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The bitter conflict between the church and the state is the true seedbed of a modern, 
tolerant civil society. Western political theory evolved in that struggle. The conflict 
between the forces of this world (the Christian state) and the world to come (Chris-
tianity) fashioned “Western civilization” and its modern incarnation, civil society. 
Both the church and the state at some point claimed all power by virtue of divine 
intervention or, as in the case of the United States, divine endowment. The Amer-
ican Founding Fathers distrusted all hierarchies and, rather than denying God’s 
existence, credited Him with an innate understanding of the doctrine of the sepa-
ration of powers. As the Western notion of divinity shattered into many definitions, 
the parameters of the conflict changed. But the conflict over the power to interpret 
meaning, or more correctly its articulation, rages on. This is the power struggle that 
defines “the West,” from the investiture controversy to postmodernist criticism to 
Tea Party certitudes. 

Ukraine and its churches have had their share of conflicts, but they have not 
been studied as church-state confrontations that could eventually result in a tolerant 
civil society. Within a broader context, the Ukrainian conflicts are variants of the 
church vs. state struggle, given the absence of both an independent Ukrainian state 
and an autonomous church for centuries. But this topic has been overlooked given 
the vastness of the terra incognita of other topics. Historical circumstances have 
made the Ukrainian Orthodox experience too intertwined with the Russian context 
to untangle church-state relations in a brief article. But it is fruitful to look from the 
perspective of church vs. state conflict at the smaller Ukrainian Greek Catholic 
Church (UGCC) which developed in the Western Ukrainian territories. 

The major difficulty of this undertaking lies in the fact that the UGCC played a 
dual role. Vis-à-vis the outside world, both the political state and the Vatican, it 
emerged as the defender of both the church and the people/nation. In relation to its 
own faithful, and to some extent even to its clergy, the UGCC appeared primarily 
as a hierarchic embodiment of power. 

                                                        
 This article is dedicated to Frank Sysyn, in lieu of a contribution to his Festschrift. 
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The conflicts between the UGCC and its community have surfaced with fair 
regularity. They have not been studied because both the UGCC and its lay commu-
nity would rather share a vision of an ideal society without conflict. Consequently 
each of them has been happy to bury the painful periods of dissension, and not 
much has been done to document and analyze these conflicts. Most often such 
periods of bitter disagreement have been seen in terms of the drawbacks of specific 
individuals, invariably the church’s hierarchs, rather than as a result of other 
causes. By personalizing the struggles, the community has absolved itself of 
historical memory and of the need to analyze the sources and ramifications of 
tension. 

Inasmuch as the UGCC has generated a broader interest, it has been as a poten-
tial instrument in the reconciliation between the Ukrainian ethnic nation’s Ortho-
dox faithful and the See of Rome—a possible bridge over the great divide that 
began in the eleventh century. Mostly the UGCC has been studied in relation to the 
development of Ukrainian national consciousness; as such, it has been analyzed 
from the point of view of whether any of the conflicts diminished the chances for 
consolidation of a nation-state. 

In this essay I shall focus on the tension between the UGCC as a hierarchical 
structure and its faithful as Western Ukraine developed from a community of 
relatively isolated parishes into a larger conscious entity. I shall look at how the 
internal institutionalization of this church led to conflict with its own clergy and 
faithful, and at the potential results of such conflict. 

Historically the Ruthenian (now Ukrainian) Greek Catholic Church came into 
being through a union with Rome in 1595 as a product of reconciliation and long 
debate.1 Its fate was as varied as its topography and the changing regimes under 
which the church has found itself over four centuries. The act of union with Rome 
was signed by the hierarchs of Kyiv Metropolitanate, but the UGCC came to full 
fruition as an ecclesiastical entity in Western Ukraine, which could imprecisely be 
referred to as Galicia (Ukrainian: Halychyna).2 It was in Lviv and Peremyshl 
(Polish: Przemyśl) that this church developed an identity and structure with the 
potential to spread around the world as its faithful began emigrating in the late 
nineteenth century. 

The very name of the church was—and in some measure still is—an object of 
internal strife. To this day the name one uses marks the user’s outlook. Names are 
used interchangeably and simultaneously. The informal shorthand name for the 

                                                        
1. See Borys Gudziak, Crisis and Reform: The Kyivan Metropolitanate, the Patriarchate of 
Constantinople, and the Genesis of the Union of Brest (Cambridge, MA, 2001). 
2  On the UGCC, see Bohdan R. Bociurkiw, The Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church and the 
Soviet State (l939–l950) (Edmonton and Toronto, l996), 1–30; John-Paul Himka, The Greek 
Catholic Church and Ukrainian Society in Austrian Galicia (Cambridge, MA,1986); idem, 
Religion and Nationality in Western Ukraine: The Greek Catholic Church and the Ruthenian 
National Movement in Galicia, l867–1900 (Montreal and Kingston, l999); and Frank E. Sysyn, 
“The Formation of Modern Ukrainian Religious Culture: The Sixteenth and Seventeenth 
Centuries,” in Church, Nation and State in Russia and Ukraine, ed. Geoffrey A. Hosking (Ed-
monton and London, 1990), 1–22. 
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church—Uniate, to signify the re-established union of the Byzantine-rite church with 
its Roman Catholic half—became a term that many still consider derogatory. In the 
twentieth century the church’s historical name, “Rus'ka,” was supplanted by the more 
modern ethnonym “Ukrainska.” The use of “Rus'ka” had ideological and political 
repercussions that have an impact on our story but are not central to it.3 The church’s 
hierarchs, who were mostly conservative in their cultural outlook, used the term 
“Ruthenian,” the Latin form of “Rus'ka.” Many faithful, especially those in and from 
the formerly Hungarian-ruled Transcarpathian and Prešov regions, still prefer that 
appellation. By the early twentieth century others, most vocally the Galician intel-
ligentsia, considered the term to be pejorative and objected to its use. The church’s 
hierarchs, without making any formal decisions, used both terms, as well as the 
church’s traditional appellation, Greek Catholic Church of the Byzantine Rite or, in 
the nineteenth century, Ruthenian Greek Catholic Church of the Byzantine Rite. 

Between l900 and the l930’s the UGCC changed rapidly from a local institution 
run by a relatively stable hereditary clergy class into a national, or at least regional, 
administrative institution. As the church developed its own central administrative 
structure, the education of its priests changed. The official requirement of formal 
education for the clergy in the Habsburg Empire had altered the nature of the profes-
sion and the outlook of the younger priests. Rev. Markiian Shashkevych had been 
censured for preaching in the vernacular in the l830’s, but he became a hero for suc-
ceeding generations of clergy. Another priest, Ivan Kobrynsky, lobbied for higher 
education for women. Priests and precentors were often the initiators of educational 
programs in the villages. In the imperial parliament in Vienna, Metropolitan Andrei 
Sheptytsky, the supreme Uniate cleric of the first half of the twentieth century, raised 
the demand for a secular Ukrainian university in the empire. Despite accusations of 
obscurantism, the UGCC promoted learning and social mobility. Because both the 
imperial and interwar local and central administrations in Galicia tended to be in 
foreign (Austrian or Polish) hands, until l939 the UGCC served as a local government 
for the region’s Ukrainian population and provided it schooling in public admin-
istration. Most importantly, the church provided much of the rhetoric used in public 
discourse, blurring the limits between secular and sacred terminology. 

The UGCC has never had direct state support. Even under Habsburg rule it had 
to fight local government administrations before regulations in its favour were 
implemented. Hence the church played a dual role—as both a symbol of authority 
and a champion of its people. Within that context the image of the parish clergy 
vacillated—between that of spokesmen of a hierarchical structure (local or Vatican) 
and of champions of the people (local or national). Large-scale emigration to the 
New World from the Old Country, which eventually transformed the regional, 
Lviv-directed church into a potentially global institution, brought to the fore the 
thorny problem of celibacy. The Roman Catholic Church in the United States and 
Canada bristled at the UGCC’s practice of ordaining married men. Concurrently, 
political changes in Eastern Europe and Russia rekindled interest in the Byzantine 

                                                        
3  For a discussion, see Anna Veronika Wendland, Die Russophilen in Galizien: Ukrainische 
Konservative zwischen Österreich und Russland, 1848–1915 (Vienna, 2001).  
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tradition among the laity and clergy. Ukrainians outside their native territories were 
called upon to explain their church and its ritual and became ever more involved in 
church affairs. The Ukrainian Catholic clergy, in turn, had to defend their rights 
before the Papacy and other Catholics. 

Thus the UGCC in Western Ukraine played the role of both government (vis-à-
vis the intelligentsia) and opposition (in relation to other loci of authority and the 
Vatican). Within the native and emigrant Western Ukrainian communities the 
church also played a dual role—as a symbol of authority and, in other circum-
stances, as the focal point of opposition to authority. These dual roles have made a 
realistic assessment of the UGCC and its opposition difficult. Instead the church 
has usually been studied within a nation-building context. Many discussions of the 
UGCC have stressed its close connection to the people, so much so that the most 
popular approach in studies of this church has focused on the impact of the UGCC 
on the development of the modern Ukrainian nation and its society. 

Western Ukrainian society has often been presented in terms of the people/
peasantry and clergy/privileged elite dichotomy, dismissively referred to in Polish 
writings “chłop i pop.”4 But as much as the clergy wanted to see themselves as 
privileged and scrimped and saved to appear so in public, most of their families were 
not much better off than the thriftier and luckier peasants. That is why toward the end 
of the nineteenth century the clergy, as a class, easily assimilated those priests who 
came from peasant families. Just as easily it accepted the democratic goals of the 
Enlightenment and socialism. In fact, so many Ukrainian Catholic priests were drawn 
into the moderate social-democratic movement that one could justify the use of the 
unlikely term “clergy intelligentsia.” 

Because the UGCC performed some duties for the state, it acted as an institution 
of social control and, like all institutions of control, engendered an interest in politics. 
In the villages the church was the power. Some priests abused that position, but most 
clerics sought to better conditions in the countryside. As early as in the l820’s, some 
priests saw the value of joint action and established self-help insurance societies, 
which came to characterize Ukrainian community life in Galicia and abroad.5 It was 
through the UGCC that the peasants learned about social and fiscal responsibility. 
Meanwhile Ukrainian Catholic emigrants abroad sought first and foremost to 
establish local parishes, build churches, and bring in priests from Western Ukraine to 
minister to them. It was only then that they turned to the creation of political and 
economic associations. As their communities modernized, the UGCC also struggled 
to become a more structured administrative unit. 

The Vatican has played an unusually complex role within the Ukrainian Catho-
lic community, for which it has served as a court of higher justice. Ukrainians have 

                                                        
4  In his article “The Lay and Clerical Intelligentsia in Greek Catholic Galicia, 1900–1939: 
Competition, Conflict, Cooperation,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 26, nos. 1–4 (2002–2003): 261–
90, Andrew Sorokowski is closer to the truth when he conflates the UGCC and the intelligentsia 
in the formative first half of the nineteenth century.  
5  For a brief discussion of the first of these co-operative organizations, the Peremyshl-based 
Institute for the Widows and Orphans of Priests, see my Feminists despite Themselves: Women in 
Ukrainian Community Life, l884–1939 (Edmonton, l988), 52–56.  
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brought their internal problems to the Vatican, so much so that the “lamenti 
rutheni” constitute a fairly substantial file in the archives of the Congregation for 
the Oriental Churches. The Vatican was one of the few international bodies that 
acknowledged the existence of Rutheni (Ukrainians) as a separate entity. That 
recognition has intrigued the Orthodox Ukrainians. At the same time, the relative 
closeness of Orthodoxy to Byzantine-rite Catholicism has given the dissatisfied 
Ukrainian Catholic clergy and laity alike a ready-made alternative without the 
creation of a separate church. 

The interpretation of the power of the Vatican vis-à-vis Ukraine has constituted 
one of the underlying issues of the public discourse within the Ukrainian community. 
Defense of the traditional rights of the UGCC in accordance with the terms of the 
Union of Brest, especially the right of ordination after marriage, has always been a 
major topic of contention. The interpretation of the ritual, most frequently within its 
own hermetic context grandiloquently referred to as “our Eastern tradition,” has been 
another perennial topic within the discourse between the church and the state. This 
discourse has also included issues of language, calendar, celibacy, vestments, and art. 
Administrative and financial issues—which have generated the most open conflicts—
have rarely been openly discussed. The rhetoric of confrontation has remained 
idealistic and inflated. In one of the most contested issues—celibacy—the focus has 
been on tradition and the clergy as the seedbed of the national intelligentsia. Sex has 
been irrelevant in this debate. 

I shall focus on three examples of Ukrainian church vs. state conflicts to deter-
mine whether these conflicts can be seen as surrogates for tension between the 
church and the state, absent the reality of both previously within the Ukrainian 
context. 

The Church Expands beyond Its Class 
 Metropolitan Sheptytsky had so quickly achieved the status of a national 
icon that it is easy to forget that both his person and his policies met with strong 
community opposition. Sheptytsky overcame opposition in Galicia by sophisticated 
tact and personal generosity with his money. In the United States, where his public 
persona was not well known, his public welcome during his visits in l911 and again 
in 1921 included hurled eggs as well as flowers. 

One of Sheptytsky’s first pastorals was directed at the Ukrainian intelligentsia.6 
The young bishop argued that religion was not a private matter but a norm of social 
life, an essential way for society to remain civilized. Therefore he sought the public 
forum for himself and his church. Sheptytsky hoped to sway the Ukrainian radical 
intelligentsia to accept a moderate world view and to save it from the political and 
social radicalism so prevalent among the intelligentsia in the neighbouring Russian 
                                                        
6  Sorokowski, “The Lay and Clerical Intelligentsia,” 264. Sheptytsky wrote his pastoral in 
1901 upon his accession as metropolitan of Lviv, a mere year after becoming a bishop. Its text is 
in Tvory sluhy Bozhoho Mytropolyta Andreia Sheptyts'koho, vol. 1, Pastyrs'ki lysty (Toronto, 
1965), 190–214. In Velykyi mytropolyt: Spohady i narysy (Yorkton, SK, 1958), Volodymyr 
Doroshenko provides a first-person account and compilation of the Ukrainian intelligentsia’s 
encounters with Sheptytsky. 
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Empire.7 Antedating the approach Pope John Paul II took almost a century later, 
Sheptytsky focused on the unifying role that the church could play in a society 
threatened by ethical relativism and divided in its vision of the social ideal.8 While 
his Ukrainian patriotism cannot be questioned, Sheptytsky tended to see all 
Ukrainians as he saw his Catholic flock: both needed discipline and education.9 

Sheptytsky’s national and social origins were obvious sources of hostility. Less 
recognized was the opposition that he encountered within the UGCC when he began 
centralizing administrative practices and regulating church finances. He had to use 
his diplomatic skills to prevent the disintegration of a diverse flock, each segment of 
which saw itself as a model for the whole. As bishop in Stanyslaviv and soon after as 
metropolitan in Lviv, Sheptytsky began by tackling the church’s finances. His 
financial savvy, as well as his willingness to use his own finances and the help of 
Rev. Tyt Voinarovsky, facilitated a quiet, slow implementation of reforms. 

Next Sheptytsky tried to systematize and rationalize the church bureaucracy. 
This process had all the characteristics of the emergence of modern bureaucracies 
from informal networks. It was slow and remained undocumented, except as anec-
dotal evidence and in exhortations from bishops’ offices for better bookkeeping and 
reporting. The UGCC was small enough for the metropolitan to be a hands-on 
manager: he met and corresponded with his grantees; he knew the title of each of 
his priests; and he actively managed the church’s money. In the early years of his 
metropolitancy he made frequent personal visitations and spent hours in the con-
fessional. During such visitations the metropolitan did not shy away from calling 
attention to dust behind the altar; he even signed his name in it. 

Sheptytsky quickly realized that his senior clergy, let alone parish priests, had 
little understanding of rational administration or the modern economy. Consequently 
he used his pastoral letters to educate his audience, though he did not discuss his 
reforms publicly. He presented himself not as a reformer but as a defender of 

                                                        
7  This was a time of radical assassinations of public officials in the Russian Empire. The Gali-
cian Ukrainian Myroslav Sichynsky would follow suit by killing the Austro-Hungarian viceroy of 
Galicia, Andrei Potocki, in April l908. Sichynsky escaped to the United States and was active 
there in the radical wing of the Ukrainian community.  
8  On Sheptytsky, see Andrii Krawchuk, Christian Social Ethics in Ukraine: The Legacy of 
Andrei Sheptytsky (Edmonton and Toronto, 1997); Paul Robert Magocsi, ed. Morality and 
Reality: The Life and Times of Andrei Sheptytsky (Edmonton, l989); and Peter Galadza, The 
Theology and Liturgical Work of Andrei Sheptytsky, Orientale Christiana Analects 272 (Rome, 
2004). The metropolitan was ahead of his time insofar as formal Vatican theology was 
concerned. The majority of the Ukrainian intelligentsia focused on political and social issues, 
although they paid lip service to the importance of the spiritual. The Galician Ukrainian 
intelligentsia, used to a church that—ever belatedly—responded to the national if not the social 
needs of the population, did not see the broad goal of Sheptytsky’s vision of social ethics as a 
factor of political change.  
9  Sheptytsky administered his eparchy and then his metropolitanate as he had administered his 
landholdings—in a highly paternalistic manner. His subordinates tried to introduce modern 
methods of reporting, bookkeeping, and regular promotions, but the process was rather 
haphazard. See Iurii Avvakumov and Oksana Haiova, eds., Metropolyt Andrei Sheptyts'kyi i 
hreko-katolyky v Rossiï, vol. 1 (Lviv, 2004).  
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tradition. He dismissed the radical opposition as dated and no longer relevant. Instead 
he focused on policies that could bring together large segments of society. Sheptytsky 
was secure about himself and his faith, and he was willing to overlook what some of 
his priests saw as public missteps. Most dramatically, he wrote off Ivan Franko’s 
philosophical nihilism and political radicalism because the latter’s literary talent was 
important for Ukraine, which had few writers of Franko’s calibre.10 By privately 
dismissing Franko’s radical philosophy as uninformed and juvenile, Sheptytsky was 
able to incorporate Franko’s writings into his own program and prevent a sharper 
radicalization of society. 

The most volatile issue within the UGCC was clerical celibacy. It became a 
societal issue, at whose heart was the principle of the Vatican adhering to the stipu-
lations of the Union of Brest and honouring the traditions of the Eastern church. In 
practical terms, because the clergy class was the main incubator of the Ukrainian 
intelligentsia, ordination of married men became a major community principle. 
Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s tactics toward celibacy illustrated his ability to read his 
public. The metropolitan privately supported celibacy within the ranks of the higher 
clergy, but he felt that the time was not ripe to do so publicly.11 

Sheptytsky isolated the political opposition to the radical wing and made all 
opposition to his person appear as uncouth or plainly uninformed. Through these 
strategies he put himself above the fray of daily politics. Nevertheless, by the 1930s 
Galician Ukrainian nationalists, especially the clandestine Organization of Ukrainian 
Nationalists (OUN), actively opposed the UGCC’s foray into public Catholicism. 
(Whether the nationalists manipulated the metropolitan in his last years remains an 
open question.) The metropolitan’s stature was great enough for him to maintain 

                                                        
10  The metropolitan expounded his views on Franko in his reply to Bishop Konstantyn (Con-
stantine) Bohachevsky’s letter warning the metropolitan about the dangers of radicalism within 
the Ukrainian-American community. Sheptytsky conceded that Franko’s legacy had to be 
approached differently in the various communities and that his own approach would not work in 
America: “life in your [part of the world] is somewhat different than [it is] for us, so therefore 
you will have other considerations when looking at the ‘Franko cult.’ On the ground you can 
gauge the situation better and how to deal with it. I only want to explain [the original word, 
opravdaty (to justify), is crossed out] my own tactics toward the ‘Franko cult.’…The places in 
which he [Franko] develops his materialism and atheism have little power [marnu sylu], while he 
was able to elaborate [oprats'ovuvaty] patriotic and [added in the margin] national themes better 
and more effectively, so much so that solid criticism has already rolled the dice [na kystu] that 
Franko will be remembered in the future only as a poet, a nationalist [added in the margin], [and] 
a patriot” (Tsentralnyi derzhavnyi istorychnyi arkhiv Ukraïny [Lviv], f. 408 [Hreko-katolyts'kyi 
mytropolychyi ordynariat, m. L'viv], opys 1, spr. 129). 
11  Married clergy was only one of the conditions of the original church union with Rome, but it 
was the one that most interested the Ukrainian community. On Sheptytsky’s position, see “Proto-
koly konferentsiï iepyskopiv Lvivs'koho, Peremys'koho, Stanislavs'koho, 1902–1939,” L'vivs'ka 
natsional'na biblioteka im. Vasylia Stefanyka Natsional'noi akademiï nauk Ukraïny, viddil ruko-
pysiv, fond 9 (o/n 1069 okremykh nadkhodzhen'), spr. 1069, passim. He also favoured the special 
devotions to the Virgin and the Sacred Heart, in May and June respectively, that were considered 
“Latinizing” in the United States; see Myron Kuropas, The Ukrainian Americans: Roots and 
Aspirations, l884–1954 (Toronto, l991), 306. 
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independence and moral authority. He became venerated during his lifetime even as 
his precepts were openly flouted. 

To Renew the Church 
Metropolitan Sheptytsky, who came from the crème de la crème of Polish soci-

ety, ironically became the man of the people for Galicia’s Ukrainians. Meanwhile, 
for some Western Ukrainians two other contemporaneous bishops of the UGCC, 
whose origins were lower down in society—one came from the impoverished 
Lemko region while the other was the son of Galician peasants—came to personify 
the enemy within the church. In interwar Galicia, Bishops Yosafat Kotsylovsky of 
Peremyshl and Hryhorii Khomyshyn of Stanyslaviv became the targets of intellec-
tual critics who viewed their policies as anti-Ukrainian. 

Kotsylovsky and Khomyshyn had instituted major financial reforms to create a 
viable economic base for the UGCC in place of dwindling interwar Polish govern-
ment support of the clergy. Moreover, both of them considered their flock to be 
threatened by Russian Bolshevism, Polish chauvinism, and global materialism. The 
abject failure of Ukrainian statehood during the years of 1918–20 and of the drive 
to unify so-called Greater Ukraine as a political entity rankled all the more as Poles 
and their celibate priests migrated en masse into the reacquired Volhynian territo-
ries they had lost in the late eighteenth century. 

Both Bishop Kotsylovsky and Bishop Khomyshyn shared the Galician Ukrainian 
intelligentsia’s frantic conviction that changes must be implemented immediately or 
all would be lost. They also exhibited a tendency toward ideological exclusivity, with 
predictably divisive results. Both bishops wanted to create a Christian society 
centered in and on their church, but they provided few details on how to build such a 
society. They were convinced a celibate clergy would provide the UGCC, and hence 
the Ukrainian nation, with the leadership both needed. Bishop Khomyshyn 
aggressively promoted and enforced clerical celibacy, so much so that over a quarter 
of seminarians in his eparchy quit in protest. Some of them found refuge in the Lviv 
Greek Catholic Seminary. 

Khomyshyn also sought to refashion secular society in the spirit of Christian 
living. To that end he used secular methods—rallies, the press, discussion meet-
ings, public processions, religious activist songs, and a stress on social and eco-
nomic equality. His views dovetailed with the UGCC’s pursuit of social justice 
through its lay organization, Katolytska aktsiia (Catholic Action).The latter, how-
ever, turned out to be a two-edged sword for the UGCC’s bishops.12 Although it 
was an official church initiative, it was led by sons of priests who, for the first time 
in generations, had broken with family tradition and did not enter the priesthood 
because they had a chance to pursue other careers. These men, and—a sprinkling of 
women, felt free to criticize the administration of the UGCC because they had 
grown up listening to such criticism within their families. They also felt free to 
criticize church ritual and to interpret church doctrine. Most of them were vocal 

                                                        
12  According to the minutes of the meetings the UGCC bishops’ conference in 1935, they all 
repeatedly stressed the need for clerical control of Katolytska aktsiia activities.  
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supporters of married clergy and the argument that clerical celibacy deprived 
Ukraine of its main leadership potential. 

The secular Ukrainian Catholic intelligentsia accused Bishop Khomyshyn of 
lacking patriotism, implementing Latinizing measures and practices, and colluding 
with the Polish regime. They even coined a term for his policies—“Khomyshyn-
iiana.” But mainly the bishop’s opponents portrayed him as a boor and country 
bumpkin. His peasant origin, rather than being an advantage in the perception of his 
flock, was flung in his face. To his opponents, he was “Hryts from Hadynkivtsi” 
(the village where he was born). 

Bishop Kotysylovsky not only agreed with Khomyshyn that the clergy should 
be celibate. From the first days of his episcopate this formerly high-living soldier 
turned monk enraged his parishioners by banning secular patriotic songs during 
church services.13 He also exposed what he considered misuse of church funds in 
Peremyshl, the oldest Ukrainian Catholic see, thus alienating the older canons. The 
UGCC’s cathedral in Peremyshl did not appear to have a separate budget, but drew 
its monies from the Society of St. Joseph. Bishop Kotsylovsky demanded a full 
audit of the cathedral’s finances; it lasted over a year and resulted in the separation 
of the society and the cathedral, both of which were placed under the bishop’s di-
rect control. He further antagonized his higher clergy by reclaiming cathedral prop-
erties, where married canons and their families resided, for the expansion of the 
local theological seminary. The offended canons protested to Metropolitan Shep-
tytsky and then filed a formal complaint against Kotsylovsky at the Vatican. But 
the Vatican sided with the bishop. The whole affair gave him a wider entree into 
the Vatican bureaucracy, but it cost him popularity among Galicia’s Ukrainians. 

Opposition to Bishops Khomyshyn and Kotsylovsky mounted as Polish pres-
sure escalated into a terror campaign and the popularity of the clandestine OUN 
grew. The nationalists’ main source of recruitment was the high schools. Some 
priests opposed the involvement of teenagers in clandestine activity; others, how-
ever, were moved by the dedication of radicalized nationalist youth in the face of 
Polish discrimination. Many priests also saw their own children joining illegal 
organizations, and a few even followed suit. 

Kotsylovsky and Khomyshyn opposed the OUN’s actions. They saw the church 
as the kernel of a new state that would fashion a new person capable of effecting 
God’s kingdom on earth. But no one explained how that Catholic utopia would 
come about. The two bishops sought to get Ukrainians to put their faith in philan-
thropic deeds instead of mass demonstrations. It is on the public front that they met 
the most vocal opposition. Their policies brought to a head an intelligentsia op-
position much stronger and more vocal than the previous generation of socialists 
who had challenged of the church. The bishops failed to influence their society. 
Meanwhile Poland showed no inclination to develop as a democracy, and its open 

                                                        
13  Kotsylovsky also resented the political intelligentsia’s expectation that a high-ranking mem-
ber of the clergy would be available for hastily convened public demonstrations. See his 9 
February 1924 reply to the nuncio in Warsaw regarding alleged anti-Polish activities of the 
Ukrainian clergy, in Archivio Segreto Vaticano, Archivio Nunziatura Varsavia (hereafter ANV), 
vol. 224: 356.  
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persecution of Ukrainians in Western Ukraine stymied the development of a 
moderate Ukrainian political movement there. The weakened UGCC could not 
mount an effective campaign to offset the attraction of militant, selfless Ukrainian 
nationalism. 

The outbreak of the Second World War overwhelmed this unstudied conflict 
between the UGCC as a moderating force and the intelligentsia’s support of radical 
nationalism. Those clerics who joined the nationalist movement justified their 
actions by arguing that, as pastors, they were following the flock. In the end neither 
the church nor the nationalists prevailed, and the UGCC became a catacomb church 
in all Ukrainian territories occupied by the Soviet Union. 

To Build Our Church among Many Others 
The drama between the UGCC and the intelligentsia played itself out most fully 

in the United States between l907 and l933. The early death of Soter Ortynsky, the 
first Ukrainian Catholic bishop’s there, facilitated the communal amnesia about the 
severe problems that the pioneer bishop had in dealing with his clergy and faithful. 
The successes of Ortynsky’s successor, the future metropolitan Konstantyn Boha-
chevsky, in strengthening his church’s autonomy and building up its fiscal base had 
the same amnesiac effect on the Ukrainian-American community. 

The struggle between the UGCC and its lay community in the United States laid 
bare its rhetorical overlay: Bishop Ortynsky had envisaged a society in which all 
were members of that church. He even tried to limit membership in the major 
Ruthenian fraternal organization to practicing Catholics. Failing that, he established 
the Providence Fraternal Association exclusively for church members, where the 
functions of the secretaries who collected the insurance payments included check-
ing whether the members made their obligatory annual confessions. After Ortyn-
sky’s untimely death, Rev. Petro Poniatyshyn tried to follow a more traditional 
course and be active in both the church and the secular sphere. But the UGCC in 
United States lacked the structure and finances it had in Galicia, and Poniatyshyn 
was unable to administer the American eparchy effectively. Bishop Bohachevsky, a 
firm supporter of the church’s hierarchical structure, focused primarily on building 
a church, not on participating in campaigns on behalf of current Ukrainian causes. 
He came closest of all his contemporary bishops to practising, if not enunciating, 
the notion of the separation of church and state. That cost him dearly. 

There were many reasons why the conflict between the community and the 
church was more acute in the United States than in the home country. The stakes 
were concrete, the conflict was compressed into two decades, and the host society 
was more secular, mobile, and urban. Financial and political considerations played a 
more obvious role for the UGCC in America. There the clergy were more dependent 
for their livelihood on their parishioners, and the laity were openly involved in hiring 
priests and building and running churches. The UGCC’s American parishes lacked 
the moderating power of a settled Galician agricultural community. Moreover, the 
local church—and the church hall—were often the sole loci of Ukrainian presence in 
America and were expected to represent the old country as well as the new parish. 
The American stress on personal freedom reinforced the sense of community 
proprietorship of the local church. In America the secular leaders of the Ukrainian 



Ukrainian Greek Catholic Hierarchs and the Ukrainian Community 141 
 

 

community, as well as any dissatisfied clerics, could be more outspoken in their 
views than in Galicia. And finally, tsarist Russia played a more effective role among 
Ukrainians in the United States than it did in Galicia: it financed the creation of 
Orthodox churches, and this made the conversion of Uniate priests to Orthodoxy 
more palatable, especially in the face of American Roman Catholic opposition to a 
separate Ukrainian Catholic hierarchical structure. 

Bishop Ortynsky began his tenure on a high note. Seeking to fully involve the 
community, he met with every Ukrainian-American group and tried to blend their 
disparate agendas into a working unit. Ortynsky wanted to build a Ukrainian Catholic 
community led by the church, but his faithful already lived in a society in which the 
ways of the church were no longer legally binding. Both sides thought they agreed on 
community issues, only to find out that what the bishop wanted was not what the 
leaders of the community presumed they would do.14 The community would not 
cohere around the church, while Ortynsky had no resources left with which to struc-
ture the church. Metropolitan Sheptytsky was concerned enough about Ortynsky’s 
management to ask a local Ukrainian-American priest for a confidential report.15 
Bishop Ortynsky’s health began to fail, and in l916 he succumbed to pneumonia. His 
premature death cut short the simmering rebellions against him. 

During the years 1916–24, from Ortynsky’s death until the nomination of his 
successor, Bishop Bohachevsky, already existing tensions between the Ukrainian 
immigrants in America from Galicia and those from Transcarpathia, who preferred to 
be known as Carpatho-Ruthenians, escalated. New political disagreements also arose. 
The Vatican, fearing conversions to Orthodoxy in the Ukrainian-American com-
munity, permitted the UGCC clergy to elect an episcopal administrator. The priests 
decided to alternate positions between the Galicians and the Carpatho-Ruthenians. 
Nevertheless they chose the Galician priest Petro Poniatyshyn to be in charge of all 
UGCC affairs in America during the episcopal interregnum. A Carpatho-Ruthenian 
priest, Havryil Martiak, became Poniatyshyn’s nominal vicar, but in effect he worked 
only with the Transcarpathian priests. The episcopal administrator did not have de 
jure power to deal with the church’s structure or finances. But Rev. Poniatyshyn 
successfully promoted the Ukrainian cause, working especially closely with repre-

                                                        
14  The American Roman Catholic bishops complained directly to the pope that the “frequent 
conflicts between the [Ukrainian] clergy and [their] parishioners have [had] a negative impact on 
conditions in their own dioceses.” These bishops were willing to take control over the Ukrainian 
Catholics if their church became part of the Roman one. They were even willing to find funds to 
make the lives of Ukrainians better “because these people are in their hearts deeply Catholic” 
(letter of the apostolic delegate to the United States, Bishop Pietro Fumanosi Biondi, to Cardinal 
Pietro Gasparri, 3 March 1924, in the Archive of the Congregation for the Oriental Churches, 
Ponenze Rutheni.  
15  In his report on the state of the UGCC in America, Rev. Vasyl Merenkiv was critical of 
Bishop Ortynsky. “The situation of our church, [our] bishop, and [our] priests is hopeless. 
Everyone realizes it—[including both] the priests and the bishop. There really was never such 
hell as here, and such headaches. The crisis is hopeless and universal. The chaos begins in the 
bishop’s chancery and ends in the most remote parish. Everyone blames this desperate condition 
on difficulties they cannot change. Hence they cannot find a way out” (Tsentralnyi derzhavnyi 
Istorychnyi arkhiv Ukraïny [Lviv], f. 358, op. 2, spr. 210, p.3). 
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sentatives of the Western Ukrainian National Republic (ZUNR). He also established 
contacts with American politicians and managed to have a meeting with President 
Warren G. Harding’s incoming secretary of state, Charles Evans Hughes. Most 
importantly, Rev. Poniatyshyn was largely responsible for the proclamation of the 
first Ukrainian Day in the United States Congress.16 All the while he and his priests 
reminded the Papacy about their immediate and critical need for a bishop.17 

The UGCC’s public nature was also underscored by the extraordinary public 
presence of Metropolitan Sheptytsky, first as a political prisoner of tsarist Russia 
and then as an object of slanderous statements by Poles to the Vatican, and finally, 
after the end of the Polish-Ukrainian War in Galicia, as a formal envoy of the 
Papacy to Ukrainians in North America. Sheptytsky sought to sway American pub-
lic opinion to support the Ukrainians in Galicia. His helper in that activity was not 
Rev. Poniatyshyn but Luka Myshuha, originally a fundraiser for the ZUNR but by 
1921 its major representative in the United States. As a result of their efforts, the 
Ukrainian-American community was inspired to use all of its resources to bring 
their Galician compatriots’ aspirations to the attention of the world powers.  

The Ukrainian-American parish church became a forum for community groups 
and political parties, while the UGCC’s administrative structure in America, lack-
ing a bishop and clear organizational guidelines, remained nebulous. At that time 
the development of the church’s structure there was nobody’s prime concern. But 
the appointment of a bishop must have been on the minds of the clergy. Although I 
have not found any document to prove that this was so, it is noteworthy that Rev. 
Yosyf Zhuk, one of the most viable candidates for a bishopric, arrived in Phila-
delphia around the time the appointment of a bishop for the Ukrainian Catholics in 
America was being discussed in the Vatican.18 

                                                        
16  Rev. Poniatyshyn managed to get the State Department to acknowledge receipt of the numerous 
communications it received from various Ukrainian groups, mostly petitions from the ZUNR, 
headed by Evhen Petrushevych. See Oleksandr Pavliuk, Borot'ba Ukraïny za nezalezhnist' i polityka 
SShA, 1917–1923 (Kyiv, l996), esp. 113–15. As the administrator for Ukrainian Catholics in the 
United States, Poniatyshyn sought papal support to attend the Paris Peace Conference, but he he did 
not receive it. See the letter of the apostolic delegate to the United States, Bishop Giovanni Bon-
zano, to the secretary of the Congregation for the Oriental Churches, Cardinal Niccolò Marini, in 
Archivio della Sacra Congregazione per gli Affari Ecclesiastici Straordinari (hereafter ASCAES), 
America, pos. 40, fasc. 50. Myron Kuropas contends that “Father Poniatyshyn compromised his 
moral authority within the clerical community precisely because he was perceived more of a politi-
cal rather than a spiritual leader: [He was] dynamic and productive … in the political arena.… 
[Priests] came to perceive Father Poniatyshyn more as a politician than as their spiritual director” 
(The Ukrainian Americans, 306).  
17  On 6 February 1924 Rev. Poniatyshyn, as apostolic visitator and administrator for the Galician 
immigrants, and Rev. Martiak, as administrator for “Ruthenis e Czechoslovakia provenientibus,” 
signed a petition; eight other consulting priests followed suit. See ASCAES, America, pos. 188–
191, fasc. 35, pp. 23–29. The document’s tone suggests that the signatories feared that the Ukrainian 
Catholic episcopate in America would be abolished and that this would result in large-scale 
defection by Ukrainian Catholics there to Orthodoxy.  
18  Rev. Zhuk had served as rector of the Greek Catholic Theological Seminary in Lviv, the 
Ruthenian Greek Catholic vicar-general in Bosnia, and a priest of the UGCC in Vienna, Lviv, 
Toronto, and Montreal before coming to America.  
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The appointment of the second bishop (and future metropolitan) of the UGCC 
in the United States, Konstantyn Bohachevsky, illustrates the interconnections of 
the UGCC in interwar Polish-ruled Galicia with the Ruthenian Greek Catholic 
Church in much-reduced Hungary and newly created Czechoslovakia and Yugosla-
via and with the Vatican and the Polish government. The Papacy, with its newly 
established Congregation for the Oriental Churches, was still finding its way within 
a totally reconfigured Europe bristling with republican states headed by people who 
were very different from the staid nobility of the old empires.19 The Papacy’s 
negotiations with these states were carried on with varying degrees of urgency for 
over a decade. The establishment of independent Hungary and Poland at the end of 
the First World War had presented the Vatican with additional, and very insistent, 
players. Hungary accelerated the former Hungarian Kingdom’s pressure on the 
Papacy to appoint a bishop from Hungarian-controlled Transcarpathia for the 
Carpatho-Ruthenians in the United States, and it promised financial support once 
the new eparchy was established. A number of Carpatho-Ruthenian priests already 
in America were considered for the post, since it was generally recognized that 
such an appointment would be optimal and only rejected if no one had suitable 
qualifications.20 The Papacy, already deeply perturbed by dissension within the 
Ukrainian Catholic parishes in the United States, feared the possibility of renewed 
wholesale defection of parishioners now that the Ukrainian Autocephalous Ortho-
dox Church (UAOC) established in 1921 in Kyiv, was planning to send its own 
bishop to America.21 This fear accelerated the review of potential candidates even 
before the decision whether to nominate one or two bishops to succeed Bishop 
Ortynsky was made. The American Roman Catholic bishops, perturbed by the 
presence of a Catholic church outside its jurisdiction, barely tolerated the idea of 
one UGCC bishop. Appointing a second UGCC bishop in America presented the 
Papacy with a threat that the American Roman Catholic clergy would revolt. 

Meanwhile, back in Peremyshl, Bishop Kotsylovsky had appointed Konstantyn 
Bohachevsky his vicar, but the Polish administration refused to accept Bohachev-
sky’s new position, accusing him of continued anti-Polish activity.22 Only through 

                                                        
19  The appointment of a successor to Bishop Ortynsky deserves a discussion that goes beyond 
the scope of this article. Extensive documentation exists in volumes dealing with l9l6 and later in 
the Vatican’s Secret Archives of the Sacred Congregation for Extraordinary Ecclesiastical 
Affairs. 
20  The candidates included the Galician priests Ivan Chaplinsky and Teodosii Vasovchyk and a 
number of bi-ritualist Belgian Redemptorists. The cardinals at the Vatican rejected the Belgians’ 
candidacies because they realized that, though the Redemptorists were well qualified, the 
Ukrainian-American faithful would reject them out of hand.  
21  Rev. Ivan Teodorovych arrived in the United States on 13 February 13 1924 and was 
installed as bishop of the UAOC there in June of that year.  
22  In his February 1924 memorandum to the pope on the appointment of a Ukrainian Catholic 
bishop in America, Cardinal Raffaele Scapinelli di Leguigno suggested that the Polish 
government’s opposition to Bohachevsky’s nomination “may have been instigated by other 
[Ukrainian] canons, who oppose him [Bohachevsky] because of his dedication to the bishop 
[Kotsylovsky]” (ANV, pos. l88–91, fasc. 35).  
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the intervention of the apostolic nuncio to Poland, Achille Ratti (the future Pope 
Pius XI), was Bohachevsky released from a Polish prison in l9l9. 

After he was elected pope in 1922, Pius XI was faced with an awkward prob-
lem. The new Polish Republic, whose creation he had strongly supported, was 
oppressing the UGCC and blocking the appointment of Bohachevsky, a man the 
pope himself had earlier characterized as “apostolic.”23 As long as the Poles 
blocked Bohachevsky’s appointment as vicar of Peremyshl, the Vatican refused to 
sign its concordat with Poland.24  

Meanwhile Bishop Dionýz Njaradi (Dionisii Niaradii), the Ruthenian Catholic 
bishop of Križevci Eparchy in Yugoslavia, apostolic administrator of Prešov 
Eparchy in Slovakia, and a frequent visitor to the Vatican, was drawn into the 
negotiations on the nomination of a bishop for the UGCC in the United States. He 
recommended sending two bishops from the Old Country to serve in America—one 
for the Galician Ukrainian parishes there, the other for the Carpatho-Ruthenian 
ones. Njaradi also recommended transferring Rev. Bohachevsky to America as the 
new bishop for the Galician Ukrainian Catholic community there. The pope readily 
agreed. 

Consequently Bohachevsky secretly left for Rome as a member of a delegation 
to the Vatican in May 1924.25 Such secrecy was also necessary because Polish 
clerics, who opposed Bohachevsky, had considerable influence in the Vatican hier-
archy.26 Within a month Bohachevsky was consecrated bishop for the Galician 
Ukrainian Catholics in the United States, and by 15 August the forty-year old 
bishop and his Carpatho-Ruthenian counterpart, Vasyl Takach, were in New York. 

The two years immediately preceding Bohachevsky’s arrival in America 
marked the ZUNR’s most active lobbying efforts in Washington, through its repre-

                                                        
23  See Nuncio Ratti’s letter of on 20 July 20 1919, in Archivio Segreto Vaticano, Archivio 
Nunziatura Varsavia (hereafter ANV), vol. 104, p. 1003. The Poles had arrested and beaten 
Bohachevsky for organizing a community relief effort during the Polish-Ukrainian War and for 
using Ukrainian when dealing with the Polish government. But he was not intimidated by his 
ordeal; he continued using Ukrainian and blocking the change of rite that the government wanted. 
The local Polish administration tried to prove that Bohachevsky had incited Ukrainians to rebel 
against Poland. When it failed to do so, the government used the discontent of Ukrainian Catholic 
canons in Peremyshl to try to prove that he was inefficiently pursuing his church duties.  
24  The Polish government refused to recognize Bohachevsky’s appointment and withheld his 
salary. (The clergy continued receiving government stipends, a holdover of Austro-Hungarian 
imperial practices, in parts of Poland throughout the 1920s.) This was a major blow to the 
impecunious cleric.  
25  The disagreements between the Ukrainian Americans with roots in the Austrian-ruled part of 
the Habsburg Empire (i.e., in Eastern Galicia) and the Ruthenian Americans, who emigrated from 
the Kingdom of Hungary (i.e., Transcarpathia and the Prešov Region) grew sharper in the United 
States. The division of the UGCC in America was to have been a stopgap measure, but it became 
permanent. Vasyl Takach, the new bishop for the Catholic Carpatho-Ruthenians of America, was 
initially welcomed very warmly by his faithful, but he experienced a wave of opposition to him in 
the mid-1930s. See ASCAES, pos. 188–n191, fasc.35.  
26  The fullest discussion is in Cardinal Scapinelli’s memorandum of February 1924; ANV, vol. 
224, contains other pertinent correspondence and memoranda.  
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sentatives Lonhyn Tsehelsky and then Luka Myshuha, to gain American support 
for Western Ukraine’s claim to independence. But the Ukrainian-American com-
munity was not united behind this or any other effort. Its three fraternal insurance 
organizations reflected one of the areas of community discord, and various Ukraini-
an-American political organizations and local community organizations each 
sought to represent the entire community. The ZUNR representative Luka Myshuha 
had tried to consolidate the entire community’s support for the umbrella United 
Ukrainian Organizations of America (UUOA), but his efforts that proved in-
effective. UGCC parishes—the best organized Ukrainian churches in the United 
States—and their church halls remained the most visible meeting places for 
Ukrainians, but the UGCC could not formally play a political role. 

When Bishop Bohachevsky took up his duties as eparch of the UGCC in 
America,27 many priests and faithful there resented the very premise of his coming: 
they felt that the creation of separate eparchies for America’s Galician Ukrainians and 
Carpatho-Ruthenians undermined the strength of the Ukrainian-American com-
munity. Unlike America’s Carpatho-Ruthenians, who initially welcomed Bishop 
Takach with open purses and gifts of land, the Ukrainian Catholic Eparchy of Phila-
delphia was in debt, and its cathedral was in danger of foreclosure.28 Bohachevsky 
came to America to serve not only as bishop, but also as papal representative for 
America’s “Ruthenians,” a term the Vatican still used instead of “Ukrainians.” Al-
though, by all testimonies, Bohachevsky was a very modest and direct man, he did 
feel that his two titles—bishop and apostolic visitator—gave him a clear standing in 
America. He did not consider himself beholden to anyone there, including the 
American Roman Catholic clergy and bishops, who sought to convince him to join 
them in a common front with their church. Bohachevsky may have alienated 
Myshuha by not paying Myshuha a formal official visit, thereby acknowledging him 
as the official representative of the Ukrainian government-in exile. More importantly, 
he undercut Myshuha’s livelihood by announcing that his exarchate would handle the 
donations collected for Ukrainian causes in local churches and would send them 
directly to Galicia instead of through existing Ukrainian-American groups. Because 
Myshuha had partly used such donations to maintain himself and his office and to 
send funds abroad, Bohachevsky left him with no means of support. 

By design or happenstance, Myshuha came to personify the community’s op-
position to Bohachevsky. Myshuha initially approached the new bishop in the time-
honoured tradition of going through the bishop’s older brother, Volodymyr.29 The 

                                                        
27  An exarchate is a diocese that is directly subject to the pope and thus not part of the Catholic 
church structure of the country where it is located. An eparchy is an Eastern Christian synonym 
of Greek origin for diocese.  
28  Bishop Takach did not prove to be immune from opposition within his flock, but that came a 
decade after his arrival in the United States.  
29  Volodymyr Bohachevsky was the opposite of his younger sibling: a dapper ladies’ man, he ran 
up a debt that his financially strapped father sought to cover. Volodymyr left for America, where he 
toyed with joining the Orthodox Church, publicly attacked his brother Bishop Konstantyn, and 
finally became a homeless alcoholic. When Volodymyr died in 1952, Konstantyn paid for his 
funeral. 
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two suggested that the bishop hire both of them—Volodymyr to handle the 
eparchy’s finances, and Myshuha as editor of the newspaper Ameryka, published by 
the Providence Fraternal Insurance Association of Ukrainian Catholics. The bishop, 
a strict by-the-book disciplinarian, did not employ family members on principle, 
and he refused to hire Myshuha because Myshuha was not a member of any parish. 
Soon afterwards Bohachevsky refused to deed a building to a priest whose daughter 
Myshuha would allegedly marry.30 Myshuha then tried to get the bishop personally 
involved in supporting the UUOA. Bohachevsky supported the organization, but he 
did not see its functioning as his primary responsibility. The donations Myshuha 
was able to raise outside the churches dwindled, and he and the UUOA found 
themselves in dire financial straits. 

Bishop Bohachevsky made it clear that his primary task was constructing his 
new exarchate. He considered Western Ukraine too drained to be able to continue 
an armed struggle against Poland for independence, and he agreed with the decision 
of the Galician Ukrainian Conference of Bishops that clergy could not join any 
political party. Hence Bohachevsky wished all Ukrainian parties and organizations 
in the United States well, but he focused his attention on church matters. 

Bishop Bohachevsky assessed the needs of Ukrainian Americans differently 
than many community activists did. In contrast to most newcomers to the United 
States, he was not impressed by America’s wealth. Rather, he was as deeply 
shocked by the poverty of his flock as by their generosity. He realized that the help 
the immigrants could muster for Ukraine was minimal, gleaned from their own 
unmet needs. After traveling widely in America, he concluded that the Ukrainian 
immigrants there needed education, without which access to a better life was not 
possible. To preserve their church and its national traditions and to be in a better 
position to aid Ukrainian causes, these immigrants needed to have their own 
schools and priests who knew first-hand the difficulties of being an immigrant in 
the United States. The better their status there, the more effective would be the help 
they could offer their homeland. Bishop Bohachevsky spent the rest of his life 

                                                        
30  This story can be pieced together from the Osyp Nazaruk’s correspondence with Viacheslav 
Lypynsky in V’iacheslav Lypyns'kyi: Arkhiv, vol. 7, ed. Ivan Lysiak-Rudnyts'kyi (Philadelphia, 
l976) and Lysty V’iacheslava Lypyns'koho do Osypa Nazaruka (1921–1930), ed. Myroslava 
Diadiuk (Lviv, 2004). It is given further credence by a letter that Rev. Vasyl Merenkiv, the same 
priest Metropolitan Sheptytsky asked to provide the confidential information about Bishop 
Ortynsky’s tenure, wrote to Bishop Bohachevsky on 1 December 1926, as the movement against 
the new bishop was entering its climax. Merenkiv wrote the letter to assure the new bishop that 
the eparchial chancery was the owner of all cathedral properties by virtue of inheritance and the 
terms of Ortynsky’s will. Moreover, Merenkiv continued, the properties were bought with 
donations from both Galician Ukrainian and Carpatho-Ruthenian parishes in the United States. 
The one-page, hand-written letter is preserved at the Ukrainian Museum in Stamford, 
Connecticut. Bohachevsky found an able helper in Osyp Nazaruk (1883–1940), a prolific and 
outspoken Ukrainian diplomat, journalist, prose writer, and newspaper editor who radically 
changed his socialist world view in 1922 while fund-raising in Canada for the ZUNR 
government-in-exile. Nazaruk edited the Ukrainian-American newspapers Sich (Chicago, 1923–
28) and Ameryka (Philadelphia, 1926–27). From 1928 he edited Nova zoria, a Ukrainian Catholic 
newspaper published in Lviv.  
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implementing these ideas through policies that he hoped would knit his scattered 
flock into a viable community. 

Bohachevsky began strengthening his eparchy while the community was still 
focused on fund-raising for the ZUNR government-in-exile and its diplomats. He 
moved to ensure that all church properties in the eparchy be held in its name. Given 
the haphazard manner in which parishes had been established, churches built, and 
mortgages arranged and renegotiated, his efforts were bound to cause friction. At the 
same time the new bishop turned his attention to building schools, especially a 
seminary to so that the UGCC in America would have priests trained in America. 
Bohachevsky also reintroduced periodic examination of priests, a practice that had 
lapsed in America, and began reshuffling parishes. His energetic behaviour, disregard 
of conventional niceties in the management of church business, and insistence on 
quick action alienated some clergy and many faithful. 

Bohachevsky was an organization man, driven during his early years as bishop by 
a sense of urgency in the face of the waves of disasters washing over his people. He 
was very methodical in his office routine and in his visitations, which he carried out 
almost weekly. When the bishop would not adjust his schedule to suit a hastily 
convened meeting of a community organization, rumours that he did not care for the 
community or, by implication, Ukraine began circulating. By a vast stretch of 
imagination, the rumour mongers presented the Vatican’s concordat with Poland as 
an anti-Ukrainian move for which the Bohachevsky was responsible. Because he 
insisted that his church be fiscally independent, the bishop was accused of pro-Polish 
sentiments. It is not clear how these rumours originated, but they reverberated for 
years to come, and other accusations followed.31 Dissatisfaction with the bishop 
grew: he was viewed as pro-Polish, ambitious, money-grubbing, and a poor sermon-
izer without Bishop Ortynsky’s charisma who hated Ukraine and did not know the 
Ukrainian rite, whose role was to destroy the church. Such accusations resulted in a 
full-scale revolt against the bishop, with church lockouts, rock throwing, spitting, and 
booing preceded by comments against him in the press and culminating in protracted 

                                                        
31  Even as Bohachevsky alienated certain parishioners by insisting on the removal of statues 
and other “Latin accretions” from churches, he was charged with Latinizing and Polonizing the 
UGCC. His parish and consistory appointments were criticized, and he was unfavourably 
compared to Ortynsky. The bishop’s asceticism and scrupulous accounting were seen as miser-
liness. His modest living accommodations—a room above the chancery—and his unwillingness 
to entertain the Ukrainian-American elite were portrayed as proof of his haughtiness and 
disregard for people. Bohachevsky’s school-building policies were especially excoriated. (The 
bishop insisted on establishing a network of full-time and legally recognized Ukrainian Catholic 
schools, culminating with a college and a seminary ) Precentors, who had run part-time courses at 
local churches, were not be qualified to teach in the accredited schools, and qualified nuns were 
trained for the job. An argument against Bohachevsky’s policies arose: whatever professionals 
were needed for the Ukrainian community in America, be they priests, teachers, or precentors, 
could be brought in from the old country. Considering that the Western Ukrainians under Poland 
were still only thinking about creating a Ukrainian Catholic theological academy in Lviv and 
fighting for a Ukrainian university there, many Ukrainian-American activists thought that the 
bishop’s educational policy would divert monies away from funding the needs of their com-
patriots in Galicia.  
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legal proceedings. Bohachevsky was warned that his life was in jeopardy. At the 
height of the campaign against him, more than a third of the parishes in his eparchy 
broke with the UGCC. Eventually most, but not all, of the clergy in the eparchy 
returned to the fold. Statistics are not available, but it is safe to wager that a good 
quarter of Ukrainian Catholics in the United States did not return to their church. 

Bishop Bohachevsky opened himself up to popular criticism by refusing to take 
part in what he considered “the cult of Ivan Franko.” Because the famous Galician 
Ukrainian writer and intellectual had been a confirmed atheist, Bohachevsky, like 
all Ukrainian bishops in Galicia except Metropolitan Sheptytsky, banned memorial 
services for Franko on the tenth anniversary of his death in 1926. Bohachevsky also 
held rigidly to the Vatican directive of ordaining only celibate men. Neither of 
these positions was popular among Ukrainians in America, who tended to view 
them as part of a Polish-engineered anti-Ukrainian campaign. The bishop, to the 
contrary, saw the attacks against him and the church as part of an overall 
Kulturkampf by Godless materialists seeking to destroy the traditional, God-given 
way of life based on family, God, and nation. Like Bishops Kotsylovsky and 
Khomyshyn, Bohachevsky felt he had as much right to speak on behalf of the 
nation as the intelligentsia did. Consequently a simmering stand-off erupted into a 
full-scale conflict. 

The polemics were vigorous, and they enlivened the robust Ukrainian immigrant 
press. Some clergy sided with the opposition, yet their role seemed to be limited to 
acting as figureheads. No major clerical opponent to the bishop emerged. In contrast 
to the priests who supported Bishop Bohachevsky and the official church position, 
the clerical opponents left it up to the intelligentsia to engage in the polemics. Much 
of the discourse was primitive, and many accusations against Bohachevsky were so 
baseless as to make one hesitate about dredging up the charges up. Bohachevsky—a 
decorated wartime chaplain, veteran of Polish prisons, organizer of the Peremyshl 
Ukrainian community during the Polish-Ukrainian War, member of the major 
Western Ukrainian cultural organizations, and a scion of an old clerical family that 
produced a number of patriotic activists—did not dignify the accusations levelled 
against with a reply. Instead he hired Osyp Nazaruk, also a former ZUNR fund-raiser, 
as editor of Ameryka, the Ukrainian-American Catholic daily news. On its pages 
Nazaruk launched an open polemical war with Luka Myshuha that came to involve 
the entire Ukrainian-American community.32 

The climax came on 29 December 1926. One hundred and thirty laymen repre-
senting eighty-four of some one hundred existing UGCC parishes held a congress 
in Philadelphia’s Ukrainian Citizens’ Club a block from the Ukrainian Catholic 
cathedral. After deliberating for a day, those present called for Bishop Bohachev-
sky’s resignation. A series of rallies in parishes along the Eastern Seaboard had 
preceded this gathering; all of them ending with the participants lustily singing 
Ukrainian patriotic songs. Bohachevsky’s popularity was at an all-time low. His 
own brother, Volodymyr, publicly accused the bishop of not caring for Ukraine, the 
UGCC, and even his family. 

                                                        
32 The details warrant a separate study beyond the parameters of this article.  
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If ever there was a chance for the intelligentsia to establish a national Ukrainian 
Catholic church, this was it. But the majority had little interest in breaking with 
Rome; they just wanted Bohachevsky recalled. Many clergy, among them such 
venerable priests as Lev Levytsky, Yosyf Pelekhovych, Yosyf Zhuk, Oleksa 
Ulytsky, Petro Sereda, Mykhailo Lysiak, and Mykola Strutynsky, joined the protest 
movement. However, none of them had a desire to create an alternate church, nor 
were they initially willing to break openly with Rome.33 The demands of the con-
gress were aimed at some lay control of the UGCC in America but mainly focused 
on Bishop Bohachevsky’s removal with the understanding that his policy of 
ordaining only celibate men would go along with the bishop.34 The intelligentsia 
also resented the bishop’s attempts to establish a seminary in the United States, and 
would rather have had clergy come to serve from Galicia. Bohachevsky’s support 
for celibacy was seen as giving in to Vatican pressure and as failure to realize the 
historical role of the Ukrainian clergy as an incubator for the national intelligentsia. 

Bohachevsky was noticeably perturbed by the congress. On its eve he was 
willing to break his silence—theretore he had not taken part in the polemics—and 
was ready to explain his position in person to the delegates. His advisors—Rev. 
Pavlo Protsko, Osyp Nazaruk, and Rev. Oleksander Pyk—the latter “pale as death”
—restrained him. They feared that, like his predecessor, the bishop would buckle 
under the gathering’s demands, which he most likely would not be able to fulfill 
and thus would open himself up to more criticism.35 The loyal priests feared that 
the disorganization within the church that dogged Bishops Ortynsky and Ponia-
tyshyn would continue under Bohachevsky were he to give in to demands from the 
lay community. They convinced the bishop not to attend the congress. 

In January 1927, after old-calendar Christmas, Bishop Bohachevsky defended 
his position in a sermon at his cathedral in Philadelphia in the vain hope that he 
could clear up all misunderstandings. He addressed all of the accusations levelled 
against him, including the charge that he was responsible for the Vatican’s concor-
                                                        
33  The most likely candidate to head the counter-church, Rev. Zhuk, did not attend the gather-
ing, unwilling to destroy his chances for the nomination. In l931 he was nominated the bishop of 
the new Ukrainian Orthodox Church of America that later placed itself under the jurisdiction of 
the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople. 
34  The congress’s demands also included a community say in the selection of the bishop, the 
right of parishioners to hire and fire clergy and control the finances, and changing of the name of 
the church from the Ruthenian to the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church. See Kuropas, The 
Ukrainian Americans, 307–308; and Bohdan P. Procko, Ukrainian Catholics in America: A 
History (Washington, DC, 1982), 58–59.  
35  This account is drawn from the only contemporary source of the time—Osyp Nazaruk’s 
diary. It was only recently found, its various parts hidden in other files at the Central State 
Historical Archive of Ukraine (TsDIAU) in Lviv, fond 359, op. 1, spr. 21. The part made avail-
able to me is notebook (zapysna knyzhka) no. 10, containing entries from 10 December 1926 to 1 
July, 1927, a time of Nazaruk’s closest collaboration with Bohachevsky. Additional information 
can be drawn from Nazaruk’s correspondence with Lypynsky in V’iacheslav Lypyns'kyi, vol. 7, 
and Lysty V’iacheslava Lypyns'koho do Osypa Nazaruka. Two weeks before the congress, 
beginning on 10 December, Bohachevsky held a series of meetings with Nazaruk and Revs. Pyk 
and Protsko. Nazaruk advised Bohachevsky not to participate in any public meetings.  
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dat with Poland. But his sermon received no coverage in the Ukrainian-American 
press, and despite his efforts to keep Nazaruk as the editor of Ameryka, he was 
overruled by the board of the Providence Association. Bohachevsky publicly 
excommunicated the major lay organizers of the congress. Later he dealt privately 
with the dissident priests, demanding that they publicly acknowledge their mistakes 
in judgment to be fully reinstated in the UGCC. To bolster the bishop, Rev. Pyk 
organized a letter of support that was sent to the apostolic delegate in America, 
Bishop Pietro Fumanosi Biondi. The letter was signed by fifty-three priests, more 
than a half of the entire UGCC clergy in America.36 

In February 1927 Bishop Bohachevsky left for the Vatican ready to resign his 
see. As he embarked, a closed meeting was held at New York’s Pennsylvania 
Hotel, where twenty-seven UGCC Catholic priests headed by Rev. Zhuk drafted a 
petition to Fumanosi Biondi in Washington. They warned the Papacy of the need to 
address Ukrainian Catholic demands but left them unstated, except for the removal 
of Bohachevsky: 

 The Ukrainian Catholics in America feel an immense relief on account of the 
journey of Bishop Bohachevsky to Rome, because they expect he will be removed 
from the bishopric in Philadelphia.… As pastors, who live with the people, we 
know the general feeling of our emigration and we are afraid, that in case of any 
mistake about the person of any appointee, our Church would come to certain ruin. 
 There is an absolute necessity to show our people that the Holy Catholic Church 
is and wished to be loving mother towards her Eastern daughter, the Ukrainian 
Church of the Greek Catholic Rite. Right now is the psychological moment for the 
Holy See to do the act of love and justice in favour of our ancient rights and 
privileges.… Not only our emigrants here and in Canada, not only our brethren in 
Galicia and Czechoslovakia, but even the thirty five million Ukrainians of the 
Orthodox faith in Ukraine are awaiting anxiously what is going to be Rome’s next 
step.… 
 Would it please Your Excellency to be informed that the bitter feeling of our 
emigration against Bishop C. Bohachevsky is such as a onem [sic] that we are 
afraid, that the majority of our people would turn away from the Church if he 
would continue his office as head of our Diocese.37 

On 25 February 1927 the Ukrainian-American daily Svoboda, which Myshuha 
had joined as an editor in l926, reported that besides the twenty-six original 
signatories the petition would be signed by other priests who opposed Bohachevsky 
and Poland’s interference in Ukrainian church affairs.38  

Yet he did return: not only was he exonerated but he was given greater formal 
ecclesiastical powers that grew as the years progressed and the bitter struggles 

                                                        
36  The text is on file at the Congregation for Eastern Churches, Ruteni in America, 566/1928.  
37  I have not yet found the original petition. I am quoting from the hand copied text in ANV, 
vol. 222, titolo VI, art. 1, posizione 9, circa l’invio di Sacerdoti ruteni in America, pp. 604–606. 
Cardinal Lorenzo Lauri, who received the petition as Poland’s nuncio, sent the copy to Bishop 
Kotsylovsky. A month later Bishop Fