17th June 2007

Archbishop Leonardo Sandri

Prefect of the Congregation for the Oriental Churches

Città del Vaticano

A request for an immediate repeal of the decree of the Congregation for the Oriental Churches 
N. 141/2005 dated 8th June 2006

Your Excellence, 

on 9th June 2007 I received a copy of the decree of the Congregation for the Oriental Churches (COCh) N. 141/05 dated 8th June 2006 by which it rejects my appeal against my dismissal from the Order. Firstly, I protest that this decree was delivered to me as late as after a year and for that reason I demand an examination of its validity.

The decree itself, signed by I. M. Cardinal Daoud and by Mons. A. Veglio, contains a number of lies and is an evidence of a number of deceits of COCh in the matter of my recourse. 

Although the decree begins with the title “Facts”, in reality it is a load of lies and half-truths: 

For example, the decree says: “He was expelled by the Apostolic Exarch… (after May 2003).” 

This is a lie aiming to create a negative view of my person. After May 2003 I remained in the Czech Republic (CR) and I was charged by the General Superior D. Ljakhovych to settle the return of property from the Apostolic Exarch Mons. L. Hučko who had illegally abolished the Delegature OSBM in CR and stolen its property: 

“Fr. Cyril stays in Prague. Today I have asked by telephone Fr. Cyril to contact Your Excellence with the aim to settle in a brotherly and Christian manner the matter concerning the property. I suppose that it would be possible to ‘sell’ the property to Fr. Cyril who is of Czech nationality and is a member of the Basilian Order…” (e-mail of the General Superior D. Ljakhovych sent on 19th July 2003 to Mons. L. Hučko – see enclosure N. 1). I was, likewise, present at the common dealings between the General Superior OSBM, Mons. L. Hučko and Mons. J.E. Ender in the days 19th - 21st October 2003 in the Apostolic Nunciature in Prague. The Apostolic Nuncio ordered Bishop L. Hučko to return the property stolen, as it is testified in the letter of the General Superior to Bishop L. Hučko and to the Apostolic Nuncio (N. 186/2003, N. 184/2003, dated 25th October 2003). Bishop L. Hučko did not return the property. He falsely promised to do so after I leave CR. The General Superior D. Ljakhovych made even this concession; nonetheless, Bp. L. Hučko did not return the property stolen and until this day he considers it his own. At present this matter is a subject for legal proceedings by the Roman Rota N. 19648. The “Facts” stated in the decree of the Congregation are in fact a lie. 
The decree reads: “He was received for several months to Rome under a direct observation of the Superiors…” This again is a lie. I came to Rome on my own initiative and I stayed there for less than a month. The General Superior transferred me to Bradford as an auxiliary to the local fathers, and not ‘ad experimentum’ as is falsely stated in the decree of COCh. 

The decree further states: “Since August 2004 he has stayed in Pidhirtsi (Ukraine).” Again this is a lie. After my return from England (August 2004), I continued my doctoral studies in Olomouc (CR) which I finished in the spring 2005. The Congregation had this information at its disposal, since it is stated in my recourse sent on 26th May 2005 to B. Koubetch (enclosure N. 2). So this is another conscious lie on the part of COCh.
Moreover, I have never been a member of the Ukrainian province OSBM, or of the Pidhirtsi monastery, as the Congregation and the Ukrainian Nuncio falsely state in their letters. Evidence of this is the list of monks with perpetual vows of the Ukrainian province OSBM which does not include my name (see enclosure N. 3). 

Lest these lies should be few, the decree further mentions: “He disappeared from the scene, in the sense that he could cover up the tracks…”; however, on another place the decree claims: “He lives in Sázava (CR).”
The truth is, as You write, that: “On 11th April 2005 the Protoarchimandrite communicated to him that his request for exclaustration would not be taken into consideration in regard to the fact that he was dismissed from the Order.” So I did not disappear “from the scene”, as the decree falsely states, but from that day the Protoarchimandrite B. Koubetch has considered me not to be a member of the Order, which, however, is in gross contradiction with the canon law considering the fact that several times (both before and after) I have appealed against his illegitimate decrees. The Congregation does not care about it and demagogically regards the proceeding of the Protoarchimandrite “as legitimate”. 

