Zuk, it is not
the literal symbols such as domes and iconostases that ultimately determine the
“Ukrainianness” of churches. Having relegated aspects of architectural articulation
to a position of secondary importance, he tries to identify what definition of space is
characteristic of Ukrainian churches. Although one may question whether architec-
ture can be characterized on the basis of form without taking into account
functional—in this case liturgical—considerations, Zuk’s abstractions are enlighten-
ing. The analysis of the other aspects of ecclesiastical life discussed in these Millen-
nium publications is not as ambitious.

The prominence in the Millennium literature of genres of Ukrainian material cul-
ture, such as architecture and iconography, stands in contrast to the weak treatment
of the Ukrainian Christian literary heritage. With the exception of Senyk’s survey of
Rus’ religious literature, the discussion of language and lettres are virtually absent
from these publications. Theology appears only tangentially and the field of philo-
sophy remains completely unbroached. Admittedly, neither the four volumes indivi-
dually nor taken as a group have as their goal the study of every aspect of the
Ukrainian Christian legacy. Nevertheless, the want of theological or philosophical
investigations indicates serious lacunae that are characteristic of Ukrainian studies in
general. Much more needs to be done in these fields to supplement our understand-
ing of Ukrainian history and culture.

The liturgy in the Ukrainian tradition offers a fascinating subject for careful
retrospection and creative analysis. The understanding of liturgical practice in the
Ukrainian context over the centuries is intimately tied to broader ecclesiastical and
indeed political processes. Ukrainian Orthodox under the leadership of Mohyla in
the seventeenth century and again in the twentieth century, and Ukrainian Catholics
in the twentieth century in the person of Sheptyts’kyi, were in the liturgical avant-
guarde, catalyzing movements of liturgical reform of wide consequence. Yet the
liturgical and ritual discussions in the volumes under review do not go beyond the
point of superficial description of contemporary problems and purist declarations,
indisputable but no longer revealing. So, for example, there is no analysis of the
roots and growth of latinization, and the remedy given is a vague summons to an
idealized past. The real danger of theological confusion and careless eclecticism in
liturgical life needs to be articulated more clearly and persuasively. The academic
Millennium forums were surely an opportunity for a more profound argumentation
and more penetrating consideration of the nature and future of the Ukrainian liturgi-
cal identity and practice.
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The Millennium publications also reflect the chronological strengths and
weaknesses in the study of Ukrainian church history and culture. Traditionally, the
medieval period in Rus’ history, with its distinct and limited source base, has
attracted much attention in the historiography. At one Millennium conference, a
scholar accused of making only a minor contribution to the understanding of
medieval Rus’ culture in his paper adroitly defended himself by likening his
research to “squeezing water out of stone—every drop counts.” To be sure, the
literature of the Millennium supplements the medieval bibliography and adds to our
understanding of some early-modern and twentieth-century ecclesiastic develop-
ments. However, entire periods of the Christian legacy in Ukraine, especially the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, remained neglected in the two Millennium
conferences whose proceedings are under review. In many respects, the eighteenth
century witnessed a precipitous decline in Ukrainian ecclesiastical and cultural life
and the study of this decline is important for the understanding of the Ukrainian reli-
gious experience. The intellectual, historical, and even theological revival that was
occurring in Eastern Ukraine, particularly in Kiev, in the nineteenth century has also
been neglected in Ukrainian religious studies. Although not always sympathetic to
Ukrainian national concerns, the nineteenth-century revitalization of ecclesiastical,
cultural, and intellectual life was a precondition for many twentieth-century
developments, and is an important, yet unwritten, chapter in Ukrainian religious his-
tory.

There are in fact many unwritten chapters. We know little about the ecclesiasti-
cal microstructure in Ukraine. How extensive was the parish network and how did
the institution of the parish change over the centuries? What was the role of the
clergy and wives of clergy in society? Although researchers have noted the impor-
tance of religious minorities in Ukraine, especially the role of Protestants in the six-
teenth and seventeenth century,” knowledge about Jews and Muslims and their rela-
tions with Christian populations does not go far beyond traditional stereotypes. Stu-
dents of religion in Ukraine are just beginning to raise some of the questions that
have for decades been the concern of their colleagues examining religious life in
other parts of the world. What was the nature of popular religiosity? In what way
does the image of the religious experience change when viewed from the perspective
of the pew as well as the pulpit? What was the role of women in religious life and
the place of religion in the lives of women? It is perhaps important to recall that a
century ago Orest Levyts’kyi posed a number of these questions in his essay on
Ukrainian social history. Moreover, the Kiev school of scholars of which he was a
part made important contributions to the intellectual history of religion in Ukraine.
It is time that these inquiries be revived. Finally, Ukrainian religious history needs
to be placed more firmly in the broader context of the Byzantine tradition, Eastern
and Western Christianity, and the world religious experience. In this way the role

7 For the most recent study, see M. V. Dmitriev, Pravoslavie i Reformatsiia: Reformatsion-
nye dvizheniia v vostochno-slavianskikh zemliakh Rechi Pospolitoi vo vtoroi polovine XVI v.
(Moscow, 1990), and my review forthcoming in Russian Review.
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that ecclesiastical and cultural neighbors played in the development of Christianity
in Ukraine can be more clearly identified, while much insight will be gained by
comparing religious pathways with other trajectories in the Ukrainian legacy.

The formidability of the tasks that await Ukrainianists does not in any way
detract from the academic accomplishments wrought by the celebration of the Mil-
lennium. The Millennium literature, when it is finally all available, will contribute
much to the field of Ukrainian studies. Most importantly, it will deepen our under-
standing of the continuity of the Ukrainian religious experience over a period of one
thousand years, from Volodimer’s Kiev to contemporary Ukraine and its
beleaguered Churches, and beyond to a broad and diversified diaspora. All serious
discussion of East European history and the history of Christianity must take into
account this historical phenomenon. Current events will also affect our perception of
Ukraine’s religious history. A new present with its fresh perspective, questions, and
sensibilities will create a “new past.” For the Ukrainianist, the political changes that
have occurred since the Millennium offer many opportunities. For the first time he
or she can expect to have access to sources concealing the answers to old and new
queries. These opportunities summon scholars to new responsibilities. Given the
state of Ukrainian society and scholarship, one of the central questions confronting
the historian of religious life surely must be: “How did Ukraine come to its present
moral and spiritual condition?”® The Millennium occasioned much reflection and
research concerning this puzzle, and the resulting publications are a provisional
compte rendu. Indeed, it would be a worthy bibliographical contribution to catalo-
gue all of these publications. Such an inventory would serve as a useful reference
guide and will be the first step toward a critical examination of the Millennium cele-
bration itself. The anniversary events animated ecclesiastical life and became an
important moment in the contemporary transformations occurring in Eastern Europe.
As such, the record that the Millennium commemoration leaves behind has much to
tell us about the present as well as the past.

Harvard University

8  Here I borrow from a classic discussion of the state of American religious history, “The
Problem of the History of Religion in America,” Church History 39 (1970): 22435, reprinted
in Church History: Centennial Issue 57 (1988), supplement: 127-38, in which Sydney E.
Ahistrom suggests (p. 137) that “the historian’s efforts will (or should) be on these long-term
and short-term forces that we point to when we are asking the question: ‘How did America
come to its present moral and spiritual condition?”
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In 1975 a great hoard of medieval manuscripts was discovered in a rubble-filled
room inside of the north wall of St. Catherine’s Monastery on Mount Sinai. News
of this discovery was leaked to the West European and Greek press in 1978. Even
from the early reports it was clear that the find included not only Greek manuscripts,
but also manuscripts in a variety of other languages: Arabic, Syriac, Hebrew,
Armenian, Georgian, Ethiopic, Coptic, Latin, and Church Slavonic. Some of the
early reports were by scholars who had been permitted briefly to examine the newly
discovered manuscripts, namely, Professors S. Agourides, L. Politis, and N. M.
Panayotakis from Athens, and Professor M. Altbauer from Jerusalem.! Finally, in
1981 Archbishop Damianos of Sinai, head of the autocephalous Orthodox Church of
Sinai, gave official notice of the discoveries in a report to the Sixteenth International
Congress of Byzantinists, at Vienna.2

Two years later, in 1983, the Hellenic Association for Slavic Studies announced
that a catalogue of the newly discovered Slavonic manuscripts, written by Professor
1. C. Tamanidis of the University of Thessaloniki, would be ready to send to the
press “in a matter of months.”3 However, its publication was delayed until 1988, in
part because Professor Tarnanidis was able to make a third study trip to the
monastery in 1984, during which the new Slavonic manuscripts were “finally and
definitively numbered and photographed” (p. 41). As a result of this trip he was able
to reassign a number of fragments to one or another codex.

Professor Tarnanidis’s final assessment is that the new finds represent forty-one
distinct Slavonic manuscripts, not twenty or so as reported earlier. Five of them are
Glagolitic, the rest Cyrillic. The Glagolitic manuscripts are all ascribed by him to
the eleventh and twelfth centuries, as are two of the Cyrillic manuscripts. Of the

! On the discovery in general see Agourides and Charlesworth (1978), Charlesworth (1979,
1980, 1981), Politis (1980). For its Slavic aspects see Veder (1981: 30-32), Sevienko (1982),
and Altbauer (1987); cf. also Altbauer (1985) and Altbauer and Mare¥ (1980, 1981).

2 Aoynavog (1982).

3 Announcement (1983).
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remaining Cyrillic manuscripts, seven are attributed to the thirteenth century, five to
the thirteenth or fourteenth century, nineteen to the fourteenth century, and three to
the fifteenth or sixteenth century.

Two of the Glagolitic finds and seven of the Cyrillic ones consist of new leaves
from codices already known to be in the monastery’s library. We now have substan-
tially more folia not only of the two well-known Glagolitic Old Church Slavonic
manuscripts (at least 28 new folia of the Euchologion and 32 new folia of the
Psalter), but also of three early Cyrillic manuscripts: 17 new folia of the early
Rus’ian Psalter, 9 new folia of Dobromir’s Tetraevangelion, and 30 new folia of the
oldest Serbian Psalter.# Professor Tarnanidis provides clear black-and-white photo-
graphs of all the new leaves from these five manuscripts, which serve as a necessary
supplement to their earlier photographic editions.> These photographs occupy
slightly more than one third of the entire volume (pp. 219-351) and are by far its
most important contribution to Church Slavonic paleography, codicology, textology,
and linguistics.

In addition to these photographs, the volume contains a preface (by Archbishop
Damianos of Sinai), a foreword and an introduction in Greek and in English
(pp. 9-59), descriptions in English of the five Glagolitic manuscripts (pp. 65—-108)
and of the thirty-six Cyrillic ones (pp. 109—181), and color photographs of indivi-
dual leaves from all the Glagolitic manuscripts and from about two-thirds of the
Cyrillic ones (pp. 185-216).5 A very brief bibliography, an index, and a list of
errata conclude the volume.

It should be noted at once that Professor Tarnanidis was able to spend only
thirty-six days at the monastery while preparing the present volume; he was obliged
to work chiefly from microfilms and other photographs. He himself considers his
book to be not so much a catalogue as a preliminary contribution to the cataloguing
and study of the newly discovered manuscripts, which eventually will be followed
by a full catalogue of all the Slavic manuscripts, old as well as new, at Mount Sinai
(p. 58).7 He also has felt himself free to treat individual manuscripts in different

4 The parts of these codices that were already known to scholarship are Mss 37/0, 38/0, 6/0,
43/0, and 8/0, respectively. Further leaves from three of these manuscripts are in the USSR
(cf. Svodnyj katalog 1984: nos. 28, 34-36, 71) and in Paris (cf. Stan¢ev 1981: no. 1). The
other four manuscripts for which new leaves have been discovered are Mss 2/0O+32/N,
16/0 + 16/N, 40/0 +40/N and probably 28/0+35/N. It is not yet clear whether Mss 10/N and
21/0 are parts of the same manuscript.

5 Nahtigal (1941-42), Altbauer (1971, 1973, 1979), Altbauer and Lunt (1978).

6 Color photographs 7 and 8 have been interchanged by mistake. The leaf from the Psalter of
Dimitri (Ms 3/N) is photograph 7, whereas photograph 8 reproduces f. 21r of the newly
discovered part of the Psalterium Sinaiticum (Ms 2/N), matching the black-and-white photo-
graph on p. 269.

7 It might also be desirable to include in such a catalogue descriptions of all Slavic
manuscripts formerly in St. Catherine’s Monastery, but removed by scholars and collectors
during the last two centuries. Among them are the palimpsest leaves with part of an early
Glagolitic liturgical text (an Oktoéchos?) as their undertext (Lunt 1958; Svodnyj katalog 1984:
no. 305) and probably also the Kiev Folia (Nim¢uk 1983: 7—13; Svodnyj katalog 1984: no. 1).
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ways, describing some at considerable length, others in cursory fashion. Thus, the
descriptions of all but seven of the Cyrillic manuscripts are quite brief, occupying no
more than two pages each; and even the longest descriptions of Cyrillic manuscripts
(Mss 20/N, 24/N) are only about eight pages long. In contrast, twenty-two pages are
devoted to the description of the new leaves from the Euchologium Sinaiticum (MS
1/N).% Regarded as a preliminary contribution, Professor Tarnanidis’s book merits
the praise of his fellow Slavists and sharpens their eagerness to have a full catalogue
of all Slavic manuscripts at Mount Sinai.”

*
% %k

All five of the Glagolitic manuscripts are Old Church Slavonic in the wide sense of
the term, and in their totality they constitute by far the largest body of new material
to be discovered in that language since 1845-1850. It is clear that all future gram-
mars and dictionaries of Old Church Slavonic will have to take these five
manuscripts into account, and that full facsimile and critical editions of them should
be published as soon as possible.

Of the Glagolitic manuscripts, it is MS 5/N, the Sinai Missal, that may prove to be
the most interesting, inasmuch as the next oldest Church Slavonic missals (other
than small fragments) are about three centuries younger than it. The badly damaged
character of this manuscript has prevented Professor Tamanidis from providing a
detailed account of its contents, but even the brief description and the two photo-
graphs of it which he gives have led this reviewer to the conclusion that Ms 5/N is
not a separate manuscript at all, but a further part of the Euchologium Sinaiticum,
Ms 37/0 + 1/N. The present separate binding of MS 5/N, of which only a small frag-
ment is left, need not be original; the hand and orthography of its first scribe, as well
as its layout and its size, all appear to be the same as those of the Euchologium.!©

Further support for this conclusion comes from a recent discovery made by Pro-
fessor J. Schaeken (1989), who has observed that some of the brief scraps of the new
manuscript’s text that Professor Tarnanidis has printed correspond much more
closely to the Byzantine Liturgy of St. Peter than they do to the Roman Catholic

Cf. also Svodnyj katalog 1984: nos. 166 and 304 (both of which, together with no. 305, are
parts of Sinai Ms 34/0), as well as nos. 321 and 322.

8 None of the descriptions, whether long or short, are quite on the level of sophistication
which one might have hoped for if Professor Tarnanidis had had more time to work with the
original manuscripts. For some general discussion of the desiderata see Mathiesen (1987).

9 Cf. other reviews by Birnbaum (1989), Bldhov4 (1989), Tkadlétk (1989), and Velteva
(1988).

10 Note, too, that the early Glagolitic Kiev Folia, although probably not originally a part of
the Euchologium, may have been preserved in the same binding with it for a time, since they
have been severely trimmed to the same size as the leaves of the Euchologium. Moreover, the
later Glagolitic hand of the added text on f. 1r of the Kiev Folia appears to be the same as the
Glagolitic hand of the Easter Table added to f. IIr (Sreznevskij IlIr) of the Euchologium. Cf.
Panteli¢ (1985: 25-41) and Schaeken (1989:36-37).
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Order of the Mass.!! In an article which seems not to have been noticed either by
Professor Tarnanidis or by Professor Schaeken, the present reviewer had already
argued that the Euchologium Sinaiticum originally contained a text of the Liturgy of
St. Peter (in a different redaction than that of the two known Cyrillic manuscripts) as
well as one of the Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom, and that the detached fragment of
the Euchologium Sinaiticum known as Uspenskij’s Bifolium preserves the end of
the latter text and the beginning of the former.!2 He is now confident that a much
larger fragment of this same text of the Liturgy of St. Peter is still extant in Ms 5/N,
and that Uspenskij’s Bifolium belongs to this part of the Euchologium Sinaiticum.

Thus we come to see ever more clearly how the Euchologium Sinaiticum, which
is not a homogeneous manuscript either in its language or in its texts, consists of
translations made during several distinct periods in the early history of Church Sla-
vonic. The Church Slavonic translation of the Liturgy of St. Peter that is preserved
in this manuscript probably belongs to one of the oldest of these strata, as does the
Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom.!3 A full critical edition of all extant parts of the
Euchologium Sinaiticum, such as Professor Tarnanidis proposes to make
(pp. 73-74), is therefore greatly needed. However, such an edition cannot be made
until MS 5/N has been examined with more care, in order to determine whether or
not its leaves belong to the Euchologium. Such a determination will have to take
physical as well as textual evidence into account.

Fortunately, even the severely damaged condition of these leaves need not
prevent a properly equipped scholar from editing them, for the technology now
exists not only to conserve the manuscript—to separate its leaves, to clean them and
to stabilize their condition—but also to produce photographs of them which will be
much more legible than the original leaves themselves, even after they have been
conserved. In addition, it has recently become possible to determine by laboratory
means to within approximately thirty years just when the Euchologium Sinaiticum,
or any other Glagolitic or Cyrillic manuscript, was written, if its ink meets certain
chemical criteria.!* In the course of the next two or three decades, this new

11 For the Liturgy of St. Peter in Church Slavonic see the studies by VaSica (1939-46, 1940),
Dostdl (1965), Laurengik (1971), Tkadlétk (1971), Mare¥ (1977, 1981a, 1981b, 1982), and
Robinson (1988). Prior to Schaeken’s discovery, a Church Slavonic version of the Liturgy of
St. Peter had been known only from two Cyrillic manuscripts of the seventeenth century and
from the scant traces of a different, much earlier text which Vagica had succeeded in extracting
from the oldest extant Church Slavonic version of the Roman Catholic Ordo Missae (preserved
in some of the oldest Glagolitic missals, from the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries). Even the
limited material that Tarnanidis gives permits one to see that the version of Ms 5/N corresponds
more closely to the traces of the Liturgy of St. Peter in the Glagolitic Ordo Missae than does
the version of the two seventeenth-century Cyrillic manuscripts.

