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This small work is dedicated to

Metropolitan Joseph (Raya)
Archbishop of St. Jean d’Acre,
Haifa, Nazareth and All Galilee

Who fell asleep in the Lord on
10 June 2005
as this work was nearing completion.

“For though you have countless guides
in Christ, you do not have many fathers. For
I became your father in Christ Jesus
through the Gospel.”

I Corinthians 4:14-15

May Archbishop Joseph’s Memory be Eternal!
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EXORDIUM:

For a number of reasons, including the need to avoid any
fresh differences with our separated brothers, the Eastern
Catholic Church must avoid any idea of adapting its rites
without prior agreement with the corresponding branches of
the Orthodox Church.

We must not allow the adaptation of the liturgy to become
an obsession. The liturgy, like the inspired writings, has a
permanent value apart from the circumstances giving rise to it.
Before altering a rite we should make sure that a change is
strictly necessary. The liturgy has an impersonal character and
also has universality in space and time. It is, as it were,
timeless and thus enables us to see the divine aspect of
eternity. These thoughts will enable us to understand what at
first may seem shocking in some of the prayers of the liturgy —
feasts that seem no longer appropriate, antiquated gestures,
calls to vengeance which reflect a pre-Christian mentality,
anguished cries in the darkness of the night, and so on. It is
good to feel oneself thus linked with all the ages of mankind.
We pray not only with our contemporaries but with men who
have lived in all centuries.

We hope that this reminder of the principle of
conservation in the liturgy coming from an Eastern patriarch
will temper somewhat the ardour of reformers in both East
and West.

His Holiness Maximos IV, Patriarch of Antioch,
Alexandria, Jerusalem and All the East.

The Eastern Churches and Catholic Unity,
Herder 1963, cited passage on page 226.
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CHAPTER 1—WHY COMMENTS FROM AN “OUTSIDER”?

CHAPTER 1

WHY COMMENTS FROM
AN “OUTSIDER”?

In most areas of discussion, such a question would not
arise; people review books, drafts and the like every day
without requiring a particular “title” to justify the exercise. But
since this writer is not a member of the Byzantine-Ruthenian
Metropolitanate of Pittsburgh, does not live in the United
States of America and English is not his language of choice,
neither for the Divine Liturgy nor for much else, it would be
naive to assume that no one will ask what the draft of 12
October 2004 has to do with this writer.

Several friends have asked for a response to the draft of 12
October 2004. The draft of 12 October 2004 is certainly of
interest. The Byzantine-Ruthenian Metropolitanate of
Pittsburgh is an important Local Church in the Anglo-
Byzantine world and English has become the most accessible
language through which scholars, clergy and faithful of the
several Eastern Orthodox and Greek-Catholic Churches are
likely to communicate with each other. What the Pittsburgh
Metropolitanate does in these matters will inevitably have
some effect on the other Local Churches, if only by ricochet.

The Byzantine liturgical tradition is the common property
of all the Churches which make use of that tradition — and is
indeed part of the common heritage of all Christians.' Hence it

1 Vatican II, Orientalium Ecclesiarum, § 5: “History, tradition and so many
ecclesiastical institutions bear outstanding witness how much the
Eastern Churches have merited for the universal Church. The Sacred
Council, therefore, not only accords to this ecclesiastical and spiritual
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CHAPTER 1—WHY COMMENTS FROM AN “OUTSIDER”?

is more than legitimate for Christians of other Local Churches
to take an interest in what the Pittsburgh Metropolitanate is
doing in liturgical matters; it would be strange if other Greek-
Catholics and Eastern Orthodox did not take an interest and
offer various thoughts on the subject. With specific reference
to the Byzantine liturgical tradition and the Roman liturgical
tradition, these passages from a recent book are particularly
striking;:

...the great forms of rite embrace many cultures.
They...create communion among different cultures
and languages. They elude control by any individual,
local community, or regional Church. Unspontaneity
is of their essence. In these rites I discover that
something is approaching me here that I did not
produce myself, which ultimately derives from divine
revelation. That is why the Christian East calls the
liturgy the “Divine Liturgy,” expressing thereby the
liturgy’s independence from human control.”

Eventually, the idea of the given-ness of the liturgy, the
fact that one cannot do with it what one will, faded
from the public consciousness....However, it would
lead to the breaking up of the foundations of Christian
identity if the fundamental intuitions of the East, which
are the fundamental intuitions of the early Church,
were abandoned....Still less is any kind of general
‘freedom’ of manufacture, degenerating into spon-
taneous improvisation, compatible with the essence of
faith and liturgy. The greatness of the liturgy depends

heritage the high regard which is its due and rightful praise, but also
unhesitatingly looks on it as the heritage of the universal Church of
Christ.”

2 Joseph Ratzinger (now Pope Benedict XVI), The Spirit of the Liturgy, trans.
John Saward (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2000), 165. Emphasis added.
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— we shall have to repeat this frequently — on its
unspontaneity.’

The life of the liturgy does not come from what dawns
upon the minds of individuals and planning groups...
the liturgy becomes personal, true, and new, not
through tomfoolery and banal experiments with the
words, but through a courageous entry into the great
reality that through the rite is always ahead of us and
can never quite be overtaken.

...there can be development in the “Divine Liturgy,” a
development, though, that takes place without haste
or aggressive intervention, like the grain that grows “of
itself’ in the earth (cf. Mk 4:28)....there can be
variations within the ritual families.'

Two examples come to mind of such an organic
development without haste or aggressive intervention,
examples which many Greek-Catholics and Eastern Orthodox
have beheld and enjoyed personally:

a) the restoration of the Divine Liturgy of Presanctified
Gifts. Fifty or sixty years ago in North America, the use of this
service in parishes was quite exceptional, both among Eastern
Orthodox and among Greek-Catholics. Now it has become
exceptional not to have the Divine Liturgy of Presanctified
Gifts. This was not accomplished by any decree or act of
coércion; rather it was done by patient celebration of the
service in the seminaries, making the necessary texts available,
and allowing the practice to spread in its own way, guided by
the Holy Spirit. There were some problems on local levels;

3 Joseph Ratzinger (now Pope Benedict XVI), The Spirit of the Liturgy, trans.
John Saward (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2000), 166.

*  Joseph Ratzinger (now Pope Benedict XVI), The Spirit of the Liturgy, trans.
John Saward (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2000), 169. Emphasis added.
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everything did not move simultaneously on an imposed
timetable — but the results are wonderful.

b) The proclamation of the Resurrection Gospel at the
doors of the temple on Holy Pascha. This custom may have
arisen either in Jerusalem or in Constantinople; it was well
established in the Greek Churches by the last quarter of the
nineteenth century. From there, it has been spreading — almost
unnoticeably, but effectively. It was in use at Saint Vladimir’s
Seminary in 1963. Father Alexander Schmemann did not
present this to the seminarians as something mandatory; he
simply proclaimed that Gospel himself. Many alumni of the
seminary took up the practice, so that it has begun to spread to
Slavic Churches which did not know of this previously. No
one has imposed it — but no one has objected; reading this
Gospel is quite effective.

The Holy See has expressed the intention of elaborating a
corpus of norms, in collaboration with the Churches concerned,
to adapt the 1996 Instruction for applying the Liturgical
Prescriptions of the Code of Canons of the Eastern Churchess for the
entire Byzantine liturgical family and yet for each specific
Local Church. Clearly the Church expects the entire Byzantine
liturgical family to take a fraternal interest in these matters.

At the same time, the various Local Churches of the
Byzantine liturgical family have well-established local customs
and variant readings of any number of liturgical texts. These
differences do not necessarily detract from the essential unity
of the Byzantine liturgical tradition; rather they provide a
welcome dimension of richness and a heritage from which all
benefit and which all may share in any number of ways.

5 Congregation for the Eastern Churches (Vatican: Libreria Editrice
Vaticana, 1996), § 6b.
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Pope John Paul II several times called for an “examination
of conscience” on the part of the Church. In the words of
Archbishop John Quinn:

An examination of conscience implies the willingness
to face up to what is wrong, even sinful, to admit it,
and to take steps to correct it....An examination of
conscience means criticism.’

Archbishop Quinn goes on to remind his readers that

a striking example of contemporary criticism within
the Church is the Cardinal Prefect of the Congregation
for the Doctrine of the Faith, Joseph Ratzinger.” In a
book of personal reminiscences, Cardinal Ratzinger
described the decision of Pope Paul VI to forbid the
further use of the preconciliar rite of the Mass as the
introduction of “a breach into the history of the liturgy
whose consequences could be only tragic.”® This
criticism is significant, coming as it does from one of
the most important members of the papal curia and
directed against a recent Pope. It is surprising also that
it was made not in closed circles but in a published
and widely read work.’

Archbishop Quinn cites another example of such criticism
from the spokesman of the Bishops of New Zealand during an
ad limina visit on 21 November 1998, Bishop Peter James
Cullinane. One of Bishop Cullinane’s points concerns the topic

¢ John R. Quinn, The Reform of the Papacy: The Costly Call to Christian Unity
(New York: Herder and Herder / Crossroad Publishing, 1999), 58-59.

7 Archbishop Quinn was writing in 1999. In 2005 Joseph Ratzinger became
Pope Benedict XVI.

8 Joseph Ratzinger (now Pope Benedict XVI), Milestones (San Francisco:
Ignatius Press, 1998), 148.

 John R. Quinn, The Reform of the Papacy: The Costly Call to Christian Unity
(New York: Herder and Herder / Crossroad Publishing, 1999), 59.
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of this present study directly. Bishop Quinn reports that
Bishop Cullinane, addressing the Pope, mentioned

the declared intention of preserving the proper
freedom of the Eastern Catholic Churches alongside
the policy of evicting their priests from Latin dioceses
or not permitting them to be ordained in Latin
dioceses.”

Archbishop Quinn cited these and other instances of
criticism “to illustrate that modern criticism of the Church
does not come only from uninformed, disaffected, or
malevolent sources.”" This present study is not written to
express malevolence or disaffection; this study is intended to
encourage the repristination of the authentic liturgical
tradition, and to encourage further research and discussion
toward that most desirable aim.

As Archbishop Quinn reminds us, the Second Vatican
Council teaches that

while observing the moral order and the common
benefit, people should be able to seek the truth freely,
to express and publicize their views, to cultivate every
art, and finally they should be informed of the truth of
public affairs.”

The Council went on to apply the same thought to the
Church:

It should be recognized that the faithful, clerical as well
as lay, have a just freedom of inquiry, of thought and

10 John R. Quinn, The Reform of the Papacy: The Costly Call to Christian Unity
(New York: Herder and Herder / Crossroad Publishing, 1999), 60-61.

1 John R. Quinn, The Reform of the Papacy: The Costly Call to Christian Unity
(New York: Herder and Herder / Crossroad Publishing, 1999), 61.

12 Vatican II, Gaudium et Spes, § 59.
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of humble and courageous expression in those matters
in which they enjoy competence.”

Communio et Progresso, an important post-conciliar
document known in English as the “Pastoral Instruction on the
Means of Social Communication” and promulgated by the
Pontifical ~Council for the Instruments of Social
Communication on 29 January 1971, reveals in clear language

that

Archbishop Quinn reiterates a strong expression of Saint

Catholics should be fully aware of the real freedom to
speak their minds which stems from a ‘feeling for the
faith” and from love....Those who exercise authority in
the Church will take care to insure that there is
responsible exchange of freely held and expressed
opinion among the People of God."

Augustine:

One must therefore tell the truth, especially when a
difficulty makes it all the more urgent that the truth be
told. Let those grasp it who can. Far be it that, in
keeping silence out of consideration for those who
might not be able to understand, not only truth be
frustrated, but those be left in error who could have
grasped the truth and thus escaped their error....How
fearful we are that the truth may harm those who will
not be able to understand! Why are we not afraid that

13

14

Vatican II, Gaudium et Spes, § 62.

Communio et Progressio §§ 115-117, 119, English translation (provided by
the Pontifical Council for the Instruments of Social Communication) in
Vatican Council II: The Conciliar and Post-Conciliar Documents, ed. Austin

Flannery, OP (Dublin, 1975), 293-349, cited passage on 332.
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if we remain silent, those who could have understood
will be deceived?”

If there is a need to offer criticism in the Church, as

happens frequently in practice, one wants the criticism to be
constructive and evangelical, guided by the Holy Spirit. As
Saint Paul teaches:

the fruit of the Spirit is love, joy, peace, patience,
kindness, faithfulness, gentleness and self-control;
against such there is no law."” If we live by the Spirit,
let us also walk by the Spirit. Let us have no self-
conceit, no provoking of one another, no envy of one
another.”

Archbishop Quinn continues:

Constructive criticism is motivated by the desire to
improve the Church, to enable it to fulfil its mission
more effectively. This kind of criticism is offered with
consideration and respect, with faith and charity and
the other qualities mentioned in Galatians...
constructive criticism in the Church can also be
forthright, bold, and courageous. Destructive criticism,
on the other hand, is often divisive, intemperate,
competitive, blind to a larger vision, and without
reverence for authority.”

When reviewing such a draft, it is well to state clearly

one’s own preferences — it would be impossible to be qualified
to review such a draft without having already formed certain

15

16

17

Saint Augustine of Hippo, De Bono Perseverantiae, 16, cited in Quinn, op.
cit., 68-69.

Galatians 5:22-23.
Galatians 5:25-26.

John R. Quinn, The Reform of the Papacy: The Costly Call to Christian Unity
(New York: Herder and Herder / Crossroad Publishing, 1999), 70.

10



CHAPTER 1—WHY COMMENTS FROM AN “OUTSIDER”?

opinions, both on general questions and on specific problems
of liturgy and of translation.

The present writer is in fundamental agreement with the
view that the Ruthenian liturgical tradition and practice was
and remains in need of a serious repristination, and that this
repristination must precede any attempt at a radical reform.
This should not be taken as an endorsement of every jot and
tittle of the Recensio Rutena editions; those books have been in
print for sixty years or more; a re-evaluation after such a
length of time is not inappropriate. Moreover, these sixty years
have been a period of intense scholarship, of publications and
of events in the secular world which have had serious
influence on liturgical questions; some of these must also be
taken into account. In 1932, Anton Baumstark (one of the
“giants in the earth” of the whole liturgical movement)
observed that “It seems to be of the nature of Liturgy to relate
itself to the concrete situations of times and places.”” Whether
Baumstark was consciously referring to such events as the
sudden publication explosion of liturgical books and related
materials which has followed upon the collapse of
Communism and the rapid invention of instantaneous
communication and new methods of printing and publishing
might be questioned, but it is beyond question that in
consequence of these developments many important sources
which were inaccessible to the members of the commission
which produced the original Recensio Rutena service-books are
now available to anyone who knows where to look and who
has sufficient fluency in the relevant languages. Comparison
of the Recensio Rutena service-books with these sources is
essential — and that work is still in its infancy.

It would be possible to compose a list of minimum changes
in both the original Church-Slavonic edition of the Liturgicon
and the 1964/65 Ruthenian translation of that edition into

19 Anton Baumstark, Comparative Liturgy, rev. Bernard Botte (monk of Mont
César), trans. F. L. Cross (Westminster, MD: Newman Press, 1958), 18.
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English. But the sort of drastic recasting which the draft of 12
October 2004 represents goes much further; it is necessary to
ask whether the necessary foundation for such a recasting has
been laid.

So then, may these present comments may be received as a
fraternal contribution, in the context of the larger discussion of
how all of us try to serve our Local Churches in cultures and
lands where her presence is relatively new.

Gratitude is due to many friends who gave valued
assistance in this study, providing materials and offering
many hours of proof-reading and helpful criticism. The views
expressed and any errors of fact are exclusively the
responsibility of the present writer, save in actual quotations.

12



CHAPTER 2

THE CONTROVERSY AND ITS
HISTORICAL SETTING

Liturgy is a matter of profound intimacy, affecting the
deepest spiritual lives of those involved with divine worship.
Differing understandings of Liturgy and different
interpretations of liturgical data provoke serious
disagreements which can become unpleasant quarrels. This
happens even among the experts, the highly qualified
liturgiologists. When bishops, clergy, monastics and lay
people of a Local Church are at odds with one another on
liturgical matters, this argument has not occurred in a
vacuum. If one is to understand the disagreement and the
points at issue, there is no avoiding the necessity to grasp the
background, the history and the context of the disagreement.
This remains true even after many people have forgotten some
of the specific events of several decades ago, because emotions
often endure longer than historical knowledge. This chapter
seeks to explore the context and the background to the present
discussion.

The awareness that a new English translation/redaction of
the Divine Liturgy of Saint John Chrysostom for use in the
Byzantine-Ruthenian Metropolitanate of Pittsburgh is under
serious consideration has been controversial for some time.
The current controversy has its roots in an older and long-
standing disagreement.

The Pittsburgh Byzantine-Ruthenian Church traces her
origins to the Eparchy of Mukachiv," which is located on the

' Mukachiv is a town in the Transcarpathian Region of western Ukraine.

The diocese which bears the name of Mukachiv is based in the larger city
of Uzhorod, the regional capital, almost in walking distance to the
Ukrainian-Slovak border. Transcarpathia is located geographically on

13
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southern slopes of the Carpathian Mountains and includes the
geographic mid-point of Europe.” The origins of this diocese
are not certain, but popular belief asserts that the diocese was
directly founded by the Cyrillomethodian mission in the ninth
century.” There are not sufficient documents or manuscripts
available to establish the precise liturgical usage in the
Eparchy of Mukachiv from the time of Saints Cyril and

the southern slopes of the Carpathian Mountains. The large majority of
the population of this territory are Eastern Slavs; in religious affiliation
they were almost entirely Greek-Catholic until a movement arose early
in the twentieth century with the goal of returning to Eastern Orthodoxy
(the Eparchy of Mukachiv had been Eastern Orthodox until 1646, when
the “Union of Uzhorod”, similar to the Union of Brest in 1596, brought
the Orthodox Christians of Transcarpathia into religious union with
Roman Catholicism). For several reasons, the pro-Orthodox movement
in Transcarpathia had some success in the first four decades of the
twentieth century. After World War II the Soviet government, which
took possession of Transcarpathia in the wake of the war, used blatant
force and violence to aggregate the local Greek-Catholic Church (and the
local Eastern Orthodox Church) to the Moscow Patriarchate. As the
USSR disintegrated from 1988 through 1990, the Greek-Catholic Church
in Transcarpathia was able to emerge from the catacombs, although not
to the same extent as in Galicia (on the northern slopes of the
Carpathians), so the Greek-Catholic Eparchy of Mukachiv is once again
functioning more-or-less normally. Those seeking more information on
the historical background will face a difficulty of nomenclature: as the
Hungarians, the Slovaks, the Czechs and the Soviets have been in
possession of Transcarpathia at various times, place names have changed
repeatedly to suit the preferences of the occupying power at any given
moment. Uzhorod is also called Ungvar (in Hungarian) and Uzhgorod
(Russian); Mukachiv is also called Munkacs (in Hungarian) and
Mukacevo (in Slovak), and so it goes. The best popular work about this
community is Paul Robert Magocsi, Our People, Carpatho-Rusyns and Their
Descendants in North America (Toronto: Multicultural History Society of
Ontario, 1984).

The geographic mid-point of Europe is in the small village of Jasynja, in
the eastern area of Transcarpathia (formerly Maramaros county, now the
Rachiv region. A small monument marks the exact spot in question.
Bishop Daniel (Ivancho) was born in this village on 30 March 1908.

The Cyrillomethodian mission founded seven dioceses — but only six are
known by name. Mukachiv could conceivably be the “missing” seventh
diocese. Moravia, an important base of the Cyrillomethodian mission, is
in Slovakia, not far from Transcarpathia.

14



CHAPTER 2—THE CONTROVERSY AND ITS HISTORICAL SETTING

Methodius until the Union of UZhorod in 1646. However, by
that time liturgical books in Church-Slavonic were being
printed in Kyiv, in L'viv and elsewhere and some of these
printed books have appeared in collections in and around
Transcarpathia,’ so we may have reasonable confidence that
the service-books in use were those of the tradition associated
with Saint Peter (Mohyla), Metropolitan of Kyiv-Halych from
1632-1646.°

The relationship of the Eparchy of Mukachiv with the
Greek-Catholic Church on the northern slopes of the
Carpathians was and is problematic, but here we are mainly
concerned with liturgical matters. The Eparchy of Mukachiv
was not represented at the infamous Synod of Zamost’ in 1720,
nor at the Synod of L’viv in 1891, so the decrees of Zamost’
had no legal force in the Eparchy of Mukachiv. Neither did the
decrees of the 1891 Synod of L’viv.” To some extent the usages

Even the basic documentation of the Union of Uzhorod in 1646 is not
altogether certain.

At the time of writing, Transcarpathia is the name of a region of Ukraine
on the southern slopes of the Carpathian Mountains; this is the only
territory of present-day Ukraine which had been part of the Hungarian
Kingdom until the end of World War I. The term Transcarpathia is a
relative newcomer to the geographic vocabulary. During the inter-war
period a somewhat larger territory was wunder Czechoslovak
administration and was then termed Subcarpathian Rus’. Some of that
territory is now in the present-day Slovak state; Greek-Catholics in
eastern Slovakia are organized for ecclesiastical purposes in the Eparchy
of PreSov, created in 1818 by detaching several deaneries from the
Eparchy of Mukachiv. Much more recently, the Eparchy of PreSov has
itself been divided; the southern parts are now served by the Apostolic
Exarchate of Kosice.

In the Millennium Collection of the Rare Book Room of Robarts Library
at the University of Toronto there is a “Mohyla” Church-Slavonic
Liturgicon with marginalia showing that it was still in use in the Eparchy
of Mukachiv until World War 1. Cf. The Millennium Collection of Old
Ukrainian Books at the University of Toronto Library: a Catalogue, Edward
Kasinec and Bohdan Struminskyj, Chair of Ukrainian Studies (University
of Toronto, 1984), 5-7 “The Liturgiarium” (L'viv, 1691).

The purported decrees concerning liturgy of that 1891 Synod had no
canonical force anywhere, although they became customary in varying
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of Zamost” and the 1891 Synod of L'viv reached the Eparchy of
Mukachiv by way of custom, but there was always an
awareness that the Eparchy of Mukachiv had a distinct
liturgical identity of her own.

As all historians of liturgy are aware, the invention of the
printing press did much to advance the idea of uniformity in
liturgy. Some liturgical books were printed in Transcarpathia,
especially popular prayer-books but also some books for the
use of the clergy in conducting divine services. However the
1905 Liturgicon,’ published in L'viv, quickly found a welcome
in Transcarpathia, and in those daughter Churches of the
Eparchy of Mukachiv which continued to use Church-
Slavonic.’

degrees in different places. Cf. ITucoma-Tlocaanta Mumponoauma Andpest
Hlenmuuvrozo, YCBB. 3 wuaci¢ wnimeyvkoi oxynauyii, Bibliotheca Logos,
Volumen XXX (Yorkton, Sask., Canada, 1969), 157.

This 1905 Liturgicon is a missale plenum, modeled on the Missale
Romanum, and could justly be called the Missale Ruthenum. The
bibliographic pedigree of this missal originates with a Greek missale
plenum published by Cardinal Nerli in 1683 at the Monastery of
Grottaferrata for the monks’ use when serving the Byzantine Liturgy.
Metropolitan Cyprian (Zhokhovsky) of Kyiv-Halych and All Rus” found
this Greek “missal” attractive, and edited a similar “missal” in Church-
Slavonic, which he published at 1692 in Vilnius, Lithuania. This
Zhokhovsky “missal” became the model for similar Ruthenian “missals”
published at least in 1697 (Suprasl), 1733 (Univ) 1734 (Pochaiv), 1735
(Pochaiv), 1740 (Univ), 1744 (Pochaiv — this edition was the first to give
the rubrics for the “read Mass”, to be found in the 1905 missal on page
320 of the Mundare, Canada reprint during World War II), 1747 (Univ),
1755 (Pochaiv), 1755 (L'viv), 1763 (Suprasl), 1780 (L'viv), 1788 (Pochaiv),
1791 (Pochaiv), 1840 (Peremyshl) and L’viv 1866. In the twentieth
century, the 1905 Church-Slavonic Liturgicon or Missale Ruthenum was
reprinted at least twice: once in Mundare, Alberta, Canada during World
War II (by that time the 1941 edition had already been printed in Rome,
but communications between Rome and Canada during the period were
virtually impossible and the need for service-books was acute) and in
Rome, although not by the Holy See (a private printer did this as an
investment), probably in 1968. The book is now out of print but second-
hand copies are easily found.

Thus the Eparchy of Presov, founded in 1818 in what is now eastern
Slovakia, welcomed the 1905 Liturgicon, and — importantly for our
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The use of the 1905 Liturgicon did not necessarily mean
that the clergy" followed the prescriptions of this book to the
letter — there were many variations. In the USA one could find
significant differences of liturgical usage from one parish to
the next and from one priest to another. The liturgical
situation was chaotic. This can even be demonstrated from
popular prayer-books, which give liturgical texts showing
significant variations from one book to the next. The Greek-
Catholic hierarchy found this liturgical chaos unpalatable.

By the second half of the nineteenth century a dispute was
already in full swing'' between those who wanted a liturgical
practice as close as possible to the liturgical practice of Eastern
Orthodoxy,” and those who wanted a liturgical practice as
different as possible from that of Eastern Orthodoxy.” The

purposes — the parishes in the USA with clergy and faithful from
Transcarpathia and eastern Slovakia continued to use the 1905
Liturgicon until the shift from Church-Slavonic to English. There are
probably  parishes of the Byzantine-Ruthenian  Pittsburgh

Metropolitanate where the 1905 L’viv Liturgicon is in use even today.

" Lay people would seldom have had occasion to use the 1905 Liturgicon,

which is an altar book, although some lectors and cantors would use it

for the Epistle and/or the occasional chants.

" An early salvo in this controversy was the publication of Father Eugene

Fentsik’'s book Aumypzuxa wuru Obacnenie Bozocayxenia Cesmoil,
Bocmoutnoii, Ilpasocaasto KaBoauuecxou Llepxsu (Budapest, 1878). The
book has the Imprimatur of Bishop Nicholas (Toth) of Presov - the
Imprimatur was later withdrawn. In February 1990 one could purchase
mint-condition copies of the book at the Orthodox bookstore in Presov.

Metropolitan Andrew (Sheptytsky) of Kyiv-Halych eventually became
the crucial leader of those who wanted a liturgical practice as close as
possible to that of Eastern Orthodoxy. He was a figure of immense
personal authority; his loyalty to the Catholic Church was beyond
question and he enjoyed the confidence of successive Popes.

Those who wanted a liturgical practice as different as possible from that
of Eastern Orthodoxy eventually had Bishop Gregory (Khomyshyn) of
Stanislaviv (now Ivan-Frankivsk) as their most outstanding leader. On 23
March 1931 Bishop Gregory published a notorious pastoral letter “On
Byzantinism” — Bishop Gregory had no use for anything Byzantine,
openly regretted that Ukraine had received the faith from
Constantinople instead of from Rome and to crown all asserted that
Communism is the twentieth-century lineal descendant of Byzantium.
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polemics of the discussion, especially during the inter-war
period,” often included accusations against the personal
integrity of this or that advocate of one view or the other. The
religious orders became involved: the Studites from the
beginning were supportive of Byzantine liturgical
authenticity. The Basilians opposed the movement for
liturgical repristination. The Redemptorists were in a difficult
position: their bishop, Hieromartyr Nicholas (Charnetsky),"”
was accustomed to serve according to the Orthodox Niconian
tradition and so were his priests and deacons. At the same
time the Redemptorists were also involved in preaching
missions and trying to serve the faithful, often with various
devotional forms adopted wholesale from the Roman
liturgical and paraliturgical tradition. So the Redemptorist
approach to the problem was not always consistent.

Still worse: in the minds of some people the liturgical
dispute became linked with secular politics. That problem at
least seems to have been largely absent in the Pittsburgh
jurisdiction, although there have been occasional
reverberations from the battles in Eastern Europe.

To make a long story a little shorter, while Metropolitan
Andrew was not able by himself to overcome the objections of
his opponents on the liturgical front, he succeeded in
convincing the bishops to refer the entire question to the Holy
See, asking the Holy See to provide a set of official or “typical”

The pastoral letter was translated into Italian and circulated among the
cognoscenti in Rome; in after years a copy was kept in the library of the
Pontifical Oriental Institute and photocopies of that copy are still to be
found here and there (Lettera Pastorale di Mons. Gregorio Chomyszyn,
Vescovo di Stanislaviv, al Clero della Diocesi di Stanislaviv, sul Bizantinismo,
Traduzione dei Sacerdoti A. N. e C. D. A,, Stanislaviv 1931, A spese
dell’Ordinariato Vescovile). The original Ukrainian text was published in
Bishop Gregory’s diocesan newspaper. The Italian translation was
privately printed in Rome.

1918-1939.

Apostolic Visitor and later Apostolic Exarch of Volyn, Pidlassia and
Polessia.
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liturgical books for all the Greek-Catholics of the
“Ruthenian”" tradition to use. The Bishops of Mukachiv-
Uzhorod, PresSov, Krizevtsi, Pittsburgh, Philadelphia and
Winnipeg all belonged to Metropolitan Andrew’s episcopal
assemblies and associated themselves with the petition to
Rome, asking the Holy See to produce this “typical” set of
liturgical books for them.”

The Great Depression and World War II both made the
liturgical matter more difficult. The USA had a particular
problem not of its own making: Rome’s decision to forbid the
ordination of married men to major orders in the three
Exarchates in North America had an especially hurtful effect
on the Pittsburgh Exarchate. When Bishop Basil (Takach)
insisted on enforcing Rome’s imposition of celibacy,” he faced
an opposition movement which eventually led to the creation
of a Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Diocese in the USA,"” within
the jurisdiction of the Ecumenical Patriarchate of
Constantinople. The imposition of celibacy and the division of
the Exarchate between those who remained in union with
Rome and those who formed the Carpatho-Russian Orthodox
Diocese were accomplished with bitterness and trauma for all

Defining the term Ruthenian is a thorny challenge; its meaning has
changed several times. But in this particular instance the bishops were
referring to those eparchies and exarchates using Church-Slavonic as a
liturgical language and using the 1905 Liturgicon (in varying degrees).
There were also much smaller communities of Greek-Catholics serving
in Church-Slavonic but using either the Niconian service books or the
pre-Niconian service books; they were not included in this request to
Rome.