In the part In iure et in facto, pt. 3, the decree reads: “It was not distinguished, on the part of the recurrent, between a general penal extra-judicial process (can. 1486-1487 CCEO) and a special procedure of dismissal of religious with perpetual vows (can. 500-503 and 553 CCEO).” This again is a lie and manipulation of truth since in my recourse of 26th May 2005 there is not a single word about can. 1486-1487 CCEO, but I rightly protest against the violation of can. 500 §2 CCEO in all its points. The Congregation notwithstanding pays no heed to this, it completely ignores the contents of my appeal and not a single time deals with it! Similarly COCh ignores all the rest of my letters. So the Congregation does not examine at all whether that which I wrote is true or false; it simply ignores that all and further writes its own inventions and lies! 

The decree of COCh contains tens of similar lies, half-truths and lawlessnesses. Further I want to pay attention only to the most relevant ones: 

1) The Congregation suppressed and ignored a number of letters sent to my defence.

2) I was dismissed without evidence and without a chance of defence.

3) The Congregation made a deceit in the matter of sending an Apostolic Visitator. 

4) The Congregation completely ignored the evidence of my innocence.

5) The Congregation did not send a single letter to my official address in CR. 

6) The proceeding of the Protoarchimandrite, who ordered me “in the name of holy obedience” and under the punishment of dismissal from the Order to sign a false confession, was confirmed by the Congregation as “opportune and just”. 

Ad 1.

The decree N. 141/2005 of 8th June 2006 mentions only one of my letters sent to my defence, and it ignores the rest. In reality I wrote and sent to Rome the following letters, including the evidence of my innocence:

Dec. 15, 2004 – Recourse against the decrees N. 108/04 and 109/04 sent to COCh

Dec. 15, 2004 – Recourse against the decrees N. 108/04 and 109/04 sent to the Protoarchimandrite

Dec. 20, 2004 – Letter to the Protoarchimandrite B. Koubetch 

Feb. 2, 2005 – Recourse against the decree of the Protoarchimandrite N. 121/04 sent to COCh

Feb. 2, 2005 – Recourse against the decree N. 121/04 and repeated recourse against the decrees N. 108/04 and 109/04 sent to the Protoarchimandrite

Jan. 20, 2005 – Legal action against the Protoarchimandrite B. Koubetch sent to the Tribunal of the Roman Rota (given to the notice of the Apostolic Signatura)

March 1, 2005 – Repeated legal action against the Protoarchimandrite B. Koubetch (given to the notice of the Apostolic Signatura)

May 26, 2005 – Recourse against the decree N. 051/05 sent to the Congregation for the Oriental Churches

May 26, 2005 – Recourse against the decree N. 051/05 sent to the Protoarchimandrite B. Koubetch
Aug. 22, 2005 – Urging recourse against the decree N. 051/05 

Out of these ten letters which the Congregation has at its disposal it mentions only one (however, its contents is ignored, too); the other nine letters are ignored completely, whereby it is stated: “After an attentive examination of the materials received from both parts, namely from the General Curia of the Basilian Order and from the Recurrent, according to can. 1517 CCEO...” 
This is a scandalous deceit of the Congregation in the matter of legal proceedings! 

Ad 2.

Many times I have asked to be given an opportunity to defend myself properly (15th December 2004, 20th December 2004, 20th January 2005, 2nd February 2005, 1st March 2005, 26th May 2005); however, I was not a single time enabled to do so. I have never been communicated when and where I made an offence, I have never been given a single piece of evidence of my guilt. 