12 Mathiesen (1985).

13 Cf. Dostl (1965, 1966).

14 Much of this technology has been developed only within the last decade, and the great
majority of specialists in medieval manuscripts is still poorly informed about it. Moreover, not
all of it has been described in print, and what is in print is often in publications not usually read
by manuscript specialists. See especially Richards (1977), Benton, Gillespie, and Soha (1979),
Hellinga (1982:89-94, pl. IV), Sternberg and Brayer (1983), and Neff (1986), as well as a
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technology will give us not only a number of newly legible texts, but also much
more accurate dates for the many medieval Glagolitic and Cyrillic manuscripts that
serve as primary sources for the history of most Slavic languages and literatures.
This may, in turn, require us to reexamine some of the commonly accepted results of
past scholarship in these fields. Truly these are exciting times for a Slavic philolo-
gist to work in!
***

A comparison of Professor Tarnanidis’s work with Altbauer’s brief reports gives
rise to the question whether one Glagolitic manuscript—namely, a large
homilary—may have been overlooked during the cataloguing of the new
discoveries.!5 Professor Altbauer was able to see the new Glagolitic manuscripts for
only about twenty minutes, in May 1979. He wishes it to be clearly understood that
his identification of such a homilary is based on nothing more than his hasty first
impression of the contents of a large number of Glagolitic leaves which he was not
allowed time to examine thoroughly, and thus it may prove to be erroneous.
Nevertheless, the question can only be answered by a thorough reexamination of the
whole body of newly discovered manuscripts which have not yet been identified and
catalogued. The importance of this manuscript, if it exists, would justify the labor of
such a reexamination.

Tantalized by the early reports, and by a small number of photographs privately
obtained, scholars have already applied for photographs of the newly discovered
manuscripts, only to be informed that such requests would not be honored until the
first catalogues of the finds were published.'® Now that Professor Tarnanidis’s
catalogue of the Slavonic manuscripts has appeared, one hopes that it will be possi-
ble to order such photographs directly from St. Catherine’s Monastery. Slavic phi-
lologists in many lands are eager to begin studying these new manuscripts.

Brown University

recent news report in Time (14 March 1988: 80—81), on the technology to enhance photographs
of medieval manuscripts. For the new method of dating medieval manuscripts see McNeil
(1984).

15 Veder (1981:31), Altbauer (1987: 39).

16 Cf. Sevenko (1982:120).
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REVIEWS

THE PATERIK OF THE KIEVAN CAVES MONASTERY.
Translated and edited by Muriel Heppell. Harvard Library of Early
Ukrainian Literature, English Translations, vol. 1. Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute, 1989. lii, 262 pp.
$25.00.

This important work will already be familiar to specialists in Slavic history. It is not
as well known as it should be to Western scholars; this translation, by Dr. Muriel
Heppell, therefore fills a serious gap in our records of the ecclesiastical history of the
Middle Ages. It should prove to be a work of great value to all scholars in this field
who are not acquainted with its original language.

The Paterik is the only detailed record of monastic history in Rus’ which has
come down to us from the pre-Mongol period. It is therefore a unique source for the
development of monasticism not only in Kiev but in Western Rus’ as a whole. The
work was written in the early thirteenth century, largely under the inspiration of
Simon, bishop of Vladimir and Suzdal’, who had himself been a monk in the Caves
Monastery. It incorporates earlier works, the Life of St. Feodosij written by the
Kievan monk Nestor in the late eleventh century, and excerpts from the life of the
monastery’s founder, St. Antonij, obviously written in the same monastery and of
early but uncertain date. The later part of the collection is almost certainly the work
of two authors, Bishop Simon himself and his contemporary and friend the monk
Polikarp, with a few later additions. The earliest extant manuscript dates from 1406,
further and slightly fuller copies being made in 1460 and 1462.

The earliest tradition of the founding of the Caves Monastery goes back to St.
Antonij, a hermit who about the middle of the eleventh century took up residence in
a cave which he found near the city of Kiev. Simon, a Varangian prince of Kiev,
was so much impressed by St. Antonij that he decided to found a monastery. The
building of the church dates from the time of Antonij’s successor St. Feodosij, who
was abbot of the community until 1074, The manuscript makes it clear that “pious
princes, Christ-loving boyars, and venerable monks™ all played their part in the
development of this remarkable institution.

The inspiration clearly came from Greece. St. Antonij had spent some time on
Mount Athos, and he desired to copy the lives of the desert fathers as recorded in the
Lausiac History and the Life of St. Antony by Athanasius. From Greece also came
the special devotion of the house to the Theotokos, the Mother of God, who, it was
believed, had bestowed an icon of herself upon certain Greek craftsmen and com-
manded them to build her a church at Kiev. The ordering of the monastery always
showed strongly the influence of the eremitic life, although it is clear that at the
same time it was by no means cut off from the secular world, and that successive
princes of Kiev were in the habit of coming to the monks for advice, and even of
staying to meals (which Prince Izjaslav declared to be tastier than anything prepared



Reviews 201

in the royal kitchen; he was firmly told that this was due to the blessings sought by
the monks at every stage of the preparation). In fact, the lives of the monks were,
for the most part, extremely ascetic, although backsliders were not unknown and
some of them seem to have accumulated private property in defiance of the rule.

Very interesting comparisons might be made between the Paterik and the lives of
some of the monastic saints of the West, notably the Life of St. Columba and that of
St. Dunstan, both of which show the same interaction between the world of the
ascetic monk and that of the adviser to statesmen. The career of Bishop Simon of
Vladimir and Suzdal’ invites a comparison with that of a slightly earlier English
bishop, St. Hugh, the Carthusian bishop of Lincoln, who showed the same combina-
tion of ascetic devotion with remarkable firmness in dealing with a recalcitrant
prince.

Of the influence of the Caves Monastery upon later Rus’ monastic history I am
not qualified to speak, but clearly it was very strong. Some seventy monasteries
whose records are now lost are known to have existed before the Mongol invasions.
Moreover, as Dr. Heppell herself points out, the monks were intimately involved in
the social and political life of the city of Kiev, so that the work throws considerable
light on the history of the development of the medieval principalities in Rus’. For
the Western student of ecclesiastical history the value of the Paterik is very great
indeed, since it provides a counter-balance to our general preoccupation with the
rules and practices of Western Christendom. The book deserves to be widely known
and generally used by ecclesiastical historians.

Of the merits of the translation and editing of this work I, as a Western historian
with no knowledge of the language, am not competent to give a critical judgement.
The book is clear and vivid in style, and the editing appears to be meticulously care-
ful. I think that the author is to be congratulated upon a really unusual contribution
to our knowledge of the Rus’ church and state in this period.

Rosalind Hill
Queen Mary and Westfield College,
University of London

ORTHOGRAPHY AND ORTHODOXY: CONSTANTINE
KOSTENECKI’S TREATISE ON THE LETTERS (SKAZANIE
IZBJAVLENNO O PISMENEX). By Harvey Goldblatt. Studia His-
torica et Philologica, 16. Florence: Le Lettere, 1987. xii, 428 pp.

There are many things to praise in this study of the major extant programmatic docu-
ment connected with the revision of the church books carried out under the direction
of Patriarch Euthymius of Trnovo and his students in the late fourteenth and early
fifteenth centuries. Most welcome is the thorough revision of previous investiga-
tions. Goldblatt’s work is a reaction to the highly influential interpretative tradition
established by Vatroslav Jagi€¢, which has treated the Skazanie as a failed essay in
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the orthography and grammar of Church Slavonic in one of its local recensions.
Goldblatt seeks in the heart of the book—a critical paraphrase of the Skazanie in
English accompanied by an immensely valuable commentary—to elicit from the text
and its context information on Constantine’s aims and methods. The commentary
itself, which ranges across the fields of history, theology, and philology, is convinc-
ing testimony to Goldblatt’s argument that the Skazanie’s internal logic is best
revealed if we approach it not as a grammatical treatise or an orthographic manual,
but as a “denunciation” of orthographic deviation. The author describes the Skazanie
as a “theoretical peroration” that “sets forth a general theory of Orthodox Slavic ver-
bal expression grounded in the close connection between ‘orthography’ (pravo-
pisanie) and ‘orthodoxy’ (pravoslavie), as well as a cultural and religious program
which aims at the ideal formation of Christian man.”

Following a model offered by Erasmus, Goldblatt seeks to provide in his critical
paraphrase a “critical reading of the treatise” that is “an interpretative version of the
work which aims to remain fairhful to the letter of the text while staying free of the
restrictions imposed by a literal translation.” The choice to paraphrase rather than to
translate was one of the more important methodological decisions that shape this
investigation. And I am convinced that it was a felicitous choice: the use of para-
phrase plus commentary allows the author to offer his reading of the work by both
reporting and commenting on Constantine’s statements. But perhaps it would have
been useful to devote more attention to a discussion of the aims of a critical para-
phrase. For instance, should a paraphrase always make sense, and should it have a
stylistic unity? In other words, with whose voice should a paraphrase speak? Some
puzzles in the paraphrase are certainly due to the fact that the original presents
extremely difficult problems, and the author preferred to offer a literal rendering of
an obscure passage rather than to risk paraphrasing incorrectly or to omit the pas-
sage altogether. In other instances the sense that Kostenetki intended seems rela-
tively clear, but Goldblatt chose to stay close to Kostenedki’s wording. In such
cases the author decided to speak in Kostenecki’s voice to the extent possible. At
other times, the paraphrase takes on a much different voice, employing terms that
belong to modern linguistic terminology.

Goldblatt points out some of the fascinating parallels between the programs of
the Euthymian reforms and those of early Italian Humanism. His discussion of
Kostenedki’s linguistic ideas as a kind of Orthodox Slavic Questione della lingua
has far-reaching implications for our understanding of this important stage in the
history of debates among Orthodox Slavs over the proper nature and use of their
linguistic media. Could a similar confrontation between another aspect of the
humanistic philological revival and the Skazanie prove equally fruitful? Goldblatt
shows that it makes little sense to ask of Constantine what, in specific terms, the
orthographic norm of the corrected books should be; Constantine is much more
interested in demonstrating that the books have become corrupt, that they should be
corrected, and that a properly corrected text should maintain certain fypes of ortho-
graphic distinctions. But could we not—without transgressing against the spirit of
Constantine’s work—ask other, more specific questions about the corrections of the
books: that is, what does Constantine understand about the aims and methods of
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textual criticism, about the mechanisms whereby texts are transmitted, corrupted,
and corrected? These questions suggest themselves for a number of reasons:
because a revived interest in textual criticism lay at the heart of Renaissance
Humanism from its earliest stages; because Constantine may have known of the
comments on textual criticism scattered throughout the works of early authors such
as Origen, Jerome, and Augustine; and because Constantine sometimes gives entic-
ing hints concerning his knowledge of these topics. For example, he is aware that
one type of scribal error could make one word of two or two of one, and for this rea-
son his orthographic reform would seek to maintain the distinctiveness of word
boundaries. Further, Constantine is aware that other scribal errors result from the
practice of reading a text aloud to a copyist, and consequently another part of his
reform would seek to make crucial orthographic distinctions a part of orthoepy.
Would an investigation of the examples Constantine gives of corrected and corrupt
texts offer any more information on this topic?

I raise these questions as a tribute to the importance of this milestone work.
Scholars will no longer be able to start from the unexamined and, as this work
shows, false assumption that the Skazanie is a grammatical tract and then profess
surprise and dismay when they discover that it is not very successful at what it never
set out to do. Goldblatt’s discussion of the complicated textual tradition of works
related to the Skazanie as well as his paraphrase and commentary will be obligatory
reading for anyone wishing to understand the Orthodox Slavic philological revival
of the fourteenth to the sixteenth centuries, and this thoughtful, revisionary reading
will certainly suggest new directions of investigation.

David Frick
University of California, Berkeley

THE BYZANTINE REVIVAL: 780-842. By Warren Treadgold.
Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1988. xv, 504 pp. $49.50.

The Byzantine Revival 780-842 is a thorough analysis of the period immediately
preceding what is usually regarded as the “Golden Age” of Byzantium. Between the
deaths of Constantine V in A.D. 775 and Theophilus in 842, the empire experienced a
remarkable revival in its political and military strength and in its art and culture.
Treadgold begins with the death of Leo IV in 780, proceeds through the reigns of
Irene and her son Constantine VI, and examines in succession the reigns of
Nicephorus I, Michael Rangabe, Leo the Armenian, and Michael II. He concludes
with the reign of the erratic Theophilus, who is considered both the lucky inheritor
of his predecessors’ reforms and the architect of far-reaching political and military
reorganization. The greatness of the next four hundred years, according to
Treadgold, was built upon the religious unity restored by Irene, the financial system
of Nicephorus I, and the civil and military reorganization of Theophilus.
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The most obvious strength of The Byzantine Revival 780—842 is its clear organi-
zation. It begins with a general overview of the empire in 780—its territory and
economy, culture, army and administration, and the international political situation.
The volume concludes with a similar outline for 842. Treadgold then examines
these six factors for each of six major reigns between these dates.

The chapters correspond to the major reigns and conclude with overviews of
each reign’s importance for later Byzantine successes or failures. Organizing the
work by reign rather than issue may make it more difficult for the general reader to
see the continuity in such issues as the Studite religious conflict or in political con-
tracts with the West, but detailed analyses of these questions are available else-
where. Treadgold’s narrative is clear and concise in part because minor problems,
and discrepancies between the original sources, are excised from the main text and
preserved in the endnotes, which cover sixty-seven pages and contain much addi-
tional information and thought. Meticulous references to original Greek and Arabic
sources make this book a particularly useful tool for further inquiry, while
Treadgold’s analysis of Greek and Arabic sources—in particular the tortuous and
confused accounts of the campaigns of Theophilus reported by Genesius and Theo-
phanes Continuatus—is detailed and exact. An extensive glossary defines technical
military terms and words left untranslated. Ultimately, it is this clarity of organiza-
tion and analysis which most recommends The Byzantine Revival. Treadgold makes
a complex and perhaps less well-known period of Byzantine history accessible to the
general reader as well as to the Byzantinist.

The first cornerstone in Treadgold’s theme of revival is the restitution of the
unofficial and official reigns of Irene. While her reign witnessed serious setbacks
against the Bulgars and Arabs, and her power as basileus was always precarious,
Treadgold argues that, by guaranteeing the early triumph of the Iconophile party,
Irene brought about the beginnings of a cultural revival. He also demonstrates that
Iconoclasm lacked the intellectual depth of the Iconophile party. Iconoclasm was
rapidly dying, notwithstanding later lapses during the reigns of Leo V (813-820)
and Theophilus (829—842). Irene had further problems because as a woman she was
unable to perform the essential imperial task of leading the army, and by relying
upon others she became vulnerable. The remission of Constantinople’s head-tax and
the suspension of taxes on religious institutions were political necessities because of
Irene’s weak position as a woman basileus. These measures also meant her reign
was a financial disaster. Fantastic marriage negotiations with Charlemagne and her
refusal to pay the tribute she had negotiated with the caliph al-Mahdi, which resulted
in thirteen years of debilitating warfare in Anatolia, are but two examples of her
government’s muddled foreign policy.

Irene was followed by Nicephorus I, who, after a promising beginning, was
killed fighting the Bulgars. Byzantine control of the Northern Balkans collapsed,
initiating an era of Bulgarian domination until the time of Basil I. After this battle
the extensive new territories in Thrace and Macedonia, which Irene had so painstak-
ingly wrested from the Slavs, were also lost. However, Treadgold understands that
Nicephorus’s forced resettlement of the Peloponnesus and Northern Hellas was far
more important to Byzantine control of the Balkans than any momentary defeat. It
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is this resettlement which allowed Byzantine rulers of the ninth and tenth centuries
to dominate the Balkans. Nevertheless, Treadgold passes casually over Slavic resis-
tance to Byzantine control, assuming that they are either rapidly assimilated or that
their numbers were never enough to pose a permanent threat to the Byzantine
settlers. This is probably a simplification of a very difficult and frequently violent
process. Treadgold mentions a revolt in 807 and another in 841-843. As late as the
fourteenth century, families with Slavic names were still found near Mistra in the
Peloponnesus, this time fighting the French. These examples seem to indicate a
degree of cultural continuity which is not apparent from Treadgold’s narrative.

Treadgold’s previous work, Byzantine State Finances, is the basis of his discus-
sion of Nicephorus’s financial reforms. Treadgold considers these reforms the
emperor’s most important contribution to Byzantine survival. His explanations of
the cost of feeding and arming an individual thematic soldier and of the value in
coin of a day’s labor give a true-to-life perspective to his discussion of Byzantine
finances. Nicephorus eliminated Irene’s tax exemptions and carried out a meticulous
census. Farmers were again made responsible for their neighbor’s unpaid taxes, and
revenues revived. By 842 the state was capable of maintaining an army 50 percent
larger than that of 780 and of maintaining large, regular fleets. This increase in the
number of thematic troops was completely necessary, for the Caliphate, though frac-
tured by factional intrigue, was still capable of producing armies 50 percent larger
and far more professional than anything possessed by the Byzantines. The new
Aghlabid front in Sicily, the development of an Arab state on Crete after 828, and
large-scale Riis raids in the Black Sea all meant the Byzantine military situation was
vastly more complicated in 842 than in 780. The tax reform of Nicephorus, com-
bined with an increase in population, enabled the empire to survive these stresses.
The empire successfully passed through the incompetence of Michael Rangabe,
through the religious struggles centered upon the radical Studite monastery, and
through three years of chaotic civil war between Michael I and Thomas the Slav.
Theophilus received an empire that was wealthy and whose borders were relatively
intact.

Despite Theophilus’s suppression of Iconoclasm, and despite the disaster of the
Amorium campaign, Treadgold praises the reign of Theophilus as a period of “brilli-
ance at home” and “brilliance abroad.” Theophilus’s great contribution to Byzan-
tium was not his doubtful military prowess, which resulted in the sack of Amorium
and the destruction of its population. His genius lay in recognizing the failings of
his army and in his ability to implement a successful reorganization of military and
civil administration. Theophilus’s subdivision of the standard geographical unit of
the theme into smaller banda became the regular civil and military organization, and
survived the dissolution of the theme system in the eleventh century. Reorganiza-
tion gave more responsibility to local frontier commanders and increased their abil-
ity to respond to raids. Several notable successes rewarded this policy even before
Theophilus’s death. In future years it was to prove capable of handling all but the
largest Arab raids.
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Treadgold does an admirable job of explaining the Byzantine perspective on
issues as broad as Iconoclasm or as narrow as a bride show. Although he has little
sympathy for the Studite monks, whose religious motives are often subordinated to
their political program in this narrative, Treadgold notes that Byzantium was a
society which believed that political success and religious purity were inseparable.
The Byzantines believed that no military or political revival could last without a
corresponding revival of religious orthodoxy. In this context Treadgold’s demon-
stration of Byzantine flexibility concerning internal reform and outside intrusions is
one of the most illuminating aspects of his analysis. It is good to be reminded that
such flexibility existed, and that extensive changes were regularly carried out in a
society where the word “innovation” often had a pejorative connotation.