Cyril Korolevsky, Metropolitan Andrew (L'viv: Stauropegion, 1993), 433-
436 gives a brief account of the process of producing these books. Cf. also
Archimandrite Victor J. Pospishil, “Sheptyts’kyi and Liturgical Reform”
in Morality and Reality, The Life and Times of Andrei Sheptyts’kyi, ed. Paul
Robert Magocsi (Edmonton: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies,
University of Alberta, 1989), 201-225.

Following the 1929 Cum Data Fuerit decree of the Holy See.

The diocesan cathedral, seminary and bishop’s residence are now located
at Johnstown, Pennsylvania. Metropolitan Nicholas of Amissos is the
ruling bishop at the time of writing.
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concerned; huge amounts of money were lost on seemingly
endless litigation to determine the ownership of Church
properties. Even at the time of writing, seven decades later,
the scars of this painful tragedy are not fully healed.

On the specific matter of Liturgy, the Carpatho-Russian
Orthodox Diocese prided itself on maintaining the liturgical
practice of the Greek-Catholic Church in the USA as that
liturgical practice had been brought from Transcarpathia and
had remained in America until the outbreak of the celibacy
crisis. Changes came, but gradually and patiently, since the
people were strongly attached to the familiar services.”
Meanwhile the Pittsburgh Exarchate was introducing various
innovations, all of which were in a Latin direction.

World War II brought much stress to all the various
Churches in most countries, including the USA. During the
war the Vatican was able to send” sample copies of the new
liturgical books™ to each of the bishops as these books were
published, but it was far more difficult to provide copies in
sufficient numbers for the clergy. In 1942 Metropolitan
Andrew published a good two-color reprint of the new edition
of the Divine Liturgy of Saint John Chrysostom. Intended for
the clergy, Metropolitan Andrew printed 5,000 copies, which

20

The Carpatho-Russian faithful, both Greek-Catholic and Eastern
Orthodox, are passionately fond of singing in Church, and often know
the liturgy remarkably well. One-volume compendia (in Church-
Slavonic) of the Vespers and Orthros services for Sundays and feast
days, the Paschal cycle and so on were quite popular. The particular
tradition of liturgical chant (often called “Prostopinije”) believed to have
originated in Transcarpathia was and is perhaps the single most

important and distinctive liturgical characteristic of this community.

? One assumes that the Vatican had to use diplomatic channels for this

purpose.

2 Father Cyril Korolevsky reports that the new books were printed in

Rome, partly at Grottaferratta and partly at the Vatican Press because of
war conditions — and used “beautifully tinted Slovakian paper”! (“The
Liturgical Publications of the Sacred Eastern Congregation,” Eastern
Churches Quarterly 6, no. 7 (July-September 1946): 388-399, cited passage
on 395.
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was a remarkable achievement in the midst of World War I1.”
In 1944 the Eparchy of Mukachiv managed to publish a black-
and-white™ reprint of the 1941 Roman edition of the recensio
rutena Divine Liturgy of Saint John Chrysostom; this reprint
was almost certainly done on the initiative of Hieromartyr
Theodore (Romzha),” who was appointed Bishop on 8 August
1944 and made the reprint available to his clergy.” Thus one
might have expected that the Pittsburgh Exarchate, which was
a daughter Church of the Eparchy of Mukachiv, would have
received the new Roman edition gladly. Events did not so
transpire.”

24
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At the time the Archeparchy of L’viv had just over a thousand diocesan
priests, and the two suffragan dioceses had just over 1,100 diocesan
priests. However, Metropolitan Andrew was certainly looking towards
the uncertain future; no one could know when it would be possible to
print such a book again.

To distinguish the rubrics from the text, this black-and-white reprint
adds an asterisk before each rubric.

Pope John Paul II beatified the Hieromartyr Theodore in June 2001.

Bishop John brought his book to Rome when he came for the 1990 synod
with the Pope and graciously allowed an interested priest to make a
photocopy. Hieromartyr Theodore had ordained Bishop John to the
priesthood on 6 July 1947 and gave the new priest a copy of the 1944
reprint as a memento of the ordination. The reprint was produced in the
printing house of the Order of Saint Basil the Great, in UZhorod, by the
authority of the administration of the Eparchy of Mukachiv — meaning,
one assumes, Blessed Theodore. We do not know how many copies were
printed — but it appears that Blessed Theodore was also anticipating a
troubled future, since his reprint includes a short form of Absolution, a
short form of the Anointing of the Sick, a final Absolution for the dying,
and a very short form with which to convey the papal absolution to the
dying.

We do not yet know whether Bishop Basil and the leading priests of the
Pittsburgh Exarchate were even aware of the 1944 reprint of the recensio
rutena Liturgy of Saint John Chrysostom in Uzhorod; ordinary
communications were nonexistent, so it would have been a question of
someone succeeding in bringing a copy from Transcarpathia to the USA
in the midst of the closing months of World War II. From the end of
World War II until around 1955, there were no postal communications
between the USSR and the USA.
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It would have been impractical for the Pittsburgh
Exarchate to do much about the new editions during World
War II; money was tight and there were wartime restrictions
on civilian travel and on printing. Bishop Basil (Takach) was
seriously ill and incapacitated; as soon as the war ended he
urgently requested a Bishop-Coadjutor. The Holy See™
appointed Father Daniel Ivancho as the Bishop-Coadjutor to
Bishop Basil and in effect the Administrator of the Pittsburgh
Exarchate. The liturgical restoration mandated by the Holy See
was certainly on Bishop Daniel’s agenda, but more urgent
problems required Bishop Daniel’s immediate attention. There
was a pressing need for a seminary as soon as possible, since
Pittsburgh could no longer send students to eastern Europe.”
There was a need for a diocesan newspaper.” It had been
impossible to conduct annual clergy retreats during World
War II. The onslaught of Communism in Eastern Europe
meant that there were many well-justified pleas for assistance
from the Church in the USA, so that Bishop Daniel had to
organize repeated collections in an attempt to meet this need.
Demographic changes in the US meant that Bishop Daniel had
to begin to collect names and addresses of Greek-Catholic

* With the active encouragement of Empress Zita, the exiled Apostolic

Queen of Hungary. The Empress came to Pittsburgh for the new
bishop’s ordination to the episcopate and — following a protocol to which
American Catholics were completely unaccustomed — “presided” at the
Divine Liturgy of the new Bishop’s consecration (on 5 November 1946),
enthroned in the sanctuary of the church, within the altar rails, wearing
most impressive Imperial regalia. Many of those present must have been

quite bewildered.

® The successful construction and establishment of Saints Cyril and

Methodius Seminary in Pittsburgh was one of the greatest achievements
of Bishop Daniel’s years in office. It was necessary to raise one million
US dollars — an immense sum at the time. The property was purchased
in 1950; the seminary opened for the beginning of the academic year in
1951, with 40 students. In 1952 Bishop Daniel blessed the seminary

chapel.

% Bishop Daniel devoted much effort to preparing for the appearance of

the newspaper, but publication did not commence until 1956, two years
after Bishop Daniel’s departure.
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faithful in Florida and California.” In virtually every parish,
returning war veterans were urging programs - including
anglicization - to insure the future of the Church.” There was
a need for new construction of churches and schools. It was
necessary to revive church organizations and activities which
had been dormant during the war years. With all this and
more, Bishop Daniel did not lack for occupation. But he did
not forget the liturgical matter.

Obtaining copies of the new recensio rutena service-books
from Rome would not be difficult; Rome itself reprinted some
of the books to meet the demand.” Introducing the restored
Liturgy was bound to be a delicate problem; the bishop and
his clergy would need patience and pastoral prudence. While
he was still Coadjutor and Administrator, Bishop Daniel may
not have felt entirely free to act, since on principle the
administrator of a diocese does not innovate. Bishop Basil
(Takach) died on 13 May 1948, and three months later Bishop
Daniel was formally constituted Exarch.

In 1952 Bishop Daniel held liturgical conferences with his
clergy (who by this time knew that the “Ruthenian Recension”
books had been published — if only because the Philadelphia
Exarchate had introduced them) and during these meetings
the Bishop began to give decisions on questions as they arose.

' All these needs appear in Bishop Daniel’s first pastoral letter, issued on 5

February 1947.

Most religious denominations in the USA were affected by the return of
veterans; such men were expected to assume leadership in their parishes
and their own experiences in the armed services gave them important
expectations for their home churches. A significant number of veterans
also entered the clergy; this was among the reasons for the striking
increase in the numbers of seminarians and theological students in the
United States.

The Holy See reprinted the recensio rutena Liturgicon in 1952.
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Bishop Daniel also held similar conferences with his clergy on
23 March and 7 October 1953.™

In 1944 the Holy See had published a booklet of rubrics for
the Divine Liturgy, Vespers and Orthros usually referred to as
the Ordo Celebrationis from the first two words of the Latin
title.” In his circular letter to all the “Ruthenian” episcopate on
10 September 1941 Cardinal Tisserant noted that from the
middle of the seventeenth century onward the rubrics had
been particularly modified and altered, so that restoring a
typical book for the Divine Liturgy would also require a book
of rubrics or Ordo Celebrationis, which was then (in 1941) in
preparation.” The Ordo Celebrationis of 1944 was published in
Latin, and ten years later had still not been translated into
English.” Bishop Daniel knew that at least some of his clergy
could not read Latin fluently, and neither could the
seminarians, so on 1 December 1953 Bishop Daniel appointed
a committee of Father Eugene Hornyak, Father Eugene
Chromoga and Father Paul Tigyer to translate the Ordo
Celebrationis into English.”

Realizing that introducing the changes in liturgical practice
which the new Church-Slavonic edition and the Ordo
Celebrationis called for would have to be done gradually, on 31

34

The Order for the Celebration of Vespers, Matins and the Divine Liturgy

According to the Ruthenian Recension (Pittsburgh, 1954), xxvii.

* Ordo Celebrationis Vesperarum Matutini et Divinae Liturgiae iuxta

Recensionem Ruthenorum, Sacra Congregatio pro Ecclesia Orientali
(Romae, 1944). A second edition (unchanged from the first one) was
printed in 1953.

Protocol Number 1219/28.

This entire letter was published (in the original Italian) in Orientalia
Christian Periodica 8 (Rome, 1942), 136-139.

