Pidhirtsi 28th April 2006

Most Reverend Bishop

Mychail Koltun

Glory to Jesus Christ!

Your Excellence,

the superior of our monastery received an “admonishment” from You (№ 06-67 from 18th April 2006) on the base of CCEO can. 417. In this “admonishment” it is written that our letters addressed to the Holy Father, cardinals and bishops of the Catholic Church “raise a question as for the worthiness of our religious state” and in particular we are accused of: (1) defaming Card. L. Husar for simony, (2) blaming Card. L. Husar (allegedly not evidenced by us) for liquidation policy against the Ukrainian Greek-Catholic Church (UGCC). Here You are also making notice as to the mentioning of  the word “Orthodox” in the Holy Liturgy. The supposed evidence against us is drawn from the “Petition of Identity and Faithfulness to the Holy Father” worked out by us. (3) We are also accused of “a display of disrespect for the head and the father of UGCC His Beatitude Card. L. Husar.”
We answer: 

According to CCEO can. 996 and can. 1517 §1 and §2 the CCEO norms were not observed from Your side. Particularly, before issuing the admonishment we were not heard and there was no information or evidence of our guilt shown. (There likewise is no protocol of dialogue between us and any hierarch of UGCC in regard to this matter, that would be signed by us and by a notary.) Therefore we consider Your admonishment uncanonical. 

We also feel much wronged by the accusations brought against us:   

ad 1) In our letters we did not blame Card. L. Husar for simony! Neither Your Excellence in Your “admonishment” brought any particular citation of text from our letter by which we should be supposed to have blamed Card. L. Husar for simony. Informing the Apostolic Nuncio and bishops of UGCC about the fact that there is a concrete simony publicly spoken about among the clergy and the believers is not a violation of any CCEO canon, but rather a moral duty. 

ad 2) Claiming that Card. L Husar has schismatic views and together with some Vatican prelates leads a liquidation policy within UGCC in the spirit of the Balamand conclusions is grounded upon objective arguments in our letters. It is therefore not true that we brought this issue into notice without evidence. 

Now we will mention some of the arguments testifying to the veracity of our statements: 

a) Secret (without the consent of the Holy Father) and illegal episcopal consecration of Fr. L. Husar in Rome, in consequence of which L. Husar as a bishop was suspended for 17 years! (see S. Sulyk the Metropolitan: “How Stephan Became Metropolitan”, Lviv 2001). 

b) Intrigues of L. Husar and Fr. I. Datsko with an aim to usurp the rule in UGCC (see S. Sulyk the Metropolitan: “How Stephan Became Metropolitan”, Lviv 2001).

c) Usurpation of the Supreme Archbishopric by L. Husar with help of Card. A. Sodano and the Apostolic Nuncio A. Franko. (By a decree from 18th July 1996 Card. A. Sodano illegally and forcibly pushed through L. Husar, who had been suspended for 17 years, as the head of UGCC. This violence was unsuccessfully protested by three UGCC Metropolitans in a memorandum from 25th November 1996. (see S. Sulyk the Metropolitan: “How Stephan Became Metropolitan”, Lviv 2001)

d) By his schismatic public speeches in Kyiv on 29th September 2005 and Rome on 16th October 2005 Card L. Husar attacked the institution of papacy. These schismatic utterances of his have by now not been withdrawn by him. 

e) The book by Card. L. Husar: “Discussions with His Beatitude Lubomyr Husar – on Postconfessional Christianity” (ISBN 966-8197-10-0) witnesses to a different Gospel, a different Christ and a different spirit than the one that was preached and witnessed by Paul the Apostle (cf. 2Cor 11:4). This book holds several grave heresies and what is presented here is a typical propagation of the spirit of the New Age. Card. L. Husar is here endorsing the conclusions of Balamand dictated by the Moscow Orthodox Church! It is incomprehensible that the Head of the biggest Uniate Church is standing up against its own identity, condemning the Union and regarding it as a mistake and a wrong in the Church (pg. 45,46,25). He is thereby very much hurting and misorientating the common believers. Next, Card. L. Husar has a non-Catholic view of the primacy and infallibility of the Pope. By way of different ambiguous and conflicting statements he obscures the true substance of the authority of St. Peter (pg. 57,58,59). Besides this Card. L. Husar by his attitude permits homosexual partnership and does not consider it a sin (pg. 67). His Christian faith is eroded by a gnostic view of some spiritual energies which he is identifying with a kind of radio-waves (pg. 62-63). He himself admits that he occupies himself with divining by help of pendulum and he likewise does not regard it as a sin (pg. 63).

f) Explanation of the question of the liturgical word “orthodox” Christians. 

The official translation of the Greek word «ỏρθo-δoξέω» is «to have right thoughts, to judge soundly» (see “Old-Greek – Russian Dictionary”, I.Ch. Dvoretskyi, State Publishing Company of Foreign and National Dictionaries, 1958). According to Ukrainian literary standardized language, the word «PRAVOSLAVNYJ» (“Orthodox”) is in Ukraine officially treated only confessionally, namely as appurtenance to the schismatic Orthodox Church. What is officially understood in Ukraine under the word «PRAVOVIRNYJ» (“orthodox”) is “the one who holds to orthodox (i.e. of true Catholic faith) views”! (See Big Explanatory Dictionary of Modern Ukrainian Language, Perun – Kyiv 2003, pg. 680, 681, 917. Authorized by Ministry of Education.) Note: The Greek word «δóκεω» (fut. δóξω, aor. έδοξα) in the Classical Greek language, which was used by the Fathers of the Church when clarifying the doctrinal truths of the faith, denotes «to think, to have thought».     

Therefore also the ancient liturgical translation of the word «ỏρθo-δoξoς» was the word  «PRAVOVIRNYJ» (“orthodox”) – i.e. true conviction, and not «PRAVOSLAVNYJ» (“Orthodox”)! See Prof. Dr. Oleksandr Horbach: “Three Canonical-Slavonic Liturgical Manuscript Texts of the Vatican Library”, Rome, 1966, pg. 113,142. In the ceremonials from the 14th century, in the places where at present is written the word «PRAVOSLAVNYJ» (“Orthodox”), there was the word «PRAVOVIRNYJ» (“orthodox”). That word «PRAVOVIRNYJ» (“orthodox”) – the original translation of the word «ORTHODOXOS» – we can find even in earlier monuments, for example in Svjatoslav’s Memorial from 1073-1076 as well as in Varlaam’s Ceremonial from the 12th century. 

g) Practically in every synod there arose the question concerning the word «PRAVOSLAVNYJ» (“Orthodox”) in the liturgical texts. (Unfortunately, this is an inaccurate translation of the Greek word «ỏρθo-δoξoς».) In Ukraine this word is consciously abused for a realization of the policy of Moscow Patriarchate and the policy of some prelates in Vatican. Their common aim is to deprive UGCC of its identity (see conclusions from Balamand). Calling the Greek-Catholic believers in the liturgy «PRAVOSLAVNI» (“Orthodox”) causes their great disorientation and a loss of identity. And what is more, it deeply hurts those who during the Communism were tortured or deported to Siberia because of that word and because of their faithfulness to the Holy Father. 

In the beginning, the majority of UGCC bishops in the synods stood for not using this word due to pastoral and historical reasons! However, the head of the Synod did not agree with it, skilfully realizing a contrary policy. (H.E. Bishop Sophron Dmyterko OSBM writes: “After some time the Apostolic See replied concretely: where this word «PRAVOSLAVNYJ» (‘Orthodox’) was not used, there is no need to use it… Regrettably, this reply from Rome could not see the world, it did not come to the bishops, the clergy and the faithful, yet found its place under the table-cloth of the head leader…”) Nowadays in Ukraine there remained only one bishop ordinarius who does not want to call his faithful “Orthodox”, i.e. members of the Orthodox Church, as this word is officially explained by the Ministry of Education in Ukraine.  
h) It is generally known nowadays about the moral pressure by Card. L. Husar upon the priests so that under a cunning pretext of a so-called purification of rite and a so-called renewal of the Eastern spirituality they should call the UGCC believers in the Holy Liturgy “Orthodox” and force them to stand during the Holy Communion. This has been testified by more than 4000 signatures of UGCC believers who signed “Petition of Identity and Faithfulness to the Holy Father”. The next evidence of this is the liturgical and spiritual formation of seminarists in Lviv, Drohobych and Ternopil. 

All three of us can give a testimony from a personal meeting with H.E. S. Menyok C.Ss.R. who visited us. He was persuading us that it is necessary to use the word «PRAVOSLAVNYJ» (“Orthodox”) and that he himself orders his priests to call the believers “Orthodox”. He claimed that this is the will of Card. L. Husar and of the UGCC Synod which, with regard to this issue, has by now become uniform with the exception of H.E. Bishop Irynej Bilyk OSBM. H.E. S. Menyok C.Ss.R. slipped and confessed that the only reason why Bishop Irynej Bilyk OSBM must leave his diocese according to the resolution of the UGCC Synod is that he is not willing to call his believers Orthodox and does not have Orthodox – i.e. pro-schismatic – orientation!

ad 3) Concerning the accusation that we are violating CCEO can. 55, we answer: We, as OSBM monks, are exempted from the jurisdiction of the Supreme Archbishop and we are subordinate to the Holy Father Benedict XVI. Nevertheless, Card. L. Husar, in sharp contradiction with the Church and state laws, blackened us before the state security bodies of Ukraine in a secret document № 399/2003 from 6th August 2004 and demanded, and is still demanding, that 23 Czech and Slovak citizens should either be deported from or not permitted into Ukraine! For two months we were asking for an audience with Card. L. Husar. Thereafter we spoke with him twice; however, he did not change his resolution about the planned liquidation of us. When we asked Card. L. Husar what our guilt was and what we were to repent of, he answered: “We are on the point of searching for it (the guilt)”.   

Your Excellence, on the base of the above-mentioned and in accordance with CCEO can. 996, 998 and 999 §1 we ask You to withdraw or change Your decree № 06-67 from 18th April 2006.

If on the base of CCEO can. 417 You intend to pass the whole cause to the Congregation for the Oriental Churches, we ask You at least to see to it that the trial is just and legal. It means that there should be a proper court tribunal appointed out of three judges, that the norms of CCEO should be observed, that we could have an advocate and an opportunity to defend ourselves. And also that our guilt should be concretely formulated and juridically proved along with arguments. Up to this time that all has been denied to us. For the time being we only have experience of a despotic trial on one’s own – namely from the side of the Congregation for the Oriental Churches and the OSBM Superiors.   

In Christ,

Fr. Metoděj R. Špiřík ThD. OSBM

Fr. Markian V. Hitiuk ThLic. OSBM

Fr. Eliáš A. Dohnal ThD. OSBM

Copies:

1. His Holiness Benedict XVI.

2. Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith

3. Congregation for the Oriental Churches

4. Mons. I. Yurkovych, Apostolic Nuncio

5. H. Hrynkiv, Provincial Superior OSBM

6. N. Lech, Superior OSBM