What was the “Byzantine revival”? According to Treadgold it began with an
increase in population which made possible the rich state we find under Theophilus
and his successors. This wealth enabled the state to field larger armies and to meet
more numerous threats in Sicily, the Black Sea, and the Aegean. The death of the
Iconoclast party, vital only in an army loyal to the memory of the militant Constan-
tine V, meant both cultural revival and a firmer definition of Orthodoxy. One point
is perhaps not stressed strongly enough in the concluding chapter, “The State of the
Empire in 842”: the empire continued to be surrounded by militarily active, hostile
neighbors. The Arabs would complete their conquest of Sicily in 902, the Riis would
continue periodic raids, while the Bulgarians would reach their height after 917
under Tsar Symeon. Furthermore, Arabs operating from Crete would make Byzan-
tine ships plying the Aegean miserable for another one hundred and nineteen years.
Where there had once been the dual threat of Arab and Bulgarian invasion, there
were now many new threats and many new fronts for the army to deal with. Despite
the revival and Theophilus’s reforms, the thematic army remained a poorly trained
citizen levy supplemented by a core of better trained troops from the capital. Its per-
formance remained entirely tied to the quality of the man who led it.

However, the army is perhaps the least important aspect of the revival. Byzan-
tium had survived the Arab invasions, repopulated Greece, re-established control
over much of the Adriatic, and, with the dissolution of the Frankish Empire, had
even increased its influence in Italy. By 842 the great missionary work that would
bring the Byzantine Church and elements of Byzantine culture to the Bulgars, the
Ras, and the Slavs was well underway. It would be too bold to say that in 842 the
empire was master even of its own section of the Mediterranean, but Byzantium’s
survival was no longer in question.

The Byzantine Revival: 780842 is an excellent, detailed overview of this tumul-
tuous period. It presents a clear and engaging account of the personalities and fac-
tors which enabled the Byzantine Empire to survive and be handed down prosperous
and well organized to men such as John Tzimisces and Basil II. The book’s clarity
of organization and meticulous references to primary sources make it an in-depth
guidebook and starting point for the sources and problems of this period. It should
occupy a place in the library of every Byzantinist and a place on the shelf of every
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general reader interested in living history. We can only await the completion of
Treadgold’s general Byzantine history for a similarly systematic and thorough treat-
ment of the entire Byzantine period.

John Birkenmeier
Boston College

RENAISSANCE CULTURE IN POLAND: THE RISE OF
HUMANISM, 1470-1543. By Harold B. Segel. Ithaca and London:
Cornell University Press, 1989. x, 285 pp. $34.50.

THE POLISH RENAISSANCE IN ITS EUROPEAN CONTEXT.
Edited by Samuel Fiszman. Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana
University Press, 1988. xxviii, 478 pp. $50.00.

“I learned to speak the barbarous words of the girl’s Sarmatian language,” wrote the
German humanist poet Conrad Celtis, in Latin verse, describing a romance from his
period in Poland around 1490. “But she was better able to bend the crude language
to me as she joined tempting kisses to my lips” (p. 103). The verse is quoted, in
Latin and in English translation, in Harold Segel’s Renaissance Culture in Poland:
The Rise of Humanism, a beautifully conceived and extremely valuable work of
literary history and criticism on the Latin culture, especially poetry, of the early Pol-
ish Renaissance. In focusing on Latin culture, Segel stresses the unity of civilization
in Renaissance Europe, including Eastern Europe, when humanists “shared, what-
ever their national origins, a common literary language” (p. 3). Celtis, though he
might require “barbarous words” of Polish to get his message across to the girl,
would write about her, and even about her language—*Sarmaticae linguae barbara
verba”—in Latin, for the consumption of humanists in Poland and all over Europe.
Segel, emphasizing Poland’s full participation in the Renaissance, mentions the
many contacts between Erasmus and the Polish humanists, and quotes Erasmus
praising the Poles in 1523: “I congratulate a people who, though formerly ill
regarded as barbarian, now so blossoms in letters, laws, customs, religion, and in
whatever else may spare it the reproach of uncouthness, that it can vie with the most
distinguished and praised of nations” (p. 13). Segel himself raises the possibility that
this was a “backhanded compliment,” and certainly it suggested at least some sense
of a gap, even a closing one, between Poland and more “distinguished” nations. The
word “barbarian” occurred, however, not only in the observations of foreigners like
Celtis and Erasmus, for Segel shows Ianicius (Janicki), as the last and best of the
exclusively Latin poets in Poland, preoccupied with the same issue. He wrote of
expelling “barbarism” from Poland, and achieving “a civilized way of life” (pp. 232
and 248). Apparently, some conception of difference and hierarchy among nations
was sustained even in the Renaissance, even among Latin humanists, whether Poles
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or foreigners. “I, Celtis,” wrote the German visitor, “head for the eastern realms
where the primitive Pole works the empty plains and inhabits poorly built huts”
(p. 89). On the other hand, Dantiscus (Dantyszek), publishing poems in Italy,
presented himself as a Sarmatian “among Latin swans” (p. 166).

Segel’s book begins with Gregory of Sanok, a patron of humanists as archbishop
of Lviv, also a poet whose poetry has been largely lost, and the book ends with an
epilogue on the Latin poetry of Kochanowski. Segel covers two influential foreign
humanists in Poland, the Italian Callimachus and the German Celtis, and the heart of
the book focuses on the most important of the Polish humanist poets, Hussovianus
(Hussowczyk), Cricius (Krzycki), Dantiscus, and Janicius. There is also a chapter on
Copernicus, not as an astronomer, but as the humanist translator of Byzantine letters
from Greek into Latin. “Rare indeed,” writes Segel, “was the Polish humanist for
whom poetry was more than a welcome respite from concemns of church and state,
politics and diplomacy, science and learning” (p. 9). One of the most valuable
aspects of his book is this emphasis on the historical context of such contemporary
concemns, not fundamentally poetic but far from irrelevant to the poetry of the
humanists. In the case of Dantiscus, a diplomat and then a bishop, there was poetry
celebrating the defeat of Muscovy, denouncing the rise of the Reformation, and
lamenting “The Calamities of Our Age,” especially the Ottoman threat. Cricius, a
court official and then primate of Poland, also wrote against Muscovy and against
Luther, while chastening the Baltic Protestants with classical imagery in a poem on
“Why Neptune Diverted the Vistula from Gdarisk.” Royal weddings inspired the
humanists to important occasional poetry; Cricius established himself both as a poet
and a courtier with poems on the wedding of Zygmunt I to Barbara Zapolya in 1512,
while Dantiscus wrote a long poem, full of classical imagery, to celebrate that king’s
next wedding to Bona Sforza in 1518.

This attention to context makes Segel’s book important for the study not only of
literature in Poland, but also of cultural history. Yet the book’s greatest virtue is its
attention to the poetry itself; the poets are generously presented in their verse, in
Latin and in English, not as mere résumés of their worldly careers and published
titles. One of the most interesting chapters—and also for Ukrainian studies—
concerns Hussovianus and his unusual long poem on the bison of Lithuania, origi-
nally composed for Pope Leo X, but eventually dedicated to Bona Sforza in Cracow
in 1523. Segel discusses it as a poem about Lithuania: “We see such wondrous
things in our land.” Through the bison Hussovianus represented remote Lithuania to
Cracow, and, since he wrote in Latin, to all of Europe: “You may doubt what I am
recounting, but you can see these things taking place before your own eyes
throughout Lithuania” (pp. 145—-46). Segel discusses the ideas of Kasprowicz on
Hussovianus and Mickiewicz as poets of Lithuania, and also proposes a comparison
between Hussovianus and Milosz as poets of folklore in Lithuania. Thus, the Latin
poetry of Renaissance Poland may be related to the later Polish literature of Poland
and Lithuania. Segel also mentions the competing claims upon Hussovianus by
Polish, Lithuanian, Belorussian, and Ukrainian national traditions, aired in Soviet
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criticism of recent decades. Beyond national controversy, Segel shows that the
beauty and interest of this Latin poetry by Polish humanists must still command the
attention of the twentieth century.
* * %*

Segel’s book is dedicated—in Latin—to the memory of Wiktor Weintraub, and it is
an article by Weintraub himself, on Kochanowski, which forms the keystone of
another related volume, The Polish Renaissance in its European Context. This col-
lection of papers, edited by Samuel Fiszman, was the outcome of a conference held
at Indiana University in 1982 which focused on Kochanowski in particular and the
Polish Renaissance in general. Weintraub’s marvelous contribution, published with
the collection in 1988, the year of his death, concerns the question of
Kochanowski’s fame. Weintraub identifies the puzzling gap between the poet’s early
preeminence of reputation and the relatively late publication in print of his most
important works. His psalms appeared in 1579, his laments in 1580, and the col-
lected fraszki only in 1584, the year of his death. Yet Weintraub traces
Kochanowski’s fame back to the publication of the Satyr in 1564, and shows how
that work seized upon a conventional genre of conservative criticism, and both sub-
verted and transcended that genre by its ambiguity of narrative intent. Weintraub
then briefly surveys Kochanowski’s work to demonstrate the array of forms with
which he virtually invented Polish literature in the Polish language. This essay on
Kochanowski is a small scholarly masterpiece of wit, insight, elegance, and erudi-
tion. It is effectively illustrated, as is the entire volume, by interesting reproductions
of title pages from the Polish Renaissance.

The other standout among the Kochanowski essays, another essay of superb eru-
dition and exceptional interest also for Ukrainian studies, is that of Paulina Lewin on
Kochanowski as “The Model Poet in Eastern Slavic Lectures.” She has carefully
traced the exemplary role of Kochanowski through the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries, not in Cracow or Warsaw, but in Vilnius and Kiev, at Jesuit schools and
Orthodox schools, and even outside the Commonwealth in Muscovy. Lewin’s atten-
tion to detail makes this essay on the“model poet” itself a model study of cultural
connections and the diffusion of literary values in Eastern Europe. Among the his-
torical essays on the Renaissance, Paul Knoll uses a similar methodological
approach to excellent scholarly effect, considering the details of the curriculum at
the university of Cracow in order to measure the pace of the Renaissance in Poland.
Knoll convincingly proposes a “more cautious evaluation” of the Polish Renais-
sance, distinguishing between early manifestations of the Renaissance in “extracur-
ricular” events and later integration into the university curriculum. Careful attention
to the university also repays scholarly effort in Andrzej Wr6blewski’s valuable piece
on the important Cracow astronomers who preceded Copernicus.

Other fine work has been contributed by Janusz Tazbir on the Polish Reformation
as an “intellectual adventure” of social and political, more than purely religious,
significance, and by Andrzej Walicki on the Polish Renaissance evaluated as the
“political heritage” of the Enlightenment and Romanticism. Samuel Fiszman offers
not only an introductory overview, but also a very interesting piece on “The
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Significance of Polish Renaissance and Baroque for Eastern Slavic Nations.” Here
he considers not only cultural influence upon those nations, especially the impor-
tance of printing in Cracow for Belorussia and Ukraine, but also the ways in which
the Polish Renaissance brought the lands of Eastern Europe to the attention of
Western Europe. Fiszman particularly traces the influence of Miechowita’s geo-
graphical Treatise on the Two Sarmatias, published in Cracow in Latin in 1517 and
reprinted throughout the sixteenth century all over Europe, in numerous editions,
translations, and anthologies. This dual directional approach to the significance of
the Polish Renaissance for the Slavic nations suggests the complexity of cultural
channeling in this period, and also perhaps the anachronism of an analytical division
between “Western Europe” and “Eastern Europe” in discussions of the Renaissance.

¥ *

Antoni Maczak begins his contribution on Polish society by wondering whether the
term “Renaissance” really fits this period in Polish history. Certainly he is right to
wonder, since this is a case where a historiographical term that was especially
tailored to Italy has been broadly applied across Europe. At the same time this is not
an instance of particular historiographical highhandedness with regard to Poland, or
Eastern Europe generally, since the same priority of Italian considerations has pre-
vailed in the history of other lands as well. Tadeusz Ulewicz, in his discussion of
“Polish Humanism and its Italian Sources,” points out from the start that such
sources were equally important “for the other parts of Europe.” In other words, to
admit Italian sources is not to express any particular Polish dependency. Segel’s
Renaissance Culture in Poland was published in 1989, the annus mirabilis for
Poland and Eastern Europe, arguably the year in which Eastern Europe functionally
ceased to exist as a distinct geopolitical entity. Segel’s introduction reminds us that
“the Renaissance did not halt at some arbitrary boundary dividing Europe into
western and eastern halves,” and proposes the Renaissance as “a splendid frame
within which to examine the Europeanness of the east Europeans,” to recognize that
their societies were not “peripheral,” their cultures not “derivative” (pp. 1-2). The
Renaissance helps us to appreciate “the artificiality of the walls, concrete or other-
wise, now dividing Europe into two antagonistic camps”—and now no longer (p.
15). In an extraordinary preface to The Polish Renaissance in its European Context,
Czestaw Milosz admits that he finds in Kochanowski an “escape” and “reprieve”
from modern Polish history. Perhaps the Renaissance is an escape into the past
which now may point the way toward the future.

Lawrence Wolff
Boston College
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HIERONIM RADZIEJOWSKI: STUDIUM WLADZY 1
OPOZYCIJL. By Adam Kersten Warsaw: Paristwowy Instytut
Wydawniczy, 1988. 685 pp. 1600 zi.

Hieronim Radziejowski is the last book of Adam Kersten, professor at Marie Curie-
Sklodowska University in Lublin, who died in 1984. Those interested in Ukrainian
history will know him for his discussion of historical accuracy in Henryk
Sienkiewicz’s novels, his examination of Stanistaw Kostka-Napierski’s attempt in
1651 to incite a revolt in Podhale that would have worked to Khmel'nyts’kyi’s
advantage, and his authoritative biography of the Cossacks’ and the Hetmanate’s
great military foe, Stefan Czarniecki. Through his work on Vice-Chancellor Radzie-
jowski (1612—1667), Kersten once again makes a major contribution to the study of
the Khmel’nyts’kyi uprising and the early Cossack Hetmanate.

In both his teaching and his writing, Adam Kersten exemplified three virtues. He
posed all-encompassing questions about the functioning of state and society and pro-
voked others to rethink their assumptions. He took his calling as a researcher so
seriously that he sought out and examined all sources on a given topic. Finally, he
assumed his students and his readers were intelligent participants in his search to
understand the past, and he drew them into this endeavor by discussing methods and
evidence. All these virtues emerge in Hieronim Radziejowski, so that its 685 pages
do not seem excessive. In fact, the only excess in the work is the decision to con-
dense citations to such a degree that they appear to be chemical formulae.

Kersten has chosen one of the most colorful and tempestuous figures of the
seventeenth-century Commonwealth. Generations of Poles have been fascinated by
Radziejowski’s personal life, particularly by his marital conflict, which had implica-
tions of King Jan Kazimierz’s involvement. Moralists and literati have considered
the vice-chancellor’s “treason” to his fatherland to be emblematic of the decay
within the Commonwealth’s elite that led to the state’s disintegration. Ever the pro-
fessional historian, Kersten uses the flap of the dust jacket to warn those who hope
for revelations about Radziejowski’s private life that the book is a scholarly work,
not a historical novel, and that the author will go no further than his sources permit.

Kersten traces Radziejowski’s life from his birth in a well-established, but not of
first-rank, noble family. He shows the ambitious Hieronim turning contacts with
Queen Ludwika Maria to his advantage and obtaining offices that culminated in his
appointment as Crown vice-chancellor in 1650. Kersten also explains how connec-
tions at court facilitated Radziejowski’s third marriage to the wealthy widow
Elibieta Stuszka Kazanowska. Marital troubles, with his wife rumored to be having
an affair with the king, brought Radziejowski into violent confrontation with his
brother-in-law Bogustaw Stuszka in the fall of 1651. Radziejowski was accused of
lése majesté for carrying on his struggle in the royal capital. Jan Kazimierz, already
dissatisfied with his vice-chancellor, used the incident to depose the official, an act
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virtually impossible in the nobiliary Commonwealth.! Kersten takes us through
Radziejowski’s campaign to be reinstated and to escape punishment, his flight to
Sweden in 1652 and subsequent wanderings, and his return with Swedish forces in
1655. He then describes Radziejowski’s imprisonment by Karl Gustav in December
1656 and his release from prison and return in 1660 to the Commonwealth, where
his contacts with Ludwika Maria regained him some influence before his death in
1667.

Despite Kersten’s warnings about his limitations in examining Radziejowski’s
character, he succeeds in constructing an image of the man. Talented, ambitious,
attractive, and ingenious, Radziejowski exhibited a restlessness and a willfulness
that frequently distorted his decision-making powers and colored his ability to
evaluate situations. Kersten makes some of Radziejowski’s actions and plans seem
less excessive by demonstrating that they reflected the political culture of his
society, but he does not deny that Radziejowski’s character shaped his stormy
career.

Kersten chose to write a biography of Radziejowski because he believed that
Radziejowski’s conflict with the institutions of authority could be used to bring the
political culture of the Commonwealth into focus. He does succeed in deepening
our understanding of political thought and processes in the Commonwealth. In
order to ensure that there is no anachronism in our understanding, he reminds us that
each nobleman believed that “I am the nation” and “we, the nobility, are the state.”
Kersten demonstrates that Radziejowski espoused views and acted in ways that were
much more acceptable to his contemporaries than we might at first assume.

Kersten questions, through an examination of Radziejowski’s career and political
activities, whether a magnate-oligarchy really existed in the Commonwealth in the
early 1650s: even the older great families (Leszczyriski, Opaliriski, Radziwitt) had
only an inchoate vision of themselves as a group apart, and the actions and views of
broader groups of nobles still contributed greatly to the shaping of political affairs
and concepts in the 1650s and 1660s. Kersten also concludes from Radziejowski’s
career that, unlike Wladystaw IV, who undertook to form a faction of loyal magnate
followers, Jan Kazimierz endeavored to augment royal powers without forming such
a group. Though he favored less prominent candidates such as Radziejowski for
office, thereby elevating them to magnate status, he did so in order to deny positions
to already powerful and potentially troublesome magnates rather than to create a
new group of loyal magnate followers. Radziejowski, who conceived of himself as
a tribune of noble rights, had, therefore, less reason to avoid conflict with the
monarch since he could not assume that loyalty to the king would bring him sure
and long-term access to power and opportunities for enrichment.