The Ordo Celebrationis was translated into Ukrainian soon after the Latin
text was published. The present writer is not aware of any translations
into any other languages.

The Order for the Celebration of Vespers, Matins and the Divine Liturgy
According to the Ruthenian Recension (Pittsburgh, 1954), title page.
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October 1953 Bishop Daniel wrote to Eugene Cardinal
Tisserant, then in charge of the Oriental Congregation,”
requesting temporary dispensations from 23 particular
requirements of the new books — had each of these
dispensations been granted, the effect would have been to
have had virtually no changes at all." However, Bishop Daniel
was familiar with the custom of the Holy See in such cases and
would not have expected to receive all the dispensations he
requested in his letter. Accordingly, the Oriental Congregation
responded in a letter of 27 November 1953,” granting — on a
temporary basis — ten of the requested dispensations,
courteously refusing the others and reminding Bishop Daniel
that in the Liturgy offered in the seminary and in houses of
paramonastic formation the dispensations should not be used,
but the service should take place in strict conformity to the
new books.

The translation of the Ordo Celebrationis which the three
priests prepared at Bishop Daniel’s instruction included the
circular letter of Cardinal Tisserant of 10 September 1941,
Bishop Daniel’s letter to Cardinal Tisserant of 31 October 1953
and the Congregation’s letter in response of 27 November
1953.” Each paragraph in the Ordo Celebrationis affected by the
dispensations was given a footnote clarifying what the
practice would be in the Pittsburgh Exarchate in the light of

“ The Pope himself was the nominal Prefect of this Congregation, so the

Cardinal who actually administered the Congregation was called the

Secretary. This continued until the pontificate of Paul VI.

' The complete text of this letter from Bishop Daniel to Cardinal Tisserant

appears in Ordo Celebrationis, English Translation with Annotations and
Illustrations, Serge Keleher and Jack Figel (Fairfax, VA: Eastern Christian
Publications, 1996), 116-119.

The complete text of this letter from the Oriental Congregation to Bishop
Daniel appears in Ordo Celebrationis, English Translation with Annotations
and Illustrations, Serge Keleher and Jack Figel (Fairfax, VA: Eastern
Christian Publications, 1996), 120-122.

The Order for the Celebration of Vespers, Matins and the Divine Liturgy
According to the Ruthenian Recension (Pittsburgh, 1954), x — xxiii.
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these letters and in the light of the Bishop’s decisions in the
clergy conferences on liturgy. On 16 February 1954 Bishop
Daniel gave some further clarifications.”

On 22 February 1954 Bishop Daniel approved this English
translation.” It was reproduced by mimeograph, appearing on
25 March 1954,“ with a dedication to the students of Saints
Cyril and Methodius Seminary in Pittsburgh. Copies were
provided to the clergy and seminarians and to religious
houses. In the seminary chapel and elsewhere the restored
Divine Liturgy gradually began to come into use to some
extent. There is no reason to think that if Bishop Daniel had
remained Exarch the process thus begun would not have
continued, unhurriedly but effectively.”

However, Bishop Daniel’s position was difficult for other
reasons not directly related to liturgical matters. For several
years he had been living in a marital relationship,” despite the

44

The Order for the Celebration of Vespers, Matins and the Divine Liturgy
According to the Ruthenian Recension (Pittsburgh, 1954), xxvii.

The Order for the Celebration of Vespers, Matins and the Divine Liturgy
According to the Ruthenian Recension (Pittsburgh, 1954), title page. This
was the first translation of the Ordo Celebrationis into English; two other
translations into English have since been published.

The booklet carries the date of March 25, 1955, but this can only be a
lapsus calami; by March 1955 there was no possibility of doing such a
thing. Nor would it have taken 13 months to type the stencils for a book
of about 165 pages.

In 1954 the “Byzantine-Slavonic Rite Catholic Exarchate of Pittsburgh,
PA” published a Liturgical Catechism on the Sacrifice of the Divine Liturgy.
No author is named. The Nihil Obstat was given by Father Eugene
Hornyak, in his capacity as Censor Deputatus; the Imprimatur was given
by Bishop Daniel on 2 February 1954. One is inclined to think that this
book was intended as part of an educational program leading to the
introduction of the Roman edition of the liturgical books.
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* In 1961 Protopresbyter John Yurcisin, who for several decades was

Chancellor of the Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Diocese and was notably
well informed, told the present writer in conversation that Father Daniel
Ivancho, before becoming a bishop, had approached Bishop Orestes of
the Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Diocese, asking to be received as a
married priest — but since the marriage had taken place after Father
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prohibition of married clergy in his Exarchate.” He had kept
his own marital relationship a close secret. He was giving
good leadership as Bishop and was assisted by a group of
clergy who valued that leadership. After more than fifty years,
it is impossible to determine who did and who did not know
or suspect that the bishop was secretly married. But there were
some implacable opponents of the liturgical restoration and
there were others who for their own reasons wished to be rid
of Bishop Daniel.” An opportunity presented itself in 1954,

49
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Daniel’s ordination, Bishop Orestes was unable to accept him.
Protopresbyter John is now deceased.

Bishop Daniel was ordained to the priesthood in 1934, five years after
Bishop Basil (Takach) refused to ordain any more married priests.

It has been stated that in 1954 there was a serious attempt to incorporate
the Pittsburgh Exarchate into the structure of the Ukrainian Greek-
Catholic Church in the USA (cf. Magocsi, Our People, op. cit, p. 38).
Bishop Daniel was a strenuous opponent of the idea.

In late October 1954 the Ukrainian Greek-Catholic Church organized a
well-attended “National Eucharistic Marian Congress of the Oriental
Rites” in Philadelphia. For whatever reason Bishop Daniel did not
participate and only two of his priests are known to have participated —
Father Alexander Papp and Father Basil Pekar (Father Basil Pekar served
on the organizing committee). This large gathering brought together the
Apostolic Delegate to the USA, the Armenian Catholic Patriarch Peter
XV (Cardinal Agagianian, who would have had no trouble reaching the
ear of Pope Pius XII and speaking frankly with the Oriental
Congregation), Samuel Cardinal Stritch, Thomas Cardinal Tien, a large
number of Archbishops and Bishops and some highly influential clergy;
as many as 30,000 faithful participated. It has been stated that a small
group of priests of the Pittsburgh Exarchate took advantage of this
occasion to forward the information on Bishop Daniel’s marital status to
the Holy See. The Philadelphia event took place over the weekend of 22-
24 October 1954; the decree of Pius XII appointing Msgr. Elko Apostolic
Administrator of the Pittsburgh Exarchate was announced in a papal
audience to the Acting Secretary of State, Archbishop Dell’Acqua, on 25
November 1954 (text in Historical Mirror, Sources of the Rusin and
Hungarian Greek Rite Catholics in the United States of America, 1884 — 1963,
John Slivka, editor, apud auctorem (New York, 1978), 315). One cannot be
sure that the Philadelphia event and Bishop Daniel’s sudden departure
from Pittsburgh are connected with each other, but the dates are
consistent with that view. The most complete account of the Philadelphia
celebration is Ten-Year Anniversary Book of the National Eucharistic Marian
Congress of the Oriental Rites, The Ark, Volume XI, October 1964, Stamford,
Connecticut.
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and his opponents, searching for anything to give them
leverage against Bishop Daniel, discovered the clandestine
marriage and brought it to the attention of the Holy See.

Rome would not tolerate a bishop living in a marital
relationship, particularly in the United States. Conversely,
Rome was anxious to avoid a public scandal. An arrangement
was made: on 2 December 1954 Bishop Daniel “retired” from
his position but remained listed in the Catholic Directory as the
Exarch-Emeritus, with his nominal address at the Chancery in
Pittsburgh. In reality he moved to Florida, supplemented his
retirement pay by engaging in a small commercial business
enterprise, refrained from all involvement in Church affairs
and did not comment on any Church matters.” Bishop Daniel
died on 2 August 1972, maintaining his silence to the end.

Rome acted with extraordinary haste. On the same day as
Bishop Daniel’s “retirement” and departure from Pittsburgh,
the Vicar General, Msgr. Nicholas T. Elko, was made
Administrator of the Exarchate. In February 1955 he was
appointed Titular Bishop of Apollonias; in March 1955
Cardinal Tisserant ordained Msgr. Elko to the episcopate in
Rome. His appointment as Exarch was announced in
September 1955.

Msgr. Elko — Bishop Elko as he soon became — was
obdurately opposed to the “Ruthenian Recension” as the Holy
See had presented it and would not accept the liturgical books
published by the Holy See. He was implacably determined
that so long as he could prevent it, this form of Liturgy would

? In those years, the closest Bishop Daniel came to making any such

comment occurred in 1969 when Father Emil Mihalik, whom Bishop
Daniel had known, was appointed the first Bishop of the Ruthenian
Eparchy of Parma, Ohio. Shortly before his consecration the new bishop-
elect was surprised to receive a small but heavily insured parcel from
Florida. The parcel contained Bishop Daniel’s pectoral cross and a brief
note reading “Emil — be good to your priests; take it from one who
knows!” [Information courtesy of Father Eugene Chromoga.]
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not be introduced into the Pittsburgh Exarchate. After Bishop
Daniel’s departure, Msgr. Elko transferred Father Eugene
Chromoga from Pittsburgh itself to California, where he was
given the name of one family and instructed to organize a
parish, with no assistance from the Exarchate.” Father Eugene
Hornyak™ entered the novitiate of the Ukrainian Order of
Saint Basil the Great,” receiving the monastic name of
Augustine when he took the schema. In 1961 he became
bishop for the Ukrainian Greek-Catholics in England, Scotland
and Wales and, to his credit, obtained the present Ukrainian
Greek-Catholic cathedral church and clergy house in London.
Unhappily for all concerned, Bishop Augustine became
involved in the early nineteen-seventies in a bitter controversy
over the issue of the Ukrainian Patriarchate and eventually
resigned his position in 1987, living in retirement until his
death in 2003.

Father Paul Tigyer, the third member of the commission
which had produced the first English translation of the Ordo
Celebrationis on the instructions of Bishop Daniel, seems to
have managed to remain on reasonably peaceful terms with
Bishop Nicholas and does not seem to have been involved in
any further controversy.”

% Despite this inauspicious beginning Father Eugene Chromoga succeeded

brilliantly in California; he established not only one parish, but a deanery
which in 1982 became the Eparchy of Van Nuys. Father Eugene never
gave up on the recensio rutena or on the Ordo Celebrationis. Mitrophoric

Archpriest Eugene Chromoga is now dead.

* Originally from Ruski Kerestur in what was then Yugoslavia.

* Father Basil Pekar, of the Pittsburgh Eparchy, was from Transcarpathia

and had been associated with Bishop Daniel’s effort to begin introducing
the “Ruthenian Recension”; he also entered the Ukrainian Basilian
novitiate in company with Father Hornyak; Father Pekar received the
monastic name of Athanasius. Father Athanasius has continued to be
active in church affairs involving both Transcarpathia and the Byzantine-
Ruthenian Church in the USA.

Unlike most of the protagonists in the affair, Father Paul Tigyer is still
alive at the time of writing.
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Daniel Donovan of the Bronx, New York, was a seminarian
at the time at Saints Cyril and Methodius Seminary in
Pittsburgh. The young seminarian’s support for the recensio
rutena and the work of Father Eugene Chromoga was more
than Bishop Elko was prepared to tolerate; Daniel Donovan
was immediately expelled from the Seminary. Disgusted, Mr.
Donovan joined the Eastern Orthodox Church, married and
was ordained priest during the summer of 1955.

There remained the mimeographed comb-bound copies of
the English translation of the Ordo Celebrationis. Since these
books contained the copies of the correspondence between the
Oriental Congregation and Bishop Daniel, they demonstrated
that the Ordo Celebrationis and the entire “Ruthenian
Recension” as published by Rome applied to the Pittsburgh
Exarchate. Nothing daunted, Bishop FElko had the
mimeographed books recalled and the pages with this
correspondence were removed before the books were returned
to their owners. Fortunately a few copies escaped this
bowdlerizing. An “unabridged” copy of the book remained in
another seminary in the USA; this copy was photo-reproduced
in the nineteen-eighties and became useful in producing the
1996 version.

Bishop Elko was determined to continue and develop the
work of promoting the use of English for the divine services,
including the Divine Liturgy itself.” For this purpose
translations of the Divine Liturgy in more or less the form
actually in use in the Pittsburgh Exarchate were published,
sometimes with music” to be used in congregational signing.

57

Thus Bishop Elko brought Bishop Fulton ]J. Sheen, then a famous
television personality, to the annual pilgrimage at Mount Saint Macrina,
Uniontown, Pennsylvania over the Labor Day weekend in 1955. At
Bishop Elko’s invitation, Bishop Sheen was the main celebrant — in
English — of the Pontifical Divine Liturgy. A report of this service
appeared in the Junior Catholic Messenger, then published weekly.

* Largely based upon the traditional “Prostopinije” of the Eparchy of

Mukachiv.
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Bishop Elko also organized at least one choir to sing the
Divine Liturgy in English using harmonized music. The
anglicization campaign gathered strength. Incredible though it
may seem in retrospect, at the time this was quite unpopular
with many of the Roman Catholic hierarchs in the USA; there
were serious efforts made in Rome to stop the liturgical use of
English for Byzantine services. Fortunately, Patriarch
Maximos IV of Antioch, Alexandria, Jerusalem and All the
East defended the liturgical use of vernacular languages and
the Blessed Pope John XXIII accepted the Patriarch’s
arguments.”

It has been stated that in the late nineteen-fifties there were
fresh attempts to introduce the Ordo Celebrationis and the
Ruthenian Recension into the Pittsburgh Exarchate. If such
efforts were made, they failed completely. Bishop Elko simply
would not hear of such a project. Instead, what Bishop Elko
called “Americanization” proceeded at ever-increasing
speed.”

Since the Exarchate covered the entire USA and was
growing at the time, Bishop Elko wanted an Auxiliary Bishop.
He obtained one in the person of Stephen Kocisko, originally
from Minneapolis, who was ordained bishop in October 1956.
In 1963 Bishop Kocisko became the first bishop of the newly-
created Eparchy of Passaic; simultaneously Bishop Elko
became the first bishop of the newly-created Eparchy of
Pittsburgh; these two new Eparchies replaced the earlier

59

Cf. Archbishop Nicholas Edelby [later Metropolitan of Damascus, then
secretary to the Patriarch], “The Byzantine Liturgy in the Vernacular,” in
The Eastern Churches and Catholic Unity, ed. Maximos IV, Patriarch of
Antioch, Alexandria, Jerusalem and All the East (Edinburgh and
London: Nelson, 1963), 195-218.

This program included strong pressure to adopt the Gregorian Calendar,
the widespread removal of icon-screens, ever more drastic abbreviations
of the Divine Liturgy, the building of churches with no regard for the
architectural needs of the Byzantine Liturgy, the replacement of
traditional services with Latin devotions, and so on.
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Apostolic Exarchate. Bishop Kocisko shared Bishop Elko’s
aversion to the “Ruthenian Recension” and the Ordo
Celebrationis.

Meanwhile, the Second Vatican Council was meeting, from
1962 through 1965. The obvious contradictions between the
Council’s decisions regarding the Eastern Churches and the
direction Bishop Elko and Bishop Kocisko were giving their
eparchies did not inhibit the two bishops - they both
conducted something of a campaign against the entire
conciliar project for a number of years. However, Bishop Elko
had a specific ambition. Every morning during the Council
sessions there was a celebration of the Eucharist for all the
Council Fathers, gathered in Saint Peter’s in Rome — on most
mornings this meant a celebration of one or another Eastern
Liturgy. Bishop Elko wanted to serve such a Divine Liturgy in
English for the Council.

Such a proposal was realistic, particularly since the
Council was mandating an extended use of the vernacular in
the Roman Mass. It seemed sensible for the Fathers to
experience such a service according to one of the Eastern
traditions. Bishop Elko was informed that in order to fulfill his
ambition he would have to present an English translation of
the Divine Liturgy according to the recensio rutena edition of 1941,
have this translation approved by the Holy See, and then
publish the same translation for use in the Eparchies of
Pittsburgh and Passaic. Bishop Elko did precisely that; he
created a commission to prepare the translation, obtained the
approval of the Oriental Congregation for this translation and
published the translation at the Byzantine Seminary Press in
Pittsburgh. But there was an occult reservation to this seeming
acquiescence: Bishop Elko and Bishop Kocisko made it crystal
clear to the clergy of their respective eparchies that while the
texts of this translation were to be used, more or less, the
clergy were not permitted to follow the rubrics and order of
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service of this new edition.” As Cardinal Tisserant had
specified in his circular letter of 10 September 1942, § 3, the
difficulty and the need for liturgical restoration lay primarily
in the rubrics.

The book was approved on 10 December 1964 and
published in 1965.” Bishop Elko was able to serve the Divine
Liturgy at the Second Vatican Council as he had wished.”

After Vatican II the two US Ruthenian Bishops returned to
Pittsburgh and Passaic, respectively, to find that the turmoil
breaking out in the Roman Catholic Church was also affecting
their own Church. They felt that their Church had already had
more than enough turmoil, but they proved unequal to the
task of keeping things peaceful.

The number of seminarians in Pittsburgh dropped
alarmingly, to the point that the seminary itself was in danger.
Bishop Kocisko began to act in opposition to Bishop Elko,
although certainly not in anything to do with the Liturgy. As
the seminary came under threat, in 1966 Bishop Kocisko
abruptly withdrew the Passaic seminarians from the seminary
in Pittsburgh. That same year Father John Martin, who had
been Chancellor of the Pittsburgh Eparchy, suddenly

" This prohibition was probably never put in writing, and was certainly

not published. But it was efficacious. In 1967 Father John Balog was
delated to Bishop Kocisko for serving as the book prescribed; the bishop
sternly rebuked Father Balog. When he indicated to the Bishop that the
Bishop’s own name was on the book as having given the approval,
Bishop Kocisko roundly disabused him of the idea that this nominal
approval meant anything. Father Balog was badly shocked that such
duplicity could exist in the Church and told several of his friends that
this had happened.

> Father David Petras, SEOD, describes the translation process in “A

Survey of the Liturgical Translations of the Byzantine Catholic
Metropolia,” Logos: A Journal of Eastern Christian Studies 39, nos. 2-4
(1998): 241-266, in particular 245-249.

An audio recording of Bishop Elko’s Divine Liturgy during Vatican II
was made; the responses were sung by the choir of the Pontifical Russian
College, directed by Father L. Pichler, an accomplished musician.
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quarreled with Bishop Elko, resigned his position, and went to
Stanford University to pursue doctoral studies in philosophy.
Almost immediately the Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Diocese
invited him to consider becoming a candidate for the
episcopate.” Father John Martin accepted this invitation,
which not only provided the Carpatho-Russian Orthodox
Diocese with an excellent Bishop but also caused a sensation
in the Byzantine-Ruthenian Catholic Church.” At about the
same time, some thirty priests of the Pittsburgh Eparchy sent a
collective letter to Rome, asking the Holy See to remove
Bishop Elko.”

At the time of Bishop Daniel’s sudden resignation, Bishop
Elko was appointed on the assumption that he would be able
to keep the Church under control. By 1966, it was apparent
that this task was beyond him. The manner of his removal
caused still more amazement; Bishop Elko visited Rome in the
normal way and was suddenly informed, as he was about to
fly home to Pittsburgh, that he would not be permitted to

Since almost all the clergy of the Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Diocese
were and are married men, finding a candidate for the episcopate can be
a problem. In 1966 the health of Metropolitan Orestes was precarious,
and the diocesan administration was anxious to have a young bishop of
Carpatho-Russian ethnic background, so their invitation to Father John
Martin was understandable. By coincidence, Father Peter Molchany, who
in 1966 was Vicar General of the Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Diocese,
had actually baptized the infant John Martin — at the time of the Baptism
Father Molchany was himself a young priest serving at Saint John’s
Greek-Catholic Cathedral in Pittsburgh, where the Martin family were
parishioners. This was to prove fortuitous when Father John Martin
suddenly became Bishop-Elect for the Carpatho-Russian Orthodox
Diocese in 1966.