Moreover, the decree of my dismissal mentions as the main guilt “inciting of the believers against the Church authority”; however, this statement is not contained in the previous decrees and reproofs, which is at variance with can. 500 §2 CCEO. Thus any possibility of defence was excluded beforehand. This matter I also brought to the attention of COCh in my recourse dated 26th May 2005 pt. 2; however, COCh ignored it and demagogically states that the General Superior did give me an opportunity to defend myself. 

Is it possible to consider as legitimate such penal process in which the accused was not told when and where he committed an offence and in which he was given no evidence of his guilt? No, it is not possible! However, COCh does consider such process legitimate!
Ad 3.

In its decree COCh states three times that there was an Apostolic Visitor sent and thus a chance given to “defend myself in a detailed way”. In fact, this Congregation has never announced to me the name of the Visitor and he himself did not contact me in any way. The statement of COCh that I “refused to cooperate with the Visitor” therefore is not only a lie and deceit in the matter of legal proceedings but also a provocation calling for the abolishment of COCh or, at least, for the withdrawal of its representatives. For the question here is a constant and repeated deceit; COCh proceeded in the same way when approving the decrees of dismissal of my fellow brothers (E. Dohnal OSBM, M. Špiřík OSBM, M. Hitiuk, OSBM, R. Shelepko OSBM). 

Against this deceit for which is responsible Mons. A. Veglio I have already protested in my letters of 14th October 2005, 1st October 2006, 15th October 2006 and 8th December 2006 addressed to the Apostolic Signatura! 

Ad 4.

The letters of 20th January 2005, 1st March 2005 and 26th May 2005 (Letter to the General Superior B. Koubetch OSBM) contained evidence – testimonies of believers to my innocence: 

Believers from Bradford: “...We can openly say that during the stay of Fr. Špiřík in our parish we never heard from his lips any negative comments addressed to local fathers neither to Cyril Melnicki nor Ireneus Krajch. On the contrary we heard from Rev. father constant care for the state of our Church in Czech Republic and globally abroad… On behalf of our meetings with Fr. Cyril Špiřík we are convinced that he honestly loves his Church, cares for good of the Church’s believers. He is a man of integrity who would never allow to tell slanders on his neighbour especially concerning his fellow brothers in the Order. In this mind we wholeheartedly ask You, Your Reverence, to reexamine the case of Fr. Špiřík, because we believe that in opposite case the good name of an innocent person can be easily harmed and parishioners in Bradford who honoured the Father and loved him as a good shepherd will be offended...”
Believers from Keighley: “… We felt that it is our Christian duty to stand up on the side of truth and to voice our word in the name of the truth, namely, that You, reverend father, when serving Holy Liturgies in our parish, not a single time pronounced any blame against anyone, the less so against the reverend fathers from Bradford UGCC parish….”

Believers from Huddersfield: “... After investigation among our parishioners in Huddersfield, we refer that nobody heard any slanderous remarks from Fr. Cyril towards fathers in Bradford. We express our sincere thanks to Fr. Cyril Špiřík for his service among us.”
Believers from Halifax: “... Fr. Cyril did not have any conflicts nor disputes with anybody and he did not grumble on anyone. Citizens of Halifax honour Fr. Cyril and they are greatly startled while hearing such false accusations which in Halifax never took place.”

Fr. P. Jakubiak, an older local priest: “I never heard him – in any private nor public conversation, to grumble nor to express any negative word on his brothers in priesthood... I consider Fr. Cyril to be honest, quiet and modest man. He may have never expressed as he is accused in letter about him.”
(for the full version of the testimonies – see enclosure N. 4-9)

In spite of the fact that COCh knows about the existence of these testimonies, it completely ignored them and in the decree makes no mention of them. This is another conscious and serious deceit on the part of COCh. 