! In a biographical sketch of Radziejowski, based on Kersten’s then unpublished manuscript,
Tadeusz Wasilewski asserts that the king’s anger was aroused by Radziejowski’s participation
in Gybrgy 11 Rékéczi’s plots to depose him. Regrettably, he does not discuss his reasons or his
sources for this interpretation, which is not contained in Kersten’s study. “Radziejowski.
Hieronim h. Junosza (1612—-1667,” Polski stownik biograficzny 30 (1987): 53.
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For those interested primarily in Ukrainian affairs and the Khmel’nyts’kyi upris-
ing, Kersten offers much toward elucidating a number of murky episodes. Above
all, he explains how the Masovian noble Radziejowski—whom Kersten describes as
a Catholic fanatic—came to have influence in Ukrainian affairs and in part to be
looked upon by Khmel’'nyts’kyi and his circle as a friend of the Orthodox Cossacks
and the Hetmanate. In essence, Radziejowski treated the Ukrainian question as an
instrument to increase his own power. Drawn into Wladyslaw IV’s Ottoman war
plans, he developed contacts with the Cossacks in the mid-1640s that could be used
to his own advantage, first with the Commonwealth’s government and later with the
Swedes.

Although Kersten concludes that Radziejowski could not have been the courier
sent by Wiladystaw to the Cossacks in March 1646, he assumes that Radziejowski
undertook a mission in the latter half of 1646. From that moment, Radziejowski
established ties that would be crucial to his career. His association with the Ottoman
war plan and with Cossackophile policy did not prevent him from initially support-
ing Karol Ferdynand, the candidate for king backed by those who called for an all-
out struggle against the Cossacks in the fall of 1648. He switched his support at the
right moment to Jan Kazimierz, however, and, because of his earlier contacts, had
excellent credentials to serve in the king’s efforts to come to an understanding with
Khmel’nyts’kyi. At the Election Diet in November, he was named to a commission
to negotiate with the Cossacks. Nevertheless, when the king and Chancellor Jerzy
Ossoliniski did not fulfill all of Radziejowski’s expectations for personal advance, he
distanced himself from them. The king and chancellor were very unpopular in 1649
because their policy of accommodation with the Cossacks had failed and because
they had concluded the humiliating Zboriv Agreement. His contemporaries
asserted, and Kersten agrees, that Radziejowski was the author of the anonymous
attack on Ossolifiski and the policy of accommodation that circulated after the
Zboriv Agreement. However, when he sought the post of Crown vice-chancellor,
opened up by Ossolifiski’s death in August 1650 and Vice-Chancellor Andrzej
Leszczyriski’s promotion, Radziejowski reaffirmed his commitment to the policy of
negotiation. He did so in order to gain royal favor. Kersten argues that, even at the
Diet in December 1650, the king and queen had not fully committed themselves to
war against the Cossacks and that Radziejowski’s despatching of secret envoys to
Khmel’nyts’kyi in December 1650 and early 1651 may still be seen as part of this
royal policy to avoid conflict with Khmel’'nyts’kyi. A year later, after the Battle of
Berestechko and the Bila Tserkva Agreement, Radziejowski, at odds with the king,
resoundingly denounced the court for its dealings with the Cossacks. By then the
king also sought to discredit Radziejowski for his role in the contacts with
Khmel’nyts’kyi.

In discussing Radziejowski’s shifting positions on Ukrainian affairs, Kersten
reveals how policies in Warsaw were formulated during the first years of the revolt.
Only slowly did the political elite set aside previous plans, such as the one for the
Ottoman war, and come to terms with the seriousness of the situation. Based on ear-
lier experience with Cossack revolts and on the consultations between Wiadystaw
and the Cossacks in 1645-1647, the king and numerous men of state remained
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convinced that they could return the rebels to obedience and use them in their
domestic and foreign plans. Rather than uniting the monarch, the magnates, and the
Diet, the revolt deepened conflicts and suspicions. And, far from maintaining a sin-
gle, coherent program for Ukrainian affairs between 1648 and 1652, Radziejowski
altered his position on Ukrainian issues to serve the interests of his own political and
personal struggles.

Starting in 1652, the exile Radziejowski followed a more consistent program of
secking to open relations between Stockholm and Chyhyryn in order to undermine
Jan Kazimierz and to regain his lands and offices. His emissaries to Khmel’nyts’kyi
in 1652 were intercepted and the letters he had written were used against him in the
Commonwealth. Because Queen Christina had no plan to dethrone Jan Kazimierz at
this stage and the powerful Chancellor Axel Oxenstierna wished to avoid contact
with a plebeian rebel such as Khmel'nyts’kyi, Radziejowski’s plans did not meet
with a favorable reception in Sweden. While the only immediate consequence of his
intrigues in 1652 was to turn opinion in the Commonwealth against him, Radzie-
jowski had nonetheless established himself as the intermediary in Swedish-
Ukrainian contacts—contacts difficult to make because relations had to be con-
ducted at great distance and through territories in which the governments were
opposed to any arrangement between the two powers.

In tracing Radziejowski’s involvement in Swedish-Ukrainian contacts between
1654 and 1656, Kersten shows how the former vice-chancellor moved from a central
to a peripheral role as the two powers established more direct ties. Essential to
Kersten’s account is Father Daniel the Athenian (later Oliveberg de Greccani), an
important figure because of his role in east-central European diplomatic affairs of
the period (p. 362). Although Kersten devotes considerable attention to Father
Daniel’s activities and uses new source materials, he leaves unexplained some
episodes in the career of this eminent diplomat of the Hetmanate. According to Ker-
sten, after the failure of Sylvian Muzhylivs’kyi and Kondrat Burlai to reach Sweden
via Muscovy in 1653, Khmel’nyts’kyi sent Abbot Daniel to Stockholm in the spring
of 1654 as an emissary to Queen Christina; from there he traveled to Paris to meet
Radziejowski. Daniel then returned to Ukraine and was sent back to Sweden via
Muscovy in the summer of 1654,

Untangling the movements of emissaries in the secretive diplomacy of the age is
always difficult because correspondence was carried on in such a guarded manner.
Still, it seems that Kersten’s account, which begins with the mission in Ukraine, is
unlikely. More probable is L. V. Zaborovskii’s account of Radziejowski establish-
ing contacts with Daniel in Paris first, with the monk traveling to Ukraine via Con-
stantinople in May —July 1654.2

2 L.V. Zaborovskii, Rossiia, Rech’ Pospolitaia i Shvetsiia v seredine XVII v. Iz istorii
mezhdunarodnykh otnoshenii v Vostochnoi i Iugo-Vostochnoi Evrope (Moscow, 1981), p. 58.
Zaborovskii bases his account on sources published in Bohdan Kentrschynskyj, “Ukrainska
revolutionen och Rysslands angrepp mot Sverige,” Karolinska Férbundets Arsbok
(1966):30-42. In a discussion of Daniel the Athenian’s career not cited by Kersten or
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Through his examination of Radziejowski’s involvement in the rapidly changing
Swedish-Ukrainian contacts, Kersten also ably identifies the often obliquely
expressed and contradictory agendas of the participants. The new Swedish king
Karl Gustav sought Sweden’s dominance on the Baltic and an enlargement of his
domains. Radziejowski strove to dethrone Jan Kazimierz and to ensure that he him-
self would occupy an important position in a renewed Commonwealth with Karl
Gustav as king. He also put forward a new Ottoman war program that could unite
Sweden, the Commonwealth, and the Cossacks in a southern campaign. Daniel the
Athenian dreamed of a grand Orthodox-Protestant alliance (Sweden, Muscovy, the
Danubian states, and the Hetmanate) that might free the Balkan peoples from Turk-
ish rule. What Khmel’nyts’kyi, Vyhovs’kyi, and the leaders of the Hetmanate
wanted and what changing plans they envisioned are more difficult to ascertain.
Kersten explains that, until 1653, they looked to Sweden as a potential ally against
the Commonwealth. From early 1654 to July 1655, they did not lose hope that,
despite Swedish antagonism toward Muscovy, Sweden would join the Hetmanate
and Muscovy in an assault on the Commonwealth. Their hopes were fulfilled in
July 1655, but lightning Swedish successes made the Hetmanate of less importance
to Swedish statesmen. As Swedish power grew and their dissatisfaction with
Muscovy increased, the Hetmanate’s leaders looked to Sweden to secure their fledg-
ling polity’s position. After Muscovy initiated hostilities against Sweden in the
spring of 1656 and alienated the Hetmanate by signing a truce with the Com-
monwealth in August 1656, the Hetmanate had even more reason to be allied with

Zaborovskii, Panas Fedenko makes a number of observations that support this scenario. He
points out that Daniel is described in Muscovite sources as a “native of the Frankish land
(frantsuzhskie zemli )” and suggests that the Greek priest Elias, whom Paul of Aleppo mentions
meeting in Kiev, may, in fact, be Daniel. Paul relates that Elias, a Greek who lived in Paris,
had been sent by Queen Christina to Khmel’nyts’kyi through Constantinople after two earlier
emissaries had been captured by the Poles. Khmel’nyts’kyi sent him back with another envoy
via Muscovy. Paul of Aleppo’s account for June 1654 would seem to refer to Radziejowski’s
emissaries in 1652 and to Khmel’nyts’kyi’s dispatching of Daniel and Ivan Petrovych Tafrali
through Muscovy. Panas Fedenko, “Z dyplomatychnoi diial’nosty Danyla Hreka (prychynok
do znosyn B. Khmel’'nyts’koho zi Shvedamy),” Naukovyi zbirnyk: Pratsi Ukrains’koho
vysokoho pedahohichnoho instytutu im. Mykhaila Drahomanova u Prazi, 1 (1929):441-68.
This interpretation of Daniel’s activity also fits Kryp™”iakevych’s assertion that he was first in
Swedish service: Ivan Kryp”iakevych, Bohdan Khmel nyts’kyi (Kiev, 1954), p. 401. If this
conjecture is true, it would seem probable that Radziejowski recruited Daniel. The matter can
only be resolved by a thorough examination of the sources, in particular the unpublished letter
of 17 April 1655 from Radziejowski to Frangois de Fleury, Queen Ludwika Maria’s chaplain,
which seems to be the major countervailing evidence because in it Radziejowski states that “the
Cossacks sent a Greek monk to me when I was still in Paris, through whom they asked that I
should come to them” (pp. 363-64). However, since Kersten points out that Radziejowski
places this event later than the spring of 1654, both the account and the dating may be suspect:
after all, he might not have wished to reveal the full extent of his role to Queen Ludwika
Maria’s chaplain. Whether Daniel was recruited by Radziejowski in Paris or whether he was
already in Swedish service, it is likely that he began his Ukrainian diplomatic career by being
sent as an envoy to Khmel’nyts’kyi in the spring of 1654.
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Sweden and greater expectations of a positive response. By the agreements of
December 1656, collectively called the Treaty of Radnot, Khmel’nyts’kyi allied the
Hetmanate to Sweden and Transylvania in a plan to partition the Commonwealth.
By then, however, the Swedish position was weakening, and 1657 brought disaster
as Sweden was forced to fend off a Danish attack and a Transylvanian army sup-
ported by the Cossacks was defeated.

In his chapter, “The Great Plan,” Kersten demonstrates the important role Ra-
dziejowski played in the negotiations among Sweden, the Hetmanate, and leaders in
the Commonwealth, despite the opposing goals of the parties involved. Although
Kersten discusses the unrealistic aspects of Radziejowski’s program for a coalition
against the Turks that involved Sweden, he affirms how strongly Wiadystaw’s origi-
nal policy of war against the Ottomans still captured the imagination of the age.
More practically, no leader in the Commonwealth could call for accommodation
with the Cossacks without simultaneously initiating a plan that would direct their
restlessness outward. The grand designs of Radziejowski and Daniel the Athenian
to bring the major Baltic power into the Black Sea conflict do ring of fantasy.
Nevertheless, although the involvement of Sweden in the affairs of the Ukrainian
steppe seemed improbable in 1652, one can see that by 1655 so much had been
overturned that the path from the Baltic to the Black Sea appeared to be open.

In discussing the inconsistencies in Radziejowski’s alliance plans, Kersten intro-
duces new sources that help explain Radziejowski’s views of the Hetmanate. An
unpublished plan for an agreement between Karl Gustav and the Cossacks reveals
that, far from seeing the Hetmanate as an allied power, Radziejowski hoped to
reduce the Cossacks to military units in the eastern palatinates of the Com-
monwealth on terms not far superior to those provided in the Bila Tserkva Agree-
ment. Radziejowski’s views were ultimately of little importance because the
Swedes and Ukrainians began direct negotiations, and, by late 1656, he had become
expendable to both Karol Gustav and Khmel’nyts’kyi. Radziejowski’s views do
illustrate, however, how deeply the political elite of the Commonwealth resisted
accepting the political and social changes in Ukraine.

Radziejowski’s arrest was also related to Ukrainian affairs. Having decided to
abandon the Swedes, whose cause he viewed as lost and whose policies he saw as
opposed to his own, Radziejowski planned to offer his purported influence with the
Cossacks to the Habsburgs. Unfortunately for him, he revealed his intentions to
Father Daniel, who gave evidence for his prosecution. After he emerged from
prison in 1660, Radziejowski once again played a role in Ukrainian affairs. He died
in Adrianople on 8 August 1667, during a mission from the Commonwealth to the
Ottoman Porte. Kersten presents Radziejowski’s role in the Commonwealth’s
diplomatic maneuvering just at the time Hetman Petro Doroshenko broke with the
Commonwealth and decided to accept Ottoman protection.

Historians of Poland, Ukraine, and east-central and northern Europe will turn fre-
quently to Hieronim Radziejowski for its elucidation of complex events and its rich
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source base. Adam Kersten has given us one last contribution in his life-long effort
to transform our understanding of the mid-seventeenth-century Commonwealth from
treasured myths to historical reality.

Frank E. Sysyn
University of Alberta

ROL’ KYEVO-MOHYLIANS’KOI AKADEMII V KUL’'TURNO-
MU EDNANNI SLOV’IANS’KYKH NARODIV: ZBIRNYK NAU-
KOVYKH PRATS’. Edited by V. Rusanivs’kyi. Kiev: Naukova
dumka, 1988. 182 pp. 3 rub., 20 k.

For the last twenty years a number of Ukrainian scholars (V. M. Nychyk, Z. 1. Khy-
zhniak, 1. K. Bilodid, and others) have been hard at work studying the activity and
significance of the Kiev Mohyla Academy. On the whole this was a positive step, as
the academy had been seriously neglected for a long time, and some areas, such as
the philosophical and other courses, almost totally ignored in the past. This volume
is yet another product of this interest, and many of the contributors have been
represented in earlier publications. Unfortunately, this is not one of the more valu-
able collections.

From the beginning these studies have been plagued by a number of historio-
graphical problems. Aside from the views of Russo-Ukrainian relations that have
been obligatory until recently in the Soviet Union, the main defect of these works is
the substitution of national (and nationalist) ideas for the religious and cultural con-
cerns that were central to the academy. To be sure, the situation of Ukraine in the
seventeenth and eighteenth century caused perhaps greater interest in local patrio-
tism and national issues than was common in the rest of Europe, but these were not
the central issues of the academy’s education: those were the imparting of the
linguistic and philosophical skills necessary for a proper understanding of Ortho-
doxy. This approach is not unique to the Kievan scholars of the academy’s history,
for it has affected the study of all premodern culture in the Soviet Union—and, to be
fair, has pre-1917 roots—in both Ukrainian and Russian scholarship. The other
shortcoming of these studies, which is less the product of ideology, has been the
utter lack of any serious European context for work. In some earlier studies the
problem has been the lack of much research anywhere into seventeenth-century
neo-Aristotelianism (the basic intellectual framework of the academy), but the
present collection reveals a similar lack of context in other areas.

The theme of this volume being “cultural uniting,” many of the authors simply
survey contacts among the Slavs via the Kiev Academy. The contributions of My-
kytas’, Kysyl’, Shevchenko, Khyzhniak, and others mainly repeat their earlier con-
tentions about the academy, stressing ties among the Slavs. Somewhat more con-
crete is Ia. M. Stratii’s essay on Shcherbats’kyi’s 1751 philosophy course, which
Stratii praises because its author “noticeably inclines” (pomitno skhyliaet’ sia)
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toward Cartesian physics. In 1751 this was nothing special, and since the context
(as far as can be judged from Stratii’s account) seems still to be neo-Aristotelian, he
has proved not the forward evolution of the academy, but the opposite. The most
concrete and best essays are those on language matters by Bokadorova, Nimchuk,
Chepiha, and Chuchka and on literary issues by Radyshevs’kyi, Bilous, Moiseeva,
Sulyma, Isaevych, and Kolinets’. Myliaeva, Fomenko, and Stepovyk contribute
interesting tidbits on engraving and icon painting. In contrast, attempts to grapple
with larger issues fall flat. Kashuba’s account of Gizel’’s Mir s bogom cheloveku as
a case of incipient rational morality is anachronistic in the extreme and shows a lack
of acquaintance with European history: Gizel’’s use of the term “common good” and
critique of riches was not a parallel to the bourgeois reformation but the use of
clichés common in both classical and medieval thought. Kashuba claims that
Gizel’’s belief in free will is modern and rationalist, but it is in fact a commonplace
of Orthodox and Catholic theology. Similarly, Zvonareva’s only context for the
pedagogical ideas of the academy and of Simeon Polotskii seems to be Comenius,
though the academy’s origins are in Jesuit pedagogy. Without a better knowledge of
the European intellectual history of the period, we cannot possibly place the Kiev
Academy in its period.

The real role of the academy in Ukrainian (and Russian) culture was in a radical
rethinking of the intellectual and cultural basis of Orthodox faith. Here the academy
was a true pioneer, even if it produced no Descartes or Newton, and continued in the
neo-Aristotelian tradition long after it was out of date elsewhere. Both in Ukraine
and Belorussia and in the Russian state this was a true innovation with profound
implications, but none of that is to be found in this volume or its predecessors, for
religion is barely mentioned. Until the religious side of the academy is made the
object of serious and intense study, we will never learn the basic facts of its activity
and impact.

In spite of these problems, some of the detailed essays do contain interesting
information on the cultural aspects of the academy’s activity. Many are too brief to
provide more than glimpses of the subject. We can only hope that the changes in the
Soviet Union make possible higher quality work on this basic subject and do not
merely drown it again in anachronistic notions, even if of a new sort.

Paul Bushkovitch
Yale University

RZECZPOSPOLITA WIELU NARODOW. By Jerzy Tomaszewski.
Warsaw: Czytelnik, 1985. 286 pp.

The author of this work is a Polish historian with a rich and significant research
record, particularly in the field of economic and social history of the Second Polish
Republic (1918-1939). He has written several times on nationality problems and is
also known for his essays on national minorities in Poland today, published in the
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pages of the Warsaw weekly Polityka and the Poznati monthly Nurt. Literature of
this kind has often been received with heated debate and very little sympathy in
Poland. Jerzy Tomaszewski has posed theses from both historical and contemporary
perspectives that compel Polish society to look critically at its own attitude toward
other nationalities.

Tomaszewski’s book is a collection of articles published initially in Fotks
Sztyme, a Yiddish periodical printed in Warsaw—hence its peculiarity. It was the
author’s intention to present a panorama of the nationalities in Poland during the
interwar period, with particular attention given to the historical background of the
phenomena described. Four chapters are devoted to the discussion of the Jewish
minority and two chapters each cover Ukrainians, Belorussians, and Germans. The
two chapters on Ukrainians are entitled “Ukrainians—A Defeated Nation” and
“Ukrainians—A Nation at the Crossroads.” The volume opens with general theoreti-
cal reflections on nationality problems in Central Europe and a sketch on the situa-
tion of Poles. Brief discussions of the respective situations of Czechs, Slovaks, Rus-
sians, Lithuanians, Armenians, Tatars, Karaites, and Gypsies in Poland supplement
the overall picture. The conclusion covers the period of the Second World War and
the changes surrounding the issues described in post-war Poland.

In addition to the four chapters specifically on this topic, Jewish problems are
mentioned briefly or in more detail in all the remaining parts of the book. It was cer-
tainly natural to do so in the pages of Fotks Sztyme. In a separate publication with a
title suggesting an attempted synthesis of the problems, this emphasis is perhaps
disproportionate. The reader may receive the impression that the Jewish question in
Poland at that time was the most important one. The Ukrainian question, for one,
had a much greater political significance. Scrupulous attention to degrees of
emphases is all the more important since the book is intended for the general reader
and may unintentionally spread misinformation.

The work, however, is excellent in substance and well-written, popularizing
difficult and controversial problems. The author intended his book as an educational
tool and wrote it in a comprehensive style. He utilizes memoiristic accounts and
quotations from literary works, which add color to his narrative. At the same time,
the book is a lesson in honest history. Tomaszewski writes objectively and impar-
tially. He does not exaggerate in his criticism of Poles and he does not succumb to
Polonocentrism when writing, for example, about Czechs or Germans. He tries to
show the motivations at work on all sides; in doing so, he does not abdicate his right
to formulate his own interpretations.

There is no doubt that this work clearly demonstrates to the public the contem-
porary state of scholarly research. How much this type of writing is needed in
Poland, how far the historical consciousness of society lags behind the scholarly
findings is made evident by an excerpt from a letter—quoted in this book—that
Tomaszewski received after one of his publications appeared. An anonymous
correspondent expressed his opinion on the national identity of Belorussians and
Ukrainians: “in Belorussia, as in all the regions of Poland, a rich folk culture flour-
ished with the linguistic dialect characteristic of that culture; so tsarist chauvinists
created along those lines a separate ‘Belorussian culture’ and ‘Belorussian nation’ in
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the last years of the nineteenth century, taking as their model their own experience
with Ukraine, where they had transformed native Polish peasants into enemies of
Polishness with a distinct literature.”

In the social atmosphere illustrated so aptly by the above quotation, Polish his-
toriography has also been subject to some distortion. For example, in the works of
some Polish historians, we find the term “nationalism” applied uncritically and prob-
ably with no reflection of any manifestations of the Ukrainian national movement.
Tomaszewski states: “I have increasing doubts whether this term should be used.”
Of course, Polish historiography should be appreciated in spite of these problems.
Tomaszewski’s work could not have come into being had it not been for the earlier
monographs on various episodes concerning the nationalities in the Second Repub-
lic, to which the author refers. He himself can be credited with a great deal in this
field because of a convincing revision of statistical censuses of that period which he
made and from which he estimated the real numbers in the individual national
groups. He is also the author of an interesting treatise on Podlachia in which he
analyzes the pheonomenon of utejszo$¢ (“local people”), so important to the under-
standing of ethnic relations in Central Europe.

For all its advantages, Tomaszewski’s work arouses some doubts when, for
example, we find in it the thesis borrowed from a primitive Marxist interpretation—
that the basis for conflicts of nationality is exclusively socioeconomic. Although he
declares this, Tomaszewski himself virtually refutes it by describing, eloquently, the
political and cultural background of events. He falls victim to this methodological
mystification when describing the attitudes of individual political camps toward eth-
nic problems. For example, what he says of the situation in Galicia, where the left-
ists supposedly demonstrated their understanding and sympathy for the Ukrainian
movement and the rightists supposedly opposed the movement, is untrue and ignores
the fact that the Lviv democrats and the peasant movement actually had little sym-
pathy for the Ukrainian cause. Such a simplification is an unjust assessment of the
position of the Cracow conservatives.

No justification can be found for the manipulation of the quotation from a docu-
ment signed by the Communist Party of Germany in March 1921 on the plebiscite in
Upper Silesia. Omiting the preceding sentences, Tomaszewski cites only the frag-
ment that criticizes the German policy toward the Poles: “The Entente has created
capitalist Poland as a protective wall against bolshevism. Poland in its present form
cannot exist, its industry is destroyed, its agriculture is in ruins. . .. So Poland sees
its last chance in the annexation of the highly developed industrial regions. Upper
Silesia is meant to halt the inevitable bankruptcy of Poland. Polish capitalism
stretches its claws toward the Upper Silesian industrial region with the idea that the
Upper Silesian proletariat in towns and countryside will in the future work and
drudge day and night for Polish capitalist bandits, as it has had to work so far for
German capitalists.”! These words hardly confirm the recognition by the Communist

1 Ze wspéinych walk niemieckiego i polskiego rewolucyjnego ruchu robotniczego w latach
1918—1939. Dokumenty i materiaty, ed. Franciszek Hawranek et al. (Opole and Berlin: Instytut
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movement of Poland’s rights to the ethnically Polish lands to the west.

Although Tomaszewski seems not to share the opinion of Communist theoreti-
cians that a proletarian revolution is the solution to nationality problems (he knows
perfectly well the shortcomings of the nationality policy of the Communist state, as
his writings suggest), yet he is unable to find any other theoretical interpretation of
the processes described. A striking lack of a consistent and well-thought-out theory
of nation is palpable in his work, for which the rather vague phraseology found in
parts of the book is no substitute.

Finally, it should be noted that Tomaszewski follows the practice of citing
Ukrainian and Belorussian names in their original forms, rather than by the existing
Polish forms. This method is becoming more frequent in current Polish scholarly
literature.

Andrzej A. Zigba
Jagellonian University, Cracow

RUSSIAN CENTRALISM AND UKRAINIAN AUTONOMY:
IMPERIAL ABSORPTION OF THE HETMANATE, 1760s—1830s.
By Zenon E. Kohut. Harvard Series in Ukrainian Studies. Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute, 1988. 363 pp.
$19.95.

This book, originally a Ph.D. thesis written at the University of Pennsylvania,
represents the first exhaustive description of the abolition of regional and traditional
rights in an acquired part of the Russian Empire. Though it deals only with the Het-
manate and leaves out Sloboda Ukraine and Zaporizhzhia and though this area, with
its Orthodox Eastern Slavic inhabitants, surely has its peculiarities, the book is well
suited to serve as a case study for all other areas even outside Ukraine where
national minorities were confronted with the St. Petersburg absolutism of the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.

Kohut discusses the nature of the Russian policy, the Ukrainian reaction to it, and
the consequences to both sides. He is interested primarily in the political implica-
tions and disregards economic factors, acculturation, and Russification in detail.
Research on the latter would have gone beyond the scope of the book and would
have necessitated access to the archives, which the author was denied. His main
sources were the published instructions (nakazy) of the delegates to Catherine II’s
Legislative Commission, administrative acts, and pamphiets by Ukrainian writers.
In addition to its function in the text, the nakaz material is presented in nine tables
and in a survey in the appendix.

Marksizmu-Leninizmu przy Komitecie Centralnym Socjalistycznej Partii Jednosci Niemiec
oraz Instytut Slaski, 1976), p. 68.
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The first two of the eight chapters serve an introductory purpose and are meant to
acquaint the reader with the history of Russian centralism on the one hand and of
Ukrainian autonomy on the other. While the author’s approach to the central ques-
tion of his book is remarkably objective and while his willingness to understand the
Russian motives is evident, he unfortunately repeats, in the first chapter, the story of
the Muscovite imperialistic expansion under an allegedly theoretically unlimited
ruler. The latter statement has long been refuted and the expansion would need
specific explanations as to aggressions from neighboring countries and Muscovite
defense against them. But Kohut is, of course, right in his main point that the lack
of corporate and regional bodies was the essential prerequisite for the development
of autocratic rule and that clashes with the Cossacks who possessed at least tenden-
cies toward forming estate-like corporations were therefore inevitable. These social
groups are defined as reflections of Western society, and the author takes great care
to find a correct terminology, e.g., “gentry” for the upper stratum, a combination of
szlachta and starshyna as members of the znachne viis’ kove tovarystvo. Generally,
the second chapter can be regarded as a comprehensive survey on the institutions of
the Hetmanate and the so-called Little Russian rights and privileges, including polit-
ical conceptions and contemporary literature.

Chapters 3 through 7 contain the main results of Kohut’s research and record the
history of Catherine’s attack on Ukrainian autonomy—or on what was left of it by
this time—of her victory, and of the Ukrainian adjustment to the imperial order. On
the whole, this is a sad story, but the author’s impartial style develops a fascinating
report on the step-by-step restrictions imposed by the empress. It turns out that,
despite the relatively favorable conditions for Ukrainians in the beginning of her
reign, the court atmosphere soon became anti-Ukrainian because Catherine would
not tolerate Rozumovs’kyi’s reforms of the judicial institutions, the economy, and
the social order. The abolition of the Hetinanate and the re-establishment of the Lit-
tle Russian College in 1764 as well as the rule of Governor-General Rumiantsev
were measures that Kohut places in the greater context of the Russification of the
western provinces (including Livonia, Karelia, and Smolensk). The empress was
convinced that Rumiantsev’s reform plan, i.e., gradual integration, which was par-
tially carried out before the war with Turkey, would eventually lead to “the best of
all orders.” The Ukrainians, however, were of a different opinion. When the vari-
ous strata, notwithstanding official impediments, were able to voice their grievances
in the nakazy, they unanimously requested the preservation of their old rights and
privileges. It is one of the finest results of Kohut’s work that, on the one hand, he
reveals the differences in the concrete demands of the gentry, the Cossacks, the
townspeople, and the bishops, but that, on the other hand, he demonstrates that they
all stood together in defending their past while fearing for their future. The twenty-
nine delegates in the Legislative Commission under the leadership of at first Ivan
Skoropads’kyi and then Hryhorii Poletyka never contradicted each other; no non-
noble stood up against the gentry, and the latter did not advocate the introduction of
full serfdom. The author should have made use of Bernd Knabe’s book on the
nakazy of the Russian merchants (Forschungen zur osteuropdischen Geschichte 22
[1975]) for reasons of comparison.
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The reader is not surprised to learn that Catherine rejected all demands and ter-
minated discussion of the Hetmanate. The simultaneous Russian Cossack rebellions
did not help the Ukrainian cause, but rather had the opposite effect. By 1786 the
provincial administrative reform was introduced in that area, and autonomy was
finally lost. The last remnants were abolished by 1843, when the Lithuanian Statute
was replaced by the Svod Zakonov. Kohut is rather brief on the period after 1796,
as far as these institutional changes are concerned. He is more detailed in chapter 7
on the adjustment of Ukrainian society to the new order because this process
extended far into the nineteenth century, though the basis for the integration of the
social structures was created in Catherine’s charters of 1785. To many readers this
chapter may be the most interesting part of the book because of the numerous ambi-
guities connected with the official definitions of nobles or Cossacks. The gentry
eagerly strove for the rights of the Russian nobility, but only in 1835 was the
government ready to decide who belonged to it. In the case of the Cossacks, it was
also only in the 1830s that the government found a solution to the problem of
whether soldiers or obedient peasants were preferable. In the towns Russians,
Greeks, and Jews gradually took over; the clergy, too, was Russified. In this half-
century of assimilation, Kohut finds only one positive aspect, i.e., the timid emer-
gence of Ukrainian patriotism as witnessed in the controversy between “‘assimila-
tionists” and “traditionalists,” with the latter also accepting imperial rule but wanting
the central authorities to stay out of local administration. In the end Zenon Kohut
rightly emphasizes that the cooptation of the gentry was the decisive factor in the
process of social change and integration. Unlike the Polish and the Hungarian
nobles, the Ukrainian elite lacked ancient tradition and legitimacy, and if there was a
tradition it was loyalty to the emperor. But for the Ukrainian cause this meant that
the country had no elite in the upcoming national struggle; it was “a sociologically
incomplete or unhistorical nationality” (p. 2), primarily reduced to a peasant nation.

The author comforts his readers with the assertion that the intelligentsia of the
nineteenth century had at least the Cossack chronicles and historical works of the
gentry to start with, that the nobles, because of their antiquarian interests, served as a
link between generations, and that ethnic and linguistic studies also contributed to
the process of “nation-building.” In this respect his excellent book may have mean-
ing for the present situation: the heritage of the Hetmanate is still important in
today’s struggle between “centralism” and “autonomy.”

Hans J. Torke
Free University of Berlin

THE CRISIS OF RUSSIAN AUTOCRACY: NICHOLAS II AND
THE 1905 REVOLUTION. By Andrew M. Verner. Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1990. xii, 372 pp. $35.00.

This work draws the reader deeply into the world of the last Russian tsar, from his
childhood through the vital years of the first Russian Revolution. The author
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examines the pinnacle of the Russian government through pervasive analyses of
Nicholas’s personality, the functioning of the Russian bureaucracy, and the develop-
ment of variants within autocratic ideology both before and during the upheaval of
1905. Such penetrating examination of the influences that profoundly affected the
tsar, the foundations of his government, and its actual conduct provides a well-
developed structure from which to view the action and inaction of the Russian ruler
and government in the face of the massive unrest in 1905 that threatened to sweep
away the entire autocratic ediface.

Verner creates the analytical structure of his work around Nicholas, both person-
ally and officially, and around the concept of autocracy, both theoretically and in
practice. In this, the author clearly attempts to move beyond other works on 1905
that focus on traditional recitations of governmental policies or on important groups
in the revolution, such as the liberals, workers, or Social Democrats, while relegat-
ing the autocracy to a secondary role. Instead, this work approaches the whole ques-
tion of the 1905 revolution by dealing exclusively with autocracy in its own world
and on its own terms. It is the tsar and the workings of the top circles of his govern-
ment that are laid bare to provide key evaluation of the personalities and driving
world views shaping governmental policies. In addition, vital to understanding the
responses of the government to the challenges of 1905 is, according to the author, a
systematic exploration of administrative practice and the relationship between the
tsar and his bureaucracy. Verner’s structure exposes the hitherto neglected and hid-
den world of the Russian autocracy and its workings in moments of supreme crisis.

The book begins with an examination of Nicholas II and the important influences
in his emotional and intellectual development. By detailing the tsar’s childhood,
training, and maturation, the author establishes the context and limits of what was
possible psychologically and intellectually. The next step in examining the world of
autocracy comes with a careful recreation of bureaucratic structure and functioning
under the tsarist system. Importantly, too, the entire ideology of autocracy by the
late nineteenth century had acquired divergent traits and attracted various adherents
within the top echelons of the tsar’s entourage and government. The variants of
autocratic ideology, then, become crucial elements in the actions of the Russian
government. Verner asserts that in 1905, “It [the revolution] was filtered through the
different strands and layers of autocratic ideology and the practices of autocratic
administration before being registered by Nicholas. Indeed, from the vantage point
of the autocrat and his government the revolutionary conflict between autocracy and
democracy, both in its liberal and socialist variant, was transformed into a conflict
between different conceptions of autocracy, none of them democratic, of course”
(p. 6).

The shortcomings of the tsar and the shortcomings of the system proved a vola-
tile combination. In his role as ruler, Nicholas II essentially was an empty shell,
formed in this manner by his upbringing, training, situation as tsarevich, and per-
sonal development. He exemplified the formal, outward notions of duty while inter-
nalizing little of his role as autocrat. According to Verner, Nicholas was both
estranged from his role as tsar yet almost fatalistically resigned to fulfilling its
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heavy, sometimes onerous, obligations. In much the same way, the author views the
bureaucracy as a bastion of personal, arbitrary power that essentially also rendered
the Russian government a hollow shell that no patched-on State Duma of the post-
1905 period would change.

With his discussion of autocratic ideology, Vemer sets the stage in developing
the context and the prisms through which the important actors of 1905 viewed grow-
ing unrest and its possible implications. For example, the author evaluates the ideas
and proposed reforms of Sviatopolk-Mirskii, minister of internal affairs in
1904 -1905, as an outgrowth of the ideological variant of legal autocracy. Likewise,
the appointment of Trepov as governor-general of St. Petersburg in January 1905
stemmed from the personalized idea of autocratic rulership on Nicholas’s part.
Furthermore, Witte’s entire perspective and course of action during the crisis years
were dictated by his views of autocracy: to shape the bureaucracy into a force for
power and reform along the eighteenth-century Prussian model. The author brings
the elements of ali these factors together to explain the strains and conflicts within
the top circles of Russian leadership and government. Such strains inevitably led to
misperceptions, miscalculations, and, most significantly at critical junctures,
paralysis.

One of the greatest strengths of this work is the author’s ability to reconstruct the
actual audiences and meetings between Nicholas II and various members of his
government. It is fascinating to view the competition among ministers, intrigues, and
in-fighting among members of the tsar’s inner circle. Moreover, Verner’s recon-
structions go beyond merely setting the scenes of conflict but work to ascribe
motives and beliefs to participants that serve to illustrate the ideological component
of this analytical structure. In most cases, his interpretations are extremely convinc-
ing. This method is rather exciting and beneficial for comprehending the reform pro-
cess reluctantly undertaken by Nicholas II in response to extreme outside pressures.
Although the so-called Stolypin coup of 3 June 1907 has often been portrayed as
signaling a sharp break in the policies of the government, through Verner’s work it
is possible to perceive that the coup “. . . did not reflect a change in Stolypin’s con-
ception of autocratic government. . .” (p. 337) nor in Nicholas’s.