Bishop John Martin made it a rule to refuse any and all invitations to
express public comments on events in the Byzantine-Ruthenian Catholic
Church; he did not even discuss such matters in private except with
trusted friends. On one unforgettable occasion, Bishop John icily
dismissed a Jesuit who approached him during a Church dinner in New
York with the hope of obtaining some information about Bishop Elko.
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6 According to rumors circulating at the time, one complaint was that

Bishop Elko did not permit the teaching of “phenomenological
existentialism,” whatever that may be.
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leave Rome.” At least in name Bishop Elko remained Eparch
of Pittsburgh, but an Apostolic Administrator sede plena was
appointed in the person of Msgr. Edward Rosack. This strange
situation® lasted for almost a year. Finally Bishop Elko was
“promoted”” to be titular Archbishop of Dara and given the
meaningless sinecure of “Prelate for the Conferral of Sacred
Orders in Rome According to the Byzantine Rite.”” With these
empty but grandiloquent titles it was possible to accomplish
Bishop Elko’s removal from Pittsburgh with a minimal shred
of dignity.” This was done late in 1967;” Bishop Kocisko was
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In 1928 an analogous case occurred in the Ukrainian Greek-Catholic
Church in Canada. Blessed Nicetas (Budka) had been Apostolic Exarch
in Winnipeg since 1912 and was also visiting Rome in the normal way,
when he was suddenly informed that he had “resigned” (he had done no
such thing) and would not be allowed to return to Canada — he was not
even permitted to go to Winnipeg privately and retrieve his personal
belongings. Even though he was a Canadian citizen the Oriental
Congregation required him to go to L'viv (then in Poland) and remain
there. In his case, the reason seems to have been that he persisted in
ordaining married priests. Blessed Nicetas died a martyr in Karaganda in
October 1949 at the hands of the Soviets; his refusal to enforce celibacy
earned him the martyr’s crown. Pope John Paul II beatified him in 2001.

Which made the national news in the USA several times, including a
good-sized article in Time magazine, illustrated with a photograph of
Bishop Elko carrying a ciborium.

In accordance, perhaps, with the ancient Latin method promoveatur ut
admoveatur.

This post, originally created in 1595 by Pope Clement VIII, had been
vacant for several years when Bishop Elko was appointed to it; he was
succeeded in this nominal appointment by Bishop Andrew (Katkov) of
Nauplia, the Russian Greek-Catholic bishop in residence at the
Russicum. Bishop Andrew, of blessed memory, has since died.
Nowadays there is no need for a special bishop to do such ordinations.
The Ukrainian Greek-Catholic Church maintains a representative in
Rome who is a bishop; the Italo-Greek bishops are readily available and
other bishops from Eastern Europe and the Middle East can easily be
invited to Rome. Moreover, it is now usual for candidates to be ordained
in their home dioceses.

Bishop Elko was at least allowed to return briefly to Pittsburgh and
collect his belongings. His friends among the clergy wanted to offer him
a farewell dinner in Pittsburgh; Msgr. Rosack, after consulting with the
Apostolic Delegate, would not permit it. A large group of lay friends of
Bishop Elko held such a farewell dinner in his honor — and refused to
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transferred from Passaic to Pittsburgh. Nothing changed in the
matter of Liturgy. But more was in the offing. Passaic was
vacant, with Bishop Kocisko still the Administrator after his
own transfer to Pittsburgh. In July 1968, Msgr. Michael Dudick
was appointed bishop-elect of Passaic; he was ordained to the
episcopate in October 1968.”

The Ukrainian Greek-Catholic Exarchate in the United
States had become a Metropolitanate in 1958. The Pittsburgh
Exarchate had the same ambition, but things had moved at a
snail’s pace. In February 1969 the Holy See created the
Byzantine-Ruthenian Metropolitanate in the USA, with Bishop
Stephen of Pittsburgh as the first Metropolitan Archbishop,
and established the Eparchy of Parma, naming Father Emil
Mihalik as the first Bishop of this new Eparchy; he was
ordained to the episcopate in Parma, Ohio, on 12 June 1969.

For his own ordination to the episcopate, Father Emil
Mihalik summoned Father Eugene Chromoga back from his
California exile and kept him as a close adviser, particularly
on liturgical questions. The new Bishop of Parma soon
awarded Father Eugene the rank of Mitrophoric Archpriest
and other distinctions, making Father Eugene Rector of the
Cathedral Church in Parma.”

allow even Bishop Elko’s friends among the clergy to attend.
[Information courtesy of Mitrophoric Archpriest Peter E. Molchany.]

In 1971 Archbishop Elko returned to the USA as auxiliary to the Roman
Catholic Archbishop of Cincinnati. Archbishop Elko died on 18 May
1991. In the later years of his life, he was a popular lecturer for various
conservative  Catholic  groups. He privately published an
autobiographical novel, attributing the “Ruthenian Recension” to
Communist pressure on the Holy See.
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» Bishop Augustine (Hornyak) was one of the co-consecrators of Bishop

Michael (Dudick).

The night before Bishop Emil’s consecration, a quasi-liturgical event of
some significance took place in a Cleveland hotel during a cocktail party!
The cocktail party was a reception for the out-of-town clergy. As one
does on such occasions, a young priest of another jurisdiction was
“circulating” and greeting various friends. The reception was held in a
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On 8 April 1970, less than a year after his ordination to the
episcopate, Bishop Emil of Parma issued a formal letter
officially promulgating the Ordo Celebrationis, mandating the
use of the 1965 English translation of the 1941 Roman edition
of the Divine Liturgy according to the Ruthenian Recension,
and giving some specific directions concerning the Divine
Liturgy. This letter makes no reference to the correspondence
between the Oriental Congregation and Bishop Daniel, but
one or two of the dispensations which Bishop Daniel had
received are imposed by Bishop Emil’s letter.” The ice had
tinally been broken, at least for a while.

This promulgation was only a part of a period in the early
life of the Ruthenian Eparchy of Parma which came to be
known ironically as the “Parma Spring.”” Archbishop Kocisko
and probably Bishop Dudick were “concerned” about this
whole pattern and when the three bishops met at a pilgrimage
that summer it was made clear to Bishop Emil that one

guest suite in the hotel and as the young priest went from one room to
the next he happened to enter a bedroom full of clergy, who all looked
furious, and the Apostolic Delegate to the USA (Archbishop Luigi
Raimondi), looking triumphant and declaiming something in Latin. The
young priest withdrew hastily, realizing that whatever was happening
did not require his presence. As it turned out, the Apostolic Delegate had
attempted to compel the reading of the Papal mandate - in Latin - for the
consecration of the new bishop to take place during the ceremony. The
ordinand refused point-blank, whereupon the Apostolic Delegate
threatened to withdraw the mandate and prevent the consecration. So
they “compromised” and had the Apostolic Delegate read out the
mandate in Latin in the hotel bedroom during the cocktail party, with as
many of the diocesan clergy present as could be quickly mustered. On
the evening after the consecration at a clergy party at the cathedral
rectory there was a good deal of fascinating reminiscence, especially

from Father Eugene Chromoga.

” Most of Bishop Emil’s own instructions regarding abbreviations and so

forth are facultative, not prescriptive — he writes that this or that element
need not be included, but does not prohibit that element. The full text of
the letter can be found in the 1996 edition of the Ordo Celebrationis in
English translation, 123 — 130.

The implied reference is to the “Prague Spring” of 1968, halted by the
Warsaw Pact (i.e. Soviet) invasion of Czechoslovakia.
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eparchy was not to be “out of step” with the other two. The
strictures were so severe that Bishop Emil seemed to lose
much of his interest in his eparchy, but the priests were
determined that the movement now at last begun was not to
be stopped. The practical result was an increase in chaos.

Archbishop Kocisko remained opposed to the “Ruthenian
Recension” and the whole project of liturgical repristination.
Bishop Michael of Passaic gradually came to accept the
necessity of this, at least to a degree. When asked about an
English text of the Ordo Celebrationis” he would recommend
the English translation produced in 1953 by the committee that
Bishop Daniel had appointed. Since the 1953 translation was a
bibliographic rarity, a recommendation to use it was not
entirely helpful. In any event, Bishop Michael never issued a
formal promulgation.

In 1975, on the occasion of the 2 annual Eastern Churches
Day, held in Hillside, Illinois, the Association of Eastern Rite
Priests of the Greater Chicagoland Area sponsored and
printed a pocket-sized “people’s booklet” of the Divine
Liturgy.” This rather nicely-done booklet is probably as close
as the Pittsburgh Metropolitanate has yet come to a people’s
edition of the Divine Liturgy in conformity with the official
Church-Slavonic books published in Rome. The Divine
Liturgy itself is in skeleton format, since the aim of the booklet
is to provide the people with the texts that they are to sing.
The three Antiphons for Sundays, ferial days and feast days of
Our Lord are given in full. The “Propers” of the Divine
Liturgy (that is, the occasional chants to be sung by the
faithful) are all given in full, including the verses for the
Prokeimena and Alleluia. Psalm verses, apart from those in

7 Since by that time very few American priests could read Latin with

sufficient comprehension to cope with such a text.
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The Divine Liturgy of the Byzantine Church, compiled and edited by Rev.
Thomas R. Chelena, East Chicago, Indiana, with the assistance of Rev.
David Petras, Taylor, Michigan, 1975. With thanks to Father Thomas
Chelena.
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the 1964/65 translation of the Divine Liturgy, are given
according to the Septuagint.” This edition turned out to be
popular and remained in common use, at least in the Eparchy
of Parma, for several years.

In 1977% the Holy See published another in the series of
“Ruthenian Recension” liturgical books: the Archieraticon, the
book containing various services as they are done by a bishop.
Persistent rumors had it that the Ruthenians were publishing
an English translation of the Archieraticon, but almost thirty
years have gone by and there is no sign of such a translation
being published.

The liturgical crisis continued. In one sense, the Ruthenian
Metropolitanate was marching in something resembling
liturgical lockstep: the English translation of 1965 was still
absolutely required. But this applied to the text, not to the
rubrics and certainly not to the abbreviations, which often
varied. Some clergy paid no attention to the Ordo Celebrationis,
some clergy tried to observe it (in part or even in full), and
there was no indication of either a fresh printing of the 1954
mimeographed version or a new translation.”” When the

It would be worthwhile to check the Psalm verses in this 1975 edition
against the Septuagint Psalter published by Holy Transfiguration
Monastery in 1974; it is not unlikely that Father Thomas Chelena and
Father David Petras used that Psalter for the psalm verses while
adapting them to the functional variety of English used in the other texts
in the 1975 Liturgy booklet.

The book was actually available in the summer of 1977; it is formally
dated 1973.

There is also an English translation done by Father Matthew Berko and
published by Redeemer’s Voice Press in 1958 with the Imprimatur of
Metropolitan Constantine (Bohachevsky) of Philadelphia. This is a
convenient translation for those who understand Church-Slavonic and
can cope with Ukrainian phonetics, because all the texts of actual
portions of prayers are printed in Church-Slavonic with Ukrainian
phonetics. For that reason, this was not a particularly convenient
publication for the US Ruthenian clergy. Father Matthew Berko was a
school friend of Father Eugene Chromoga, so Father Berko would have
had access to the 1954 translation in preparing his 1958 version. The
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Oriental Congregation published (in January 1996) the
Instruction for Applying the Liturgical Prescription of the Code of
Canon of the Eastern Churches” it became necessary to prepare
and publish a new translation of the Ordo Celebrationis with the
liturgical texts in English; Eastern Christian Publications
produced this in July 1996 and the demand was so great that it
was necessary to do a second printing in January 1997. This
1996 edition included the correspondence between the
Oriental Congregation and Bishop Daniel (Ivancho) which had
originally been included in the 1954 translation and then
removed by order of Bishop Elko; the dispensations have
lapsed but the letters are still of considerable interest. This
1996 translation has no intrinsic juridical value; the Latin text
always remains normative. Still, the translators did their best
to produce a clear translation.

There are relatively few parishes anywhere in the
Pittsburgh Metropolitanate where the Ruthenian Recension
Divine Liturgy as it appears in the 1941 Church Slavonic
edition published in Rome and the 1965 English translation
published in Pittsburgh, and as regulated by the Ordo
Celebrationis, is the usual form of service. Father Lambert
Beauduin, one of the great liturgiologists of the first half of the
twentieth century, articulated a sound principle of liturgical
reform: no one can successfully reform a Liturgy which he
does not know and has not experienced over considerable
time. So the first and indispensable step in any thought of
modifying the Divine Liturgy as restored in 1941 and
regulated by the Ordo Celebrationis is to begin celebrating
according to those books — in English, obviously, since that is
the language used in the Pittsburgh Metropolitanate and no
one is attempting to re-impose Church Slavonic in the United
States.

English of Father Berko’s translation is better than that of the 1954
translation.

* The original text is in Italian but there is also an official English version.
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The fashion for liturgical “renewal” which has been in the
air since Vatican II is having its effects in the Pittsburgh
Metropolitanate. One manifestation of this is the draft which
has prompted this present study. A substantial length of time
for the 1941 Divine Liturgy prescribed for the “Ruthenian
Recension” to be used in the parishes should have been
allowed, and for the faithful to become accustomed to the 1941
Divine Liturgy and familiar with it, and only then to see if
there is any pastoral need to modify it. As things are, some
seriously undesirable revisions may well be imposed by
episcopal authority so as to produce yet another caricature of
the Byzantine Liturgy.” The majority of the faithful of the
parishes of the Pittsburgh Metropolitanate have probably
never had an opportunity to attend the Divine Liturgy served
in accordance with the official service books.

The history recounted above should make it clear why
such an abuse of episcopal authority is unlikely to succeed.”
Clergy and people alike have had their fill of edicts mandating
invented liturgies instead of authentic ones. As Father
Archimandrite Robert Taft has cogently remarked:

Ironically, however, the Eastern Catholic liturgical
renewal so strenuously fostered by the Holy See since
Pope Leo XIII has been opposed every step of the way
by those who should have welcomed it on bended
knee as a great grace of God: I mean, of course, by the
Eastern Catholic hierarchy, with a few notable

® One Sunday recently a woman who for 13 years had been a parishioner

at a Byzantine-Ruthenian parish in the USA attended Divine Liturgy for
the first time at the Greek-Catholic parish in Dublin, Ireland. Although
the Divine Liturgy in Dublin is not in English, she brought with her a
people’s prayer-book with the text of the Liturgy from the 1965
Pittsburgh-Passaic English translation and she had no trouble following
the Divine Liturgy. Had she instead brought the 12 October 2004 draft,

the woman would have been unable to follow the service.

# Other events, particularly in the USA, have also decreased the likelihood

of clergy and laity offering blind obedience to the hierarchy.
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exceptions like Andrey Sheptytsky (1865-1944),
Archbishop of Lviv, Metropolitan of Halych, and
primate of the Ukrainian Greco-Catholic Church.

Various reasons are given for this opposition, but
as usual in such matters, the real roots go much
deeper. The real issue is not ritual practice at all. Many
of the rubrical niceties that divide the clergy — the size
and shape of a veil or diskos, the cut of a vestment, the
amplitude of one's sleeves, where to put the
antimension — are of little or no significance in
themselves. But these divergent ritual uses have
become symbols of religious identity, much as was true
of the Ritualist Movement in late 19th-century
Anglicanism. At issue were not mere differences of
rubric, but symbolic affirmations of the conviction that
Anglicanism was not “Protestant” but “Catholic.”

At bottom, then, what we face is two different
interpretations of a community’s past, two different
historical visions. This is possible because history, of
course, is not just a shared past, but one's view of that
past seen through the lens of present concerns. This
vision is not a passive view of the past as an objective
reality, but a pattern formed through a process of
selection determined by one’s present outlook.

Some Eastern Catholic clergy see their history as a
progress from schism and spiritual stagnation to a life
of discipline, renewal, and restored religious practice
in the Catholic communion. For this group, the
adoption of certain Latin — they would say “Catholic” —
devotions and liturgical uses is a sign of this new
identity. Such attitudes reflect an interior erosion of the
Eastern Christian consciousness, a “latinization of the
heart” resulting from a formation insensitive to the
true nature of the variety of traditions within the
Catholic Church.
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Others, while not at all denying their commitment
to the Catholic communion nor underestimating the
obvious spiritual benefits it has brought their
Churches, see themselves as Orthodox in communion
with Rome, distinguished from their Orthodox Sister
Churches in nothing but the fact of that communion
and its doctrinal and ecclesial consequences. They see
the latinisms that have crept into their tradition as a
loss of identity, an erosion of their heritage in favour of
foreign customs with which they can in no wise
identify themselves. So for some, latinization is a sign
of their identity, for others its negation, and both are
right because they perceive themselves differently.

Underlying these issues, of course, is the more
serious question of Rome's credibility: is the Holy
See to be believed in what it says about restoring the
Eastern Catholic heritage? The morale of some of the
younger Eastern Catholic clergy has of late been
deeply affected by this cul-de-sac: they feel mandated
to do one thing by the Holy See - and then are
criticized or even disciplined by their bishop if they
try to obey.”

The problem, as usual, is one of leadership, without
which the hesitant or reluctant have no one to follow.
What is needed is not just discipline and obedience,
but also a clergy education loyal to the clear policy of
the Church on this question, and prudent pastoral
preparation. This is the only way out of the vicious
circle that has been created: the proposed reforms are
resisted because the clergy and people are not
prepared to accept them — yet some church leaders do
little or nothing to prepare the clergy and people for a
renewal that the leaders themselves do not understand
or accept.
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Emphasis added.
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Although I cannot pretend to read minds, I think
there are two main reason behind this deep-rooted
reluctance to welcome the clear and unambiguous
policy of Rome in its program of liturgical restoration
of the Eastern traditions: [1] its opponents consider the
restoration a pointless archaism; and [2] they are
convinced in their hearts that some of the practices
proposed are not really “Catholic,” and hence not
“right.” That this directly contradicts the explicit
teaching of the Holy See is an irony that does not seem
to dawn on them.

The first objection is easily dispensed with. The
orientation of Catholic liturgical renewal is never
toward the past but toward present pastoral needs. Of
course the liturgical scholar studies the past, but the
purpose of such historical research is not to discover
the past, much less to imitate it, but to recover the
integrity of the pristine tradition which the past may
well have obscured. The aim is not to restore the past
but to overcome it. For history is not the past, but a
genetic vision of the present, a present seen in
continuity with its roots. It is precisely those who do
not know their past that are incapable of true, organic
change. They remain victims of the latest cliché,
prisoners of present usage because they have no
objective standard against which to measure it.

The proposed restoration then, is not a blind
imitation of a dead past, but an attempt, precisely, to
free Eastern Catholics from a past in which, severed
from the roots of their own tradition, they were
deprived of any organic development and could
conceive of growth only as sterile servility to their
Latin confreres. Can one seriously propose this as a
programme to be preserved in our day?
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Hence the irony of those critics of the Eastern Catholic
liturgical restoration who accuse its promoters of fostering
a return to the Middle Ages.... It is precisely in the Middle
Ages that the practices like infant communion in the
Roman rite are first called into question for typically
medieval motives that no one with any sense would heed
today. So it is not the proponents of restoration but its
opponents that are behind the times, stuck in a medieval
rut out of which the major Catholic scholarly voices in this
field have been leading the Church in [the twentieth]
century.

A short list of the issues where renewal of the
Eastern heritage has met most resistance would
include dropping the Filioque from the Creed, the
consecratory Epiclesis after the Words of Institution...
[restoring the use of] the Byzantine zeon or teplota rite
in which boiling water is added to the chalice just
before communion [and] infant communion. On each
of these points, the Holy See's efforts at restoration
have met with massive resistance, either active or
passive, from some circles.”

It is also profitable to remember that in his landmark
Apostolic Letter Orientale Lumen, published on 2 May 1995,
Pope John Paul II exhorted the Church on the importance of
“eliminating all duplicity and ambiguity.”” Duplicity and
ambiguity have plagued the liturgical development of what is
now the Pittsburgh Metropolitanate for well over fifty years;
now it is time for honesty and for the realization that “he who

*  Archimandrite Robert F. Taft, S.J.,, “The Liturgy in the Life of the

Church,” Logos: A Journal of Eastern Christian Studies 40, nos. 1-4 (1999): 200-
203.

Orientale Lumen, § 12b. With thanks to Bishop Nicholas (Samra) of
Gerassa.

87

45



CHAPTER 2—THE CONTROVERSY AND ITS HISTORICAL SETTING

does what is true comes to the light, that it may be clearly seen