Ad 5.
The Congregation, though it has for two years dealt with the matter of my recourse, has not sent to my official address in CR any letter, claiming to the Apostolic Signatura (letter N. 37579/05 CA of 20th November 2006) that it did not have my address to CR. This again is a deceit in the matter of legal proceedings because I was thus disabled to defend myself before this Tribunal. COCh’s statement is thus an evident lie, for COCh itself writes in its decree: “He (Fr. Cyril) lives in Sázava.” COCh tried to obliterate this deceit with my address by alleging that I am a member of the Pidhirtsi monastery in Ukraine, which, however, is not true. I visited this monastery once but I did not spend there a single night! It is true that I gave the fathers from the Pidhirtsi monastery my consent to put my signature under some of their letters; however, the letters concerning my recourse were signed on my own with a return address to Sázava (CR)! 

(Evidence – the list of priests – religious with perpetual vows – of the Ukrainian OSBM Province, where my name is not included – enclosure N. 3)

Ad 6. 

Though I did not commit any slander (see testimonies of my innocence, point ad 4. – enclosures N. 4-9), the Protoarchimandrite “in the name of holy obedience” and under the punishment of “dismissal from the Order” ordered me to sign a confession of slander. This confession was prepared in advance by him (the Protoarchimandrite), i.e. it was a part of the decree N. 108/04. To force a confession from someone, and that under whatever pressure, is punishable and it is prohibited even by the canon law (can. 1471 §2 CCEO). If, on top of it, the matter is a false confession and prepared in advance by a judge, it is downright scandalous. Owing to such crimes the Catholic Church is held in despite nowadays. Because I did not sign this false confession – “satisfaction” – the Protoarchimandrite dismissed me from the Order! COCh totally ignores it again and even writes that “there is no violation in the manner in which the Protoarchimandrite proceeded”. 

If the Catholic Church hierarchy orders someone “in the name of holy obedience” (i.e. in the name of the Church, in the name of God) to sign a lie prepared in advance, then such conduct casts doubt on its very legitimacy! (cf. Acts 4:19) It seems that Protestants, Orthodox or Lefebvrists may be justified when they do not want to have anything in common with such hierachy. 

Summary:

By the issue of the decree N. 141/05 of 8th June 2006 the Congregation for the Oriental Churches committed many serious deceits and lies. The matter is an artificially constructed process which is on the conscience of Roman dicasteries. Further details concerning the lawlessnesses on the part of COCh are written in my letters to the Prefect of the Apostolic Signatura dated 14th October 2005, 1st October 2006, 15th October 2006, 20th October 2006, 8th December 2006, 1st April 2007 and 20th May 2007. 

The responsibility for this artificial process fully falls upon the Secretary of the Congregation for the Oriental Churches Mons. Antonio Maria Veglio who acts in this way repeatedly and consciously. 

Therefore simultaneously with this appeal I lodge a legal action and I require: 

1) that the Secretary Mons. Antonio Maria Veglio is deprived of his function and suspended from episcopal consecration;

2) that the General Superior B. Koubetch OSBM along with the General Council are dismissed from the Order in regard to the fact that they are responsible for untrue information concerning my person and for my dismissal from the Order. 

In Christ,

Fr. Cyril J. Špiřík ThD. Ing. OSBM

P.O. Box 3

Černé Budy 75

28506 Sázava

Czech Republic

Enclosures: 

1) e-mail from the General Superior D. Ljakhovych OSBM sent on 19th July 2003 to Mons. L. Hučko

2) Recourse of 26th May 2005 against my dismissal sent to the Protoarchimandrite B. Koubetch 

3) The list of monks with perpetual vows of the Ukrainian Province OSBM – candidates for the Provincial Assembly in 2007 

4) A testimony by a priest from Bradford

5) A testimony by the believers from Bradford 

6) A testimony by the believers from Halifax

7) A testimony by the believers from Huddersfield

8) A testimony by the believers from Keighley

9) A testimony by Mrs. M. Salamacha

To the notice of (without enclosures):

· The Supreme Tribunal of the Apostolic Signatura

· Card. Tarcisio Bertone, State Secretary of Vatican

· Cardinals and Bishops of the Catholic Church

· Mrs. Martha Wegan 