In other ways, too, the author provides provocative and carefully detailed
insights into Russian autocracy and the autocrat. For example, Verner presents a
revealing notation made by Nicholas II in the margin of a report describing unrest in
the countryside. By the account of the sacking of the liberal Prince Trubetskoi’s
estate, Nicholas wrote, “It serves him right” (p. 272). Here, certainly, is evidence of
the personal side of autocracy. In addition, Verner is most careful about terminol-
ogy, constructing part of his interpretation of autocratic ideology and Nicholas’s per-
ceptions about his subjects on key words such as narod and obshchestvo and their
precise meaning in the contemporary context. Language and terminology are of
obvious importance. To aid even the specialist as well as the general reader, a glos-
sary of terms is provided.

Some points in the work could, perhaps, benefit from elaboration by the author.
First, in reconstructing meetings and audiences with the tsar during the crucial years
around 1905, Vemner relies upon diaries and the recorded minutes of ministerial
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sessions. One of the most important diaries is that of Sviatopolk-Mirskii’s wife. In
this and in the use of the accounts of ministerial sessions, some words of warning
about the sources might be useful. In Sviatopolk-Mirskaia’s case, there may be some
bias, as well as a tendency to assume her feelings were reflective of her husband’s.
In the sessions of the ministers, it is unclear who recorded these accounts and
whether or not they were edited. This would also have some significance in shaping
Verner's reconstructions.

Beyond this point about sources, there is one aspect of the work that is, remark-
ably, both a weakness and a virtue. The picture of massive upheaval, protests, and
unrest in 1905 in many ways is somewhat vague and limited, aside from the
accounts of Bloody Sunday. The groups and their ideas, goals, and actions are not as
extensively drawn here as one might expect, even in a work that focuses upon the
highest echelons of the Russian government. The intensity of the outside pressures
upon the tsar and his government are acknowledged by the author, but the reader
could benefit from greater explanation and discussion of the antagonisms within
Russian society and their implications for the course of events. Interestingly, Verner
anticipates some of this criticism while examining the responses of autocracy to the
revolutionary crisis. For Nicholas II, the “revolutionary din” was distant and vague
at most times. Verner echoes how Nicholas himself saw events unfolding. This is a
nice twist to the book but, at times, is not wholly satisfying to the reader.

Overall, however, The Crisis of the Russian Autocracy is a most valuable piece
of the 1905 puzzle. In gazing at the book jacket, one is struck by the soulful, almost
eerie portrait of the tsar by Valentin Aleksandrovich Serov. In delving into the well-
argued, illuminating contents of the book, one indeed seems to come face to face
with this man. Andrew Verner makes a substantial contribution to an understanding
of this tsar, autocracy, the 1905 Russian Revolution, and its aftermath.

Susan M. Vorderer
Boston College

BREAD AND AUTHORITY IN RUSSIA, 1914-1921. By Lars T.
Lih. Studies on the History of Society and Culture, 10. Berkeley,
New York, Los Angeles, London: University of California Press,
1990. 303 pp. $38.00.

This book examines the politics of food supply in Russia as it evolved from the
beginning of World War I to the Bolsheviks’ turn toward the NEP. Professor Lih
focuses on the efforts of central food-supply officials to build a grain-collection
apparatus in the midst of political and economic breakdown in order to overcome
severe food shortages in urban industrial areas and among the peasants of northern
Russia. Unlike their predecessors, the Bolsheviks managed to erect an adequate pro-
curement system. The central question of this book is: How did the Bolsheviks
manage to reconstitute authority in Russia while in the process of dealing with the
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food-supply crisis? Lih’s sources include the accounts and analysis of several
Menshevik economists who served as food-supply officials at the zemstvo level as
representatives to the tsarist government, the Provisional Government, and the
Bolsheviks. Lih also relies upon the regionally based food-supply press that operated
between 1917 and 1921.

Lih demonstrates that each successive Russian government between 1914 and
1921 attempted to enlist the participation of social forces at the local level in order
to overcome the food-supply crisis. This was necessitated by the absence of an
apparatus to collect grain as a tax-in-kind. Tsarist food-supply officials failed in their
attempt to mobilize the zemstvos as the local representatives of the grain collection
apparatus. Similarly, the Bolsheviks’ Committees of the Poor, an integral part of
their Food-Supply Dictatorship of 1918, could not overcome the intense separatism
characteristic of the countryside during this period.

In the fall of 1918, when the Bolsheviks abandoned the Food-Supply Dictator-
ship and began to implement the razverstka, a quota assessment system of grain pro-
curement originally devised by the tsar’s Ministry of Agriculture, the building of a
workable collection apparatus began. At that point, the Bolsheviks realized that they
could not wage a class war, blame the shortage of grain on the kulaks, and increase
grain procurement by aiding the Committees of the Poor. Lih’s Menshevik sources
indicate that the peasants were willing to accept the obligation imposed by the raz-
verstka because it was imposed collectively and because it signaled an end to the
“invasion” of food-supply detachments and promised manufactured goods to the vil-
lages that fulfilled their quotas rather than to the Committees of the Poor. By the
beginning of 1921, Vladimirov, a Menshevik economist, attributed the success of
the razverstka to the growing strength and prestige of the new state authority. In
Lih’s view, the Bolsheviks gained peasant tolerance and thereby crudely constructed
an adequate mechanism to handle the new state’s burden of grain collection.

Traditionally, the Tenth Party Congress of March 1921 is viewed as the begin-
ning of the NEP. Lih, however, sees the Bolshevik shift occurring in the fall of
1918, with the collapse of Food-Supply Dictatorship and the retreat to the raz-
verstka. The policy announced in March 1921 included a tax-in-kind to replace the
requisition of grain, but Lih argues that this was not a big step since the peasants had
already come to view the razverstka as more or less a tax-in-kind imposed collec-
tively. “The policy changes of 1921 were not a repudiation of the achievements of
the civil war period but their continuation” (p. 199). Many food-supply officials
believed that the system constructed during the period of razverstka made the transi-
tion to a tax-in-kind possible in 1921. They later became staunch defenders of the
NEP and victims of the Stalinist Terror, who are currently being rehabilitated.

While Menshevik food-supply officials celebrated the success of the razverstka
in establishing a workable authority in the countryside, peasant revolts raged in
Tambov province and Western Siberia in early 1921. Lih’s treatment of these threats
to Bolshevik authority illustrates the limits of his focus. He does not evaluate state-
ments made by food-supply officials as politically motivated, in essence portraying
the razverstta—which they themselves implemented—in the best possible light.
Moreover, the absence of peasant sources prevents the corroboration of the
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Mensheviks’ view with the perspective or perspectives of those upon whom the raz-
verstka was imposed.

Lih suggests but does not examine a possible explanation for the revolts of 1921.
Bolshevik territory in the fall of 1918 included only five surplus-producing pro-
vinces and several grain-deficient provinces. Peasants from the latter called for state
control of grain in order to ensure the flow of grain to the consumers from the sellers
increasingly unwilling to part with their grain. The surplus regions further south,
which had formerly supplied the grain-deficient provinces, were slowly and
violently brought under Bolshevik control during the course of the civil war. While
Lih’s evidence suggests that the razverstka came to succeed in areas held by the
Bolsheviks in 1919-1920, it is not clear how its implementation proceeded in war-
ravaged areas during the later stages of the war. The peasant revolts in Tambov and
Siberia suggest that it was not universally well received.

Despite its limitations, this book provides a useful framework for investigating
the process by which the disintegration of Russian society was overcome.

Peter Fraunholtz
Boston College

TIME OF TROUBLES: THE DIARY OF IURII VLADIMIROVICH
GOT’E, MOSCOW, JULY 8, 1917 TO JULY 23, 1922. Translated,
edited, and introduced by Terence Emmons. Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1988. 513 pp. $39.50.

To review a contemporary translation of a diary whose author died a half-century
ago is to pass awkward judgments on the living and the dead, but in this case one
can only be grateful to both author and translator for their immense contribution to
Russian history. In the cold dawn of Soviet power, lurii Vladimirovich Got’e,
prominent historian at Moscow University and chief librarian of the Rumiantsev
Museum and Moscow Public Library (now the Lenin Library), recognized the pro-
fundity of his historical moment, even as it destroyed most of what he had lived for,
and took upon himself the dangerous task of keeping an almost daily diary account
of his life and times. Part of Got’e’s mission was to preserve the diary for the
future, and in this cause he gave his papers to a visiting American, Frank Golder, in
1922. Sixty years later the memoir was identified by Edward Kasinec, and now, in
keeping with Got’e’s acute professional consciousness, Terence Emmons has given
this unique document the life for which it was intended—a new future as an articu-
late, detailed, and unignorable witness to the Russian Revolution.

Also in accord with the historian’s self-awareness that suffuses the diary,
Emmons has chosen to let Got’e speak for himself. The introduction, notes, and
appendices provide very useful information about people, institutions, and events
mentioned in the manuscript, about Got’e’s life before 1917 and after 1922, and a
brief analysis of his views, without prejudicing the reader’s interaction with the text.
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This was a wise decision, both because it leaves the diary more open to multiple
interpretations and because Got’e has picked enough of his own quarrels to keep his-
torians and others busy for years. Got’e, a member of the nationalistic and Eurocen-
tric Moscow professoriat, was an anti~-Semite, a sexist, an elitist, a Russian chauvin-
ist, and an unabashed defender of the hybrid civilization of his class. For him, the
revolution meant the shattering of the glistening layer of European culture that had
lain so deceptively over the “Russian” depths, and, like others from his milieu, par-
ticularly P. B. Struve and N. A. Berdiaev, he blamed the intelligentsia with its suici-
dal hubris, abetted by the old regime and the flaccid Russian people, for this catas-
trophe. (Typical of so many ardent Russian patriots of the right and left, Got’e con-
sidered Russian people, especially peasants, as primitives unworthy of their nation.)

Because the memoir is intensely personal and, at least in the present context of
Soviet studies in the West, highly provocative, much scholarly effort will undoubt-
edly be expended attempting to separate the individual or class perspective from
Got’e’s invaluable evidence of the revolution’s course. But such analysis would
ignore both Got’e’s own consciousness of the subjectivity of all history—he notes
that he is producing a “very imperfect, very subjective, but nevertheless historical
source” (p. 28)—as well as the all too material fact that revolutions happen to peo-
ple. This memoir is unique in its exposure of the intimate, mundane, and human
experience of revolution, a reality whose deep scarring of society and its future was
ultimately far more political than “politics” conventionally understood. Got’e’s
painstaking, self-exposing notes reveal what it meant to families, neighbors, and col-
leagues when food, heat, transportation, and, for many, shelter disappeared in Mos-
cow. Sickness, death, isolation, anguish—these were the daily companions of the
surviving Muscovites as the social organization of the city ground to a near halt in
the first years of Soviet government.

Got’e fought off his gloom with trips to the countryside, with physical labor, and
with history, of the past and of the moment. On a trip to Novgorod to rescue his
brother from the local Cheka, he took pleasure in his chance to visit the sites of
other, ancient struggles; in the midst of deep sorrow, he finished his study of
eighteenth-century regional administration (published only in 1941); but most
important for us, he continued to comment on his own epoch. To this task, he
brought an irrepressible sense for the good source, a marvelously uncensored and
creative profanity, a spirit that was both mean and tender, and a curiosity more
focused on what he did not understand than on what he knew. Rather than enfolding
himself in the all too familiar convolutions of academic politics in a period that
brought foibles and worse to the fore, Got’e, generally, dealt his colleagues brief
epithetic justice—or injustice, depending on your point of view—and turned his
attention outward, listening to the conversations of the workers and soldiers he
despised, watching their behavior, recording all this in his diary. It is this expansive,
profoundly social inquisitiveness that extends the memoir beyond Got’e’s self, fam-
ily, and profession and into the shattered life of Moscow, with its anti-Bolshevik
graffiti, its guards around the Kremlin, its scams, its arrogant young men and their
commissions, its cocked-up festivals, its filth, decay, and fear. Whether or not one
agrees with Got’e’s vituperative evaluations—and, for what it’s worth, he was
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acutely prescient about the course of the civil war—historians must now engage this
glimpse of what seemed new to a sensitive observer in the aftermath of 1917.

Jane Burbank
University of Michigan

FIRST INTERIM REPORT OF MEETINGS AND HEARINGS OF
AND BEFORE THE COMMISSION ON THE UKRAINIAN FAM-
INE, HELD IN 1986. Washington, D.C.: United States Government
Printing Office, 1987. viii, 172 pp.

SECOND INTERIM REPORT OF MEETINGS AND HEARINGS
OF AND BEFORE THE COMMISSION ON THE UKRAINIAN
FAMINE, HELD IN 1987. Washington, D.C.: United States Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1988. iv, 142 pp.

REPORT TO CONGRESS. COMMISSION ON THE UKRAINE
FAMINE. Washington, D.C.: United States Government Printing
Office, 1988. xxv, 524 pp.

These massive, and extraordinary, reports are a powerful indictment of the horror
that was inflicted upon Soviet farmers in 1932 and 1933. Tremendous time and trou-
ble went into the research and writing of these reports, and the commission, directed
by James E. Mace, is to be congratulated. The first two reports are mainly transcripts
of eyewitness testimonies, while the final report is comprised of the conclusions of
the commission and appendixes that include both select oral histories by former
Soviet citizens turned émigrés and Italian diplomatic and consular dispatches from
Kharkiv. As a whole, these three volumes provide an unusual wealth of information
on this harrowing incident in Soviet history.

The Commission on the Ukraine Famine was set up in 1985 by the United States
Congress and funded with $400,000. The purpose of the enterprise was defined as a
study of the 1932-1933 Ukraine famine “in order to (1) expand the world’s
knowledge of the famine; and (2) provide the American public with a better under-
standing of the Soviet system by revealing the Soviet role in the Ukraine famine.”
Included in the nineteen-point conclusion the commission reached after over three
years of intensive work are the following: “The victims of the Ukrainian Famine
numbered in the millions”; “The Ukrainian Famine of 1932-1933 was caused by
the maximum extraction of agricultural produce from the rural population”; “While
famine also took place during the 1932-33 agricultural year in the Volga Basin and
the North Caucasus Territory as a whole, the invasiveness of Stalin’s interventions
of both the Fall [sic] of 1932 and January 1933 in Ukraine are paralleled only in the
ethnically Ukrainian Kuban region of the North Caucasus”; “Joseph Stalin and those
around him committed genocide against Ukrainians in 1932-1933”; “The American
government had ample and timely information about the Famine but failed to take
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any steps which might have ameliorated the situation. Instead, the Administration
extended diplomatic recognition to the Soviet government in November 1933,
immediately after the Famine”; “During the Famine certain members of the Ameri-
can press corps cooperated with the Soviet government to deny the existence of the
Ukrainian Famine.” All this is supported by formidable documentation.

On the whole, the commission’s conclusions are sound and convincing. (It is not
at all clear whether they are to serve as a policy recommendation to Congress
regarding the Soviet Union. If so, the implications are obvious, even though the tone
of the report is softened by reference to political developments that have taken place
since Gorbachev’s rise to power.) However, the causality the commission tries to
demonstrate between Stalin’s intention and the outcome is not entirely convincing,
at least as it stands. Undoubtedly, the Ukrainians as a whole suffered from collectiv-
ization and terror. Yet, if one were to engage in number games, one would have to
maintain that Central Asians, particularly the Kazakhs, suffered at least as much.
Granting our sympathy for the victims, to suggest that the Ukrainians were singu-
larly targeted as an object of ethnic genocide stretches the available evidence. To be
sure, the ethnic factor was critically important. Ethnic minorities, with their anti-
Moscow sentiments, were politically destabilizing elements. The Ukrainians, as the
largest minority in the Soviet Union and as a vocal ethnic group, were a predictable
target for terror by Moscow. However, this alone does not account adequately for
the famine terror. First, almost all of the fertile grain-producing areas in the country
were struck by famine to one extent or another. Because Ukraine and the North Cau-
casus constituted the breadbasket of the country, they were subject to harsh exploita-
tion. It was in precisely these grain-producing areas that state-peasant relations were
strained to the breaking point during the civil war of 1918-1920/21, the grain pro-
curement crisis of 1927-1928, and the collectivization drive of 1929~1930. In light
of this, the 1932-1933 famine terror might well be characterized as an attempt to
break down the resistance of these recalcitrant peasants. Second, the geographical
factor also needs to be considered. Border states such as Ukraine and Central Asia,
whose ethnographic distributions cut across political boundaries, were particularly
dangerous from Moscow’s perspective: it was in precisely these areas that
Moscow’s power was weak and foreign influence particularly suspect. Not only was
there continued migration across the border, especially in times of crisis such as the
civil war and collectivization, but clandestine communication was also maintained
between the ethnic groups extending over the border. The combination of these two
factors seems to account for the subjection of Ukraine to the harshest famine terror.
Whether or not this can be labeled as ethnic genocide is less important than the need
to examine the causal factors in greater detail.

The true value of these three volumes, however, lies in the material contained.
There are superb chapters detailing both Western and Soviet historiographies.
Chapters dealing with Soviet historical fiction on the famine and the American
response to the famine are equally readable and useful. Best of all are the oral tes-
timonies quoted in full in the reports. One reads the following passage, for example:
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Once in Enakievo [in the Donbas] my brother and I were walking along Turtina Street—or it
may have been Trutina Street—I have forgotten which. We saw the corpse of a young woman
propped up against a plank fence. As we approached we saw there was a child on her breast
who sucked the breast without realizing there was no milk left. A sanitary truck, whose job it
was to collect the dead bodies from the streets, pulled up as we watched. Two men jumped out
of the truck, grabbed the body by the leg and dragged it up on the pile of bodies in the truck.
Then they took the living child and threw it up with the dead bodies. My brother and I wept in
pity for the child, but we realized that there was little that we or anyone could do to help it, for
we were all hungry.

Since the final report was submitted, glasnost’ has gained momentum in the Soviet
Union, and a great many accounts of the famine by Soviet citizens are being pub-
lished. (It is noteworthy that part of this report to Congress has been published in
Ukraine.) Oral testimonies are also being collected by Soviet historians. The émigré
and Soviet accounts tend to support each other. It now seems possible to collaborate
with Soviet historians to examine this tragedy further. The commission has made a
remarkable contribution toward filling in a “blank spot” in Soviet history.

Hiroaki Kuromiya
Indiana University

THE WEDDING OF THE DEAD: RITUAL, POETICS, AND
POPULAR CULTURE IN TRANSYLVANIA. By Gail Kligman.
Studies on the History of Society and Culture, 4. Berkeley, Los
Angeles, London: University of California Press, 1988. xiii, 410 pp.
(acknowledgements, notes on the Maramures dialect, notes on the
ritual poetry, illustrations, afterword, appendices, notes, glossary,
references, index.)

It does not seem inappropriate for a book reviewer whose comments are to be pub-
lished in a journal of Ukrainian studies to query the reviewed work’s relevance to
Ukrainica. Other questions that readily come to mind are more likely to deal with
the discipline to which a given text belongs (i.e., the content or theses) as well as
specific points of interest (for example, problems of fieldwork in an ethnographic
study).

Gail Kligman has written an eloquent account of the life-cycle rituals practised
among the Ieudeni, the inhabitants of a Maramures village in Transylvania.
Kligman’s monograph is especially valuable because, rather than representing the
work of an armchair anthropologist or ethnographer, it is based on seventeen months
of fieldwork among the group under consideration. Fieldwork conducted among an
alien cultural entity is never easy. (Kligman mentions her arrival at one village
which turned into a spectacle, not only for the local children, but for the adult inha-
bitants as well.) Fieldwork for a female Jewish American, in a hinterland area under
the repressive regime of N. Ceausescu, the late dictator of Romania, was not exactly
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a pleasure trip. Under these circumstances Kligman appreciates the fact that her ear-
lier doctoral research experience in Romania worked to her advantage in dealing
with the frustrations of the greatly restricted political and intellectual climate of the
1980s. (For example, the state discouraged its citizens from associating with
foreigners; the fact that she was under surveillance was made manifest by one of the
village priests who suggested circumspection with regard to her questioning, point-
ing out that she had a conspicuous “shadow.”) Moreover, the author believes that a
revelation of her religious affiliation would have hindered her research. An acquain-
tance had rhetorically asked her whether she “was interested in research and under-
standing the human condition or in becoming a martyr” (p. 333). Kligman clearly
had to make every effort to fit into her village milieu. She was a single woman who,
under local customs, should have been married at the time of her research. Petty
incidents such as helping out with the Easter cleaning provoked negative reactions
toward the fieldworker’s hostess, implicating her with taking advantage of her guest.
All in all, the process of incorporation of the researcher within the household of the
researched turned out to be agreeable to both sides. Kligman was able to record
many of the beliefs and rituals of the inhabitants of Ieud, concentrating on the life-
cycle rituals—weddings and funerals.

The central issue of this monograph, the symbolic death-wedding rituals, is also
presented within the framework of rites of passage. The theory for this framework,
formulated many years ago by A. Van Gennep, was later interpreted by a number of
other scholars in the field. The main tenet of this theory is that all rites of passage
can be divided into three stages: rites of separation; rites of limen (or transition);
and rites of aggregation or (re)incorporation. Kligman’s aim is to show how these
are formed, manipulated, practised, comprehended, and made significant. These
rites are studies within the context of a local community as it has been developing in
the former Socialist Republic of Romania. Thus, the main sections of the mono-
graph deal with social organization, weddings, funeral rites, the wedding of the
dead, ideology, ritual, and identity.

In an introduction addressed perhaps more to the general readership than to spe-
cialists, Kligman bemoans the average American’s lack of familiarity with world
geography, which generally results in assumptions that the territory where her field-
work took place, i.e., Transylvania, would be known more as a type of “never never
land” in which the infamous Dracula terrorized his hapless victims than as an area of
traditional peasant customs. The events of December 1989 have, hopefully, brought
the geopolitical territory of contemporary Romania into a somewhat more precise
focus, even in North America.

The first chapter, “Social Organizations,” takes us into a Romanian community
which goes back to the fourteenth century and whose inhabitants engaged in agricul-
ture and transhumance prior to the forced cooperativization of 1950 and 1962. This
patrilineal and patrilocal community is one in which hereditary relationships trace-
able to medieval local headmen or cnezi are valued. The current Orthodox (and ear-
lier Greek Catholic) religious practises have also tended to reinforce the group’s
communal practises.
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The main thrust of the publication, however, is directed toward two significant
rites of passage (those of marriage and death) and the symbiotic wedding of the dead
(used as the title of this monograph). Each of these rituals is studied, with copious
examples of nuptial and funerary poetry texts. These rituals are further illustrated
with appropriate black and white photographs, and these traditions are summarized
in the final chapter within the context of the contemporary cooperativization and
industrialization of the area.

At first glance, none of this material seems to be, related to Ukrainian studies.
The only time Ukraine or Ukrainians/Ruthenians are mentioned is when the
Maramureg Mountains are said to form a “border with Bukovina and the Ukraine”
(p. 5) and when an interracial marriage had taken place in the community, with a
Ruthenian marrying in (p. 328). Such an affinity is not uncommon in Ukrainian
patrilineal and patriarchal peasant communities as well. The use of the Ukrainian
term pryjmak (meaning either foster child or husband living with his in-laws) indi-
cates parallel perceptions of unequal intermarriage in both Ukrainian and Romanian
rural family life. There are many other parallelisms in the life-cycle rituals of the
peasant communities of Romania and Ukraine (see for example, part 3 of V.
Suxevy®’s description of Ukrainian rural rites of passage in Hucul’ $¢yna, 1902). A
perusal of the terminology used in the texts also indicates at least dialectal lexical
commonality. Terms such as cnezi—headmen (p. 32), slab—weak (p. 32),
harbuz—gourd (p. 34), soacrd—mother-in-law (p. 43), steag—flag (p. 82),
drugcd—bridesmaid (p. 86), colac—<circular ritual bread (p. 97), or ibdi—to make
love (p. 140) are not exactly unintelligible to a Ukrainian familiar with the
southwestern dialects of his or her language.

There is another item with which Kligman has perhaps unwittingly brought her
work close to Ukrainian studies. This occurs when she states: “Those familiar with
Paradjanov’s film Shadows of Our Forgotten Ancestors will recall the various occa-
sions when the dead lover is thought to have returned for dinner or to visit. The
theme of that film is the theme of this [Kligman’s] book” (pp. 346—47). The screen-
play of this film was based on Kocjubyns’kyj’s short story of the same title. The
theme of Kligman’s book, on the other hand, is much more comprehensive than her
above intimation. It is an excellent study of how a traditional cultural group
develops and copes in modernity. A similar study of the development of the rites of
passage of contemporary Ukrainian village dwellers is long overdue.

Bohdan Medwidsky
University of Alberta



CHRONICLE

Henri Grégoire*

IHOR SEVCENKO

When I first met Henri Grégoire, I was a young man aged twenty-four. He was
sixty-five. He had little time for me on that first occasion, except to say that an
interesting lecture was to be held that evening. I went to that lecture, whose title I
now forget, and was sitting in a dimly lit room waiting for it to start. Sometime later
Grégoire stormed in, accompanied by his secretary. His first words, uttered loudly,
were, “Cherchez le bulgare,” meaning myself. He explained that phrase to me. It
had to do with a puzzle popular during World War I. He also said that he was glad
to see me. He remembered. I was hooked.

I last met Henri Grégoire three years before his death at the Ochrid Byzantine
Congress of 1961. By then I had begun to be noticed in Byzantine circles, and he
was a man of eighty. Ours was a melancholy encounter. I had to live through two
painful moments—witnessing the ruthless and efficient elimination of Grégoire from
the presidency of the International Association of Byzantinists, and hearing the
applause with which the embarrassed general assembly of the congress drowned out
the address by my master. Grégoire came from Brussels to Ochrid by train, an
exhausting journey. Upon arrival he developed a high fever. I was delegated to go
and try to convince him that he should return home, but did not succeed. He was put
into Ochrid’s clean, but primitive infirmary. When I went to visit him there, he was
at first incoherent. Then suddenly he propped himself up on his elbow, looked at me
squarely with his lucid black beady eyes, and asked, “Et comment va le Toparque
gothique?” (I had told him about my misgivings concerning the authenticity of this
puzzling text back in 1957, and he loved to expose frauds.) I did not expect such
alertness. Grégoire’s question, and not the beginning of a reverential friendship with
George Ostrogorsky, was for me the high point of the Ochrid congress.

Since you are an alert reader, you will have figured out from the numerical data I
just adduced that Henri Grégoire was born in 1881, and that he died in 1964. Again,
being an alert reader, in the course of this essay you will figure out two more com-
plicated things: first, why a man called one of the greatest Byzantinists of all time in

* This is a slightly revised text of an address given before the members of the Byzantine Stu-
dies Conference at Columbus, Ohio, in November 1987.
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1964 is so seldom quoted less than a quarter of a century after his death;! second,
how a contact of about three years—I left for the United States in 1949 and saw
Grégoire subsequently on only two occasions—could have had such a lasting impact
on my scholarly outlook. For my part, I shall not be assessing Grégoire’s contribu-
tion to Byzantine studies; that task is too weighty for my purposes here. It can also
be performed by someone who never laid eyes on him. I shall view Grégoire’s
strengths and weaknesses as a scholar, not so much in terms of time and place as in
terms of his personality.

But first we must say a word about time and place. For a small country, Belgium
can boast a disproportionate share of outstanding scholars. In the sixteenth century
it produced Justus Lipsius, the famous editor of Tacitus. In our century it gave birth
to Joseph Bidez, Franz Cumont, Henri Pirenne, and the Bollandists Hippolyte
Delehaye and Paul Peeters. In this context Henri Grégoire appears as just another
product of the same fertile soil. It is also easy to understand how Grégoire became a
Byzantinist.2 He was of Walloon and French descent and grew up in an area aware
of the French crusading past. Godefroi de Bouillon was “Belgian,” and Huy, the
native town of Grégoire, had a gate called the Gate of Constantinople. In 1898 his
grandmother gave him, a boy of seventeen, a copy of the first volume of Gustave
Schlumberger’s L’ Epopée byzantine. The next year, 1899, the young lycéen ordered
on his own the edition of Digenis Akritas by Emile Legrand. This may explain how
Byzantine epic poetry became one of the main themes in Grégoire’s scholarship.

Grégoire prepared well for his future career. “Like all Byzantinists should,” he
first studied classical philology in Liége, but already as a lycéen had subscribed to a
modern Greek daily paper, Empros. Upon graduating from Li2ge he went abroad

1" On Grégoire as one of the greatest Byzantinists of all time, cf. the Slavicist Claude Backvis
in Le Flambeau 47 (1964): 317—18. Incidental information: volume 47, fasc. 45 of Le Flam-
beau constitutes the largest single body of recollections about Grégoire. Accessioned by
Harvard’s Widener Library in March 1965, it was never taken out until 1988.

2 For Grégoire’s biography and appraisal of his scholarship, cf. N. A. Mavris, “La
‘préhistoire’ d’Henri Grégoire,” Byzantina-Metabyzantina, 1, 1 (1946);0’—18°, partially
reprinted in Le Flambeau 47 (1964):293-303, and in Byzantion 35, no. 1 (1965):v—xiv;
Roman Jakobson, “H. Grégoire: investigateur de 1’épopée,” Byzantina-Metabyzantina, 1, 1
(1946): x’~xf’; E. Bikerman, “Note préliminaire 2 la bibliographic de Henri Grégoire,”
Byzantina-Metabyzantina, 1, 1 (1946): x§’ —xe’; R. Goossens, “Henri Grégoire, par un témoin
de sa vie scientifique,” in Annuaire de I’ Institut de philologie et d’ histoire orientales et slaves 9
(1949) (=IIATKAPIIEIA. Mélanges Henri Grégoire, 1):vii—xxix; “Hommage 3 Henri
Grégoire” (articles by nine authors, including Claire Préaux, Emile Janssens, and Boris Souva-
rine), Le Flambeau 47 (1964):293-358; A. Leroy-Molingen in H. Grégoire, Autour de
I'épopée byzantine (= Variorum Reprints) (London 1975), pp. i—iv. H. G. Beck’s notice in
Jahrbuch der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1965, no. 1-3, stands out among
obituaries. —For the latest and most complete information on Henri Grégoire’s life and writ-
ings, cf. Alice Leroy-Molinghen (one of Grégoire’s pupils), “Grégoire (Clément-Gustave-
Henri)” in Biographie Nationale (published by the Académie Royale des Sciences, des Lettres
et des Beaux-Arts de Belgique), 44 (1986), cols. 554—76; and Charles Delvoye, “Notice sur
Henri Grégoire,” Académie Royale de Belgique, Annuaire 156 (1990):133-76 (obituary),
177-262 (bibliography).
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and worked with Krumbacher in Munich (1902-1903) and with the two greats, Har-
nack and Wilamowitz, in Berlin. In Paris he obtained a diploma in Syriac; he
learned Armenian. He traveled across the Pontus with Franz Cumont (in search of
inscriptions), and to Athos with Gabriel Millet. He spent time collating manuscripts
on Sinai and, while in residence there (1905—1906), he helped European scholars
with their queries.? For three years he was a member of the French School at Athens.
All that happened approximately during the first decade of our century. By World
War I Grégoire had already acquired his superb equipment as a Byzantinist, or, to be
more precise, as a Byzantine philologist, historian, epigraphist, and historical geo-
grapher.

Thus, toward the end of Grégoire’s career, nobody was astonished by the list of
his functions and honorific titles published at the beginning of the third of the four
volumes of his Festschrift. The list, thirty lines long, also mentioned his various
honorary doctorates from the Sorbonne, from Athens, and even from such remote
places as Algiers. I note with interest that his presidency of the International Associ-
ation of Byzantine Studies appeared third on the list, whereas his membership on the
Visiting Committee of Dumbarton Oaks was listed in the thirtieth, or last, place.

Grégoire was a prolific writer. His bibliography drawn up in 1946, in the various
volumes of the Mélanges in his honor between 1950 and 1957, and completed after
his death, has over 750 entries.* Such a prodigious output was possible not only
because of Grégoire’s boundless energy, but also because of his following the prin-
ciple of nulla dies sine linea. Whenever I would come into the Salle byzantine at 5,
petite rue du Musée, the Mecca of my Brussels years, I would see him dictating to
his secretary Maguerite Mathieu—a method, incidentally, that accounted for the
style dicté of his prose.

3 Notably, the great Albert Ehrhard whom Grégoire provided with the analysis of the
Sinaiticus gr. 525, one of the two basic manuscripts of the Life of Nicholas of Sion. Cf. A.
Anrich, Hagios Nikolaos. Der heilige Nikolaos in der griechischen Kirche. . ., II (1971), p. 5,
who reprints Grégoire’s analysis.

4 For Grégoire’s vast bibliography, cf. Byzantina-Metabyzantina, 1, 1 (1946): 1 - 16; Annuaire
de Ulnstitut de philologie et d histoire orientales et slaves 10 (1950):v-1xvii; 11
(1951):vii—ix and 603; 12 (1952):v-viii; 14 (1954—57):402—-406; Byzantion 35, no. 1
(1965):xv—xxv. These sources list 683 regular and 73 supplementary entries. —Cf. also
Charles Delvoye in fn. 2 above.

5 Here are two specimens, an early and a late one, of his style dicté: (a) “Le R. P. Paul
Peeters, admirablement prépar€ par ses &udes linguistiques et historiques, et armé de cette cri-
tique dont—disons-le froidement—Ia plupart des orientalistes, érudits fantaisistes et crédules,
sont complétement dépourvus, le R. P. Peeters qui ne craint point de heurter les préjugés
nationaux les plus respectables, vient de consacrer deux lectures académiques. . .et un long
mémoire aux débuts du christianisme en Géorgie.” Cf. Byzantion 7 (1932):634. (b) “alors que
la Nouvelle Clio, amie et alliée et non concurrente, repétons-le, de toutes les revues spéciales
comme de tous les auteurs et éditeurs, fouilleurs, chercheurs, découvreurs et déchiffreurs, me
semble (et semble aussi 2 mes amis Alféldi, Devoto, Ensslin, Kern) avoir devant elle une voie
aussi libre que glorieuse. . . .” Cf. La Nouvelle Clio 1 (1949):3.



238 THOR SEVCENKO

Grégoire’s productivity also had to do with what one of his former students
called his géniales intuitions. It was said of him that he had ten ideas a day, of
which one or two were right, but he published them all. He was a great revisionist.
He asserted that the vision and conversion of Constantine the Great had pagan
antecedents in 310, that is, before the Edict of Toleration. The Edict of Milan itself
was not the Edict of Milan, and was promulgated by Licinius, not by Constantine.
The Vita Constantini may have contained a Eusebian kernal; but Eusebius was not
the actual author of this late fourth-century work whose documents were suspect.
Comparatively few Christians perished during the persecutions in the Roman
Empire. The “Russian” (that is East Slavic) translation of the epic of Digenis Akri-
tas, Grégoire told us in the wake of Speranskij, reflected the earliest version of that
epic, a version created in a Paulician milieu. Finally, the reign of Emperor Michael
III was a time of great successes, especially in the wars against the Arabs, a fact
obscured by the machinations of propagandists in the pay of the Macedonian
dynasty.5

Of these three examples of Grégoire’s revisionism, only the third largely with-
stood the test of time. Initially intimidated by Grégoire’s boldness, the traditional-
ists and the lazy minds, that is, the majority of us all, regrouped or woke up and
staged counterattacks: by 1951, on three irrefutable pages they identified a papyrus
text confirming the authenticity of at least one edict contained in the Vita Constan-
tini; they made it plausible that the “Russian” version of Digenis Akritas was not an
early (twelfth-or even eleventh- century) adaptation, but a fourteenth-century one
and not “Russian” at all, but South Slavic.” And so on and so forth. Grégoire’s

6  “Géniales intuitions™; cf. Goossens, “Henri Grégoire. . .” (as in fn. 2 above), p. xvii; Con-
stantinian revisionism: cf., e.g., “Eus¢be n’est pas 1’auteur de la ‘Vita Constantini’ dans sa
forme actuelle, et Constantin ne s’est pas ‘converti’ en 312,” Byzantion 13, no. 2
(1938):561-83; “La vision de Constantin ‘liquidée’,” Byzantion 14, no. 2 (1939):341-51;
“L’authenticité et 1’historicité de la Vita Constantini attribuée A Eus¢be de Césarée,” Académie
Royale de Belgique, Classe des lettres et des sciences morales et politiques, Bulletin, 5th ser.,
39 (1953): 469 -79; [The position of modern scholarship is that the Vita Constantini is authen-
tic Eusebius, but that it was left by its author in an unfinished state, cf., e.g., Timothy D.
Barnes, Constantine and Eusebius (Cambridge, Mass., 1981), pp. 265~71]; mild character of
the great persecutions: “Les persécutions dans I’Empire romain,” Académie Royale de Bel-
gique, Classe des lettres et des sciences morales et politiques, Mémoires, 2d ser., 56, 5
(1964): 165-67 (p. 166: two thousand five hundred to three thousand martyrs at the most per-
ished during the Diocletianic persecution); the Slavic Digenis Akritas closest to the original
‘Paulician’ version: cf., e.g., “Note sur le Digenis slave,” Byzantion 10 (1935):335-39;
“Notes on the Byzantine Epic,” Byzantion 15 (1940-41):92~103 (both reprinted, as nos. xiii
and xviii respectively, in Grégoire’s posthumous Autour de !’ épopée byzantine [1975]); reha-
bilitation of Michael III: cf., e.g., “Ftudes sur le neuvitme siécle,” Byzantion 8, no. 2
(1933):515-50.

7 That the Papyrus Londiniensis 878 (first published in 1950 and datable to soon after 320) is
a fragment of an edict by Constantine issued in 324 and cited in extenso in Vita Constantini
was established by A. H. M. Jones in 1951; ironically enough, this discovery was the subject of
a paper Jones read the following year in Brussels at a meeting of the Société Théonoé, a child
of Grégoire’s. Grégoire, who was present at Jones’s lecture, congratulated him on his “bril-
lante découverte,” but insisted that one should distinguish between documents inserted into the
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revolutionary theories were either refuted, or, if not refuted, were not spoken of after
his death. One such was his theory that Asclepius was a mole-god, the word for
mole being aspalax, and Apollo, originally a rat. Today we do not hear much about
the mole-origin of Asclepius; if we do, the judgment is negative.®

Revisionists have observant adversaries. Those of Grégoire pointed out that his
promises outnumbered his deliveries. He undertook to edit the works of Cyril of
Scythopolis, but Eduard Schwartz did it in 1939, years after Grégoire’s initial
announcement. He promised to write a travail d’ensemble on the Paulicians, and
gave us a number of incisive articles on the subject, but less precise pens, like that of
Runciman, and more sober minds, like that of Lemerle, did most of the job in the
end. He promised to publish a corpus of Christian inscriptions of Asia Minor, but
only the first—by the way, excellent—fascicule of the projected corpus appeared in
1922. Grégoire, these same adversaries observed, never wrote a big book. Some
said no book at all, because his Digenis Akritas, a thick volume of over three hun-
dred pages, published in modemn Greek in America during the last war, was really a
collection of essays. His, Roger Goossen’s and Marguerite Mathieu’s study of
Asclepius and Apollo (1949), two hundred pages long, was, so they claimed, merely
a series of observations. Even his, André Maricq’s, Jacques Moreau’s, and Paul
Orgels’s Persecutions in the Roman Empire, the second edition of which appeared
in the year of his death, was an extended article of about eighty pages with about
two hundred pages of appendices and notes.®

Grégoire’s detractors were technically right. Grégoire had a constitutional dis-
like for the sort of work of synthesis that is by necessity largely based on secondary
literature. “Another history of Byzantium?” he quipped once in my presence, “let
your wife write it.” He was after discoveries, or rather The Discovery, Discovery
per se, not in pursuit of a concrete Subject, with discoveries coming along in the
way of the research on that subject. No wonder that he provided his last creation, La

Vita Constantini and its text. He continued to contest the authenticity of the latter. Cf. Journal
of Ecclesiastical History 5 (1954): 196-200; La Nouvelle Clio 5 (1953): 215; and F. Winkel-
mann, Die Textbezeugung der Vita Constantini des Eusebius von Caesarea (1962) (= Texte und
Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur, 84), p. 66, n. 1.

8 «Asklépios, Apollon Smintheus et Rudra,” in Académie Royale de Belgique, Classe des let-
tres et des sciences morales et politiques, Mémoires, 45, 1 (1949). For a negative judgment on
Grégoire’s etymology Asklepios < aspalax, cf. H. Frisk, Griechisches etymologisches
Wérterbuch, 1 (1973): 16465, s.v.' AcxAnmdc.

9 Planned edition of Cyril of Scythopolis’s works: N. A. Mavris, “La préhistorie. . .,” t’, and
By:zantion 35, no. 1 (1965):vii, both as in fn. 2 above; promise concerning the Paulicians:
“Précisions géographiques et chronologiques sur les Pauliciens,” Académie Royale de Bel-
gique, Classe des lettres et des sciences morales et politiques, Bulletin, 5th ser., 33 (1947): 289;
fate of Grégoire’s articles on the Paulicians: in the bibliography of Nina G. Garsoian’s The
FPaulician Heresy (The Hague, 1967), Grégoire has the most entries of any single scholar (p.
252); 1 found no reference to Grégoire in Milan Loos’s Dualist Heresy in the Middle Ages
(Prague, 1974); inscriptions: Recueil des inscriptions grecques chrétiennes d’ Asie Mineure, 1
(Paris, 1922); epic: Avyeviig 'Axpitag. ‘H Bu{ovnvl) ‘Enonoiie otiv Totopla. . . kol oty
TMoinon (New York, 1942); for gods-moles and gods-rats, cf. “Asklépios. . .,” as in fn. 8; for
“Les persécutions dans I’Empire romain,” see fn. 6 above.
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Nouwvelle Clio, which he founded in 1949, with the subtitle Revue...de la
découverte historique. This periodical was to “embrace the immense field of univer-
sal history.”

There was another reason for the lack of proof of sustained effort in Grégoire’s
numerous writings. He was more than a Byzantinist and more than a normal profes-
sorial type. First of all he was also a classicist. You may remember him as an editor
and translator of Euripides in the Collection Guillaume Budé.'® Secondly, he was a
man of politics and journalism. In 1904, at the age of twenty-three, he went to the
Belgian Congo as a secretary-member of the commission to investigate allegations
of abuses by the administration of Leopold II. (The commission found that abuses
had been committed; this displeased Leopold II and cost Grégoire a royal nomina-
tion to a chair in Byzantine philology.)!! During World War I Grégoire published a
paper under German occupation. In April 1918, before the occupation was over, he
started an underground political journal, Le Flambeau, which he continued editing
after it became legal, and to which he kept contributing until one year before his
death, when time began to catch up with him,!? In 1925 he went to Cairo to be the
Dean of Faculty of Philosophy and Letters of a newly founded university there. In
my Brussels days Grégoire was active in the politics of Belgium’s liberal party. He
was anti-clerical by family tradition, but—I say this in parentheses—his best friends
were the Bollandist fathers Peeters and Halkin—friends and neighbors, for Grégoire
lived close to them on Brussels’ rue des Bollandistes. A man with such a range of
activity had to spread himself thin no matter how prodigious his energies may have
been, and was not likely to produce monumental handbooks.

To say all this is to grant that Grégoire was not perfect. It is better to say so
outright than to indulge in apologetics. It would be apologetics to point out, for
instance, that many of Grégoire’s findings, especially in the field of epic poetry, both
Byzantine and Western, remain valid; that the same can be said for some of his
“Etudes sur le neuviéme siécle,” and about his theses on the diversion of the Fourth
Crusade;!? that the first fascicule of the Christian inscriptions of Asia Minor remains
an admirable tool even today; and that he gave us a sure proof that the Byzantine

10 The Euripidean tragedies edited and translated by Grégoire between 1924 and 1950 are:
Supplices, Ion, Iphigeneia in Tauris, Helen. Cf. Bibliography in Annuaire (see fn. 4 above), 10
(1950), nos. 73 and 480.

11 On the Congo affair, cf. J. Stengers, “Le role de la Commission d’Enquéte de 1904 - 1905
au Congo,” Annuaire de I'Institut de philologie et d histoire orientales et slaves, 10 (1950)
(=TIATKAPIIEIA. Mélanges Henri Grégoire, 2):701-26. —Lidge and Ghent being off
bounds to Grégoire, there remained the private Université Libre de Bruxelles. Grégoire
became the titulaire for all courses in Greek there after his return from Athens in 1909. He
remained with the ULB for the duration of his career.

12 Le Flambeau 46 (1963) contains several articles by Grégoire, mostly on Byzantine topics.
These articles display the master’s old passion for establishing connections, but the connections
are no longer clearly to be seen. The old lion, still out to hunt, was no longer able to catch up
with the gazelle.

13 Cf. Byzantion 15 (1940—41): 158—66; “Empereurs belges ou frangais de Constantinople,”
Bulletin de la faculté des lettres de Strasbourg 25 (1947):221-27.
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Euchaita and today’s Avhat in Asia Minor are one and the same place.

Finally, it would be apologetics to refer to Grégoire’s insights into the nature of
scholarly activity. “Do you intend to tackle a big topic, or a circumscribed one?” he
asked me in 1948 when I sought his advice as to the kind of paper I should present at
the International Byzantine Congress to be held in Brussels that year. “If you handle
a large topic, you do not have to be right; but if you choose a small one, you better
offer a correct solution.” 1 remained forever mindful of this dictum of his.

Grégoire was not even perfect as a teacher. It was said that his lectures at the
Université Libre de Bruxelles were above the heads of undergraduate students. And
yet Grégoire’s seminars on Eusebius’s Vita Constantini and Lactantius’s De mor-
tibus persecutorum remain among the most exciting of my life’s intellectual experi-
ences. What was it about Grégoire that fascinated his colleagues, initially paralysed
his adversaries, and endeared him both to wide audiences and to the members of his
Séminaire byzantin? Grégoire impressed and continues to impress the initiate with
his unparalleled knowledge of Greek from Homer through the classics, the second
Sophistics, the Byzantines, to the popular language of his day, which he championed
in the wake of Psichari, and with his talent for beautiful but precise and lucid trans-
lations, whether from Greek, from Russian, or from other Slavic tongues. He also
impressed those in the know by his intimacy with sources and his ability to bring
them to life. Take his unforgettable retelling of a page or two in Michael Attaleiates
that he once extemporized during a seminar on that author. Attaleiates described the
sleepless night that the Byzantine host, encircled by the Turks, spent in their
encampment a day or two before the fateful battle of Mantzikert. Never mind that
Attaleiates was an eyewitness; never mind that Grégoire followed his source step by
step; his own description of the nuit blanche at Mantzikert was more gripping and
kept us riveted to our chairs.!

Grégoire’s intimacy with sources enabled him to provide his controversial
theories with authentic backround, and to produce a combination in which fact and
fantasy blended into one persuasive whole. In his initial successes Grégoire could
be likened to the great chess players of the mid-nineteenth century, who won their
brilliant games because chess theory was not yet developed and their adversaries did
not know the refutations. Now any plodder consulting a textbook on chess can
apply them to his own game. Similarly, in the 1940s people were less critical of
Grégoire than they are now because they were less knowledgeable. Before the refu-
tations came, that is between 1929 and 1939, Grégoire’s periodical Byzantion was
the home of more exciting writing in our field than in any other period that preceded
or that came after it. Think for a second of Byzantion’s “Etudes sur le neuvieme
sidcle” and of the “Ftudes constantiniennes” on the one hand, and of our own
solemn Speculum or of the recent bibliographical devotion of the Byzantinische
Zeitschrift on the other.

14 “Géographie byzantine,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 19 (1910), esp. pp. 59—61.
15 Attaleiates’s passage on the nuit blanche is in his Hist., 156, 4-157, 15 Bonn,
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All this was possible not only because Grégoire was excited by his own work,
but also because he had an uncanny talent for detecting and promoting good or new
contributions and for helping people. This traveling companion of Gabriel Millet
was not an art historian, but he extended the hospitality of Byzantion’s pages to a
number of art historians of Slavic extraction and, to give an example, published N.
Malickij several years before the appearance of the latter’s important essay of 1932
on the so-called marginal psalters, an essay to which several younger American art
historians have referred to in one or another of their articles. Let Ivan Dujéev dis-
cover a new fragment of Scriptor Incertus de Leone Armenio in a Vatican
manuscript, and in the same year Grégoire would broadcast the discovery and
improve upon it in his Byzantion. Let George Ostrogorsky publish his Pronija in
inaccessible Serbian, and Grégoire would soon publish his own French translation of
it as the first volume of the Subsidia of his Corpus Bruxellense.'® Let the Nazis and
pre—World War II history make homeless flotsam of men of the calibre of Ernst
Stein, Ernst Honigmann, and Paul Wittek, and Grégoire would give them shelter in
his Salle byzantine. Let the aftermath of World War II make homeless flotsam of
the unknown young and Grégoire would give them hospitality in the same Salle
byzantine.

Hospitality and encouragement: he believed in the boundless ability of the
young to learn, and he never withheld praise and recognition from them. During my
second appearance at his Byzantine seminar, the fact was discussed that Tuesday,
the day of the week on which Constantinople fell to the Turks, was a dies nefastus.
Grégoire informed us that there was an article in modern Greek on this topic by the
great folklore scholar Nicholas Politis.!” All this was of course news to me.
Grégoire must have divined this, for he turned to me and asked me to report on that
article at the seminar’s meeting next week. “But I do not know modern Greek,” I
said. “You have a whole week to learn it,” was the reply. Next week I delivered my
report. Later on in the year we were reading a modern Greek text in a dialect, I for-
get which. We were standing around the table and Grégoire was next to me. In the
text a young man was said to have taken the aththo of a girl. It dawned on me in a
flash that aththo meant anthos, flower, and that the young man took the girl’s virgin-
ity. I said so. He said nothing in reply. He only stretched his arm above his head
and put his hand on my shoulder. I never forgot the touch of that hand.

So much for Grégoire’s magic with initiates and with students. He charmed
society spinsters, and kept large audiences spellbound for an hour and a half of
improvised talk by pretending that things were simple, by stating falsely that he had
no method—of course he had the old-fashioned philological method, because many
of his proofs were based on etymologies and on discussions of words—by claiming
that he and his school had only one doctrine, which he called évidentialisme—the

16 Malickij: cf. Byzantion 3 (1926):123-51; Dujéev: cf. Byzantion 11 (1936):417-28;
Ostrogorsky: cf. his Pour I’ histoire de la féodalité byzantine. . . . (Brussels, 1954).

17 N. A. Politis, Avoti § Tpitn Bewpeiton dmogpdc Muépa, e.g., in his Acoypogixd
Topueixto 1 (1920):42-47.



HENRI GREGOIRE 243

doctrine of the obvious—and by combining, as he did in dealing with the profession-
als, precision with fantasy. This was a heady cocktail. For the general public he
also doctored his texts a bit, at least when he was young. In a popular lecture of
about 1904, he spoke of “the island of Crete, ‘may God confound it,” as Byzantine
chroniclers never failed to add.” He had found one Byzantine source that said this,
but he improved his evidence.®

Grégoire repeatedly referred to “our Brussels school.” In fact the “Brussels
school” hardly existed. It was a group of people depending on Grégoire intellectu-
ally and on whom Grégoire in turn depended—hence the many works written in col-
laboration with his followers. Some of these followers may have resented him
slightly, but they showed their dependence by continuing to work on topics that
were his. Others were talented and independent, but it was precisely with these that
Grégoire had bad luck. Roger Goossens, an able classicist, Indologist, and a poet in
his own right, died prematurely of lung cancer. Both Jacques Moreau and André
Maricq, who worked in fields inaccessible to Grégoire, such as Sassanian Persia in
the case of Maricq, died prematurely. Moreau perished at the age of forty-four in a
Turkish plane crash and Maricq at the age of thirty-four from a disease he had con-
tracted in Afghanistan.

Of his students or of people intellectually influenced by him, at least four are still
alive, and, believe it or not, I am the youngest of them. I shall take advantage of my
position as one of the four last Mohicans and shall close by musing on lessons to be
derived from Grégoire’s life and conduct, his bios kai politeia. The first lesson, the
easiest to formulate, is meant for students. If you discover a teacher who displays a
flawless factual knowledge of his field and its tools, especially the linguistic ones,
and who takes off from the platform of this knowledge on flights of fancy, flock to
him. Even if you do not get into his flying machine with him, but only watch him
fly himself, you will never forget the experience.

Next comes the lesson for flourishing scholars. This one requires a fuller formu-
lation. Polonius would put it more or less in these terms: “Avoid the trodden paths
and explore new territory”—this is easy to do in Byzantine studies, even today—
“but do not aimlessly wander from one spot to another just because something
unknown may be hidden there. Try to know where you are going. Cultivate a sense
of continuity in your own work. Do not despise, as Grégoire affected to despise, the
writing of long books on topics treated before. Writing on what you know better
than others may be a form of repaying your debt to the scholarly community.
Espouse theories of discontinuity in Byzantine history, and of the multinationality of

18 La Cour byzantine (Huy, 1904), p. 14: “la Créte que Dieu confonde.” The Cour was a
paper Grégoire gave at his native town’s Cercle Hutois des Sciences et Beaux-Arts. As far as I
know, the “chroniclers” amount to one text, De Cerimoniis, going under the name of Constan-
tine Porphyrogenitus; cf. the expression BeoAéotov Kpritng (in titles of chapters), 514 and
651: 15 Bonn. Grégoire’s immediate source, however, seems to have been French, namely,
Gustave Schlumberger’s Un Empereur byzantin au dixiéme siécle, Nicéphore Phocas (Paris,
1890), p. 38, where we read “cette Créte ‘que Dieu confonde,”” with a reference to
“Cérémonies.”
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the Byzantine Empire, and learn Old Church Slavonic, Syriac, and Armenian, as
Grégoire did. But do not forget, as Grégoire never forgot, that the cultural products
of the Byzantine elite and some of Byzantium’s folklore are part of a continuum
extending from Homer to whomever may be the present prime minister of Greece.”

“Espouse or combat methodologies of neighboring fields to elucidate your own,
as Grégoire did in studying and rejecting Joseph Bédier, when he worked on the
Byzantine epic, but”—and this is the supreme lesson—“never relent, as Grégoire
never relented, in improving your mastery of Greek and in reading and rereading the
sources. Even if you practise all these virtues,” Polonius would close his sermon,
“your claim to a place in the Hall of Fame may be disputed, as Grégoire’s claim to
that place was disputed by some. But without practising those virtues assiduously,
you will have little chance of getting there.”

So far Polonius. Since I am not Polonius, I'll tell you outright that, although
neglect of such virtues may well get you a position at a prestigious university or
even a MacArthur prize, without these virtues you will not be saved.

Harvard University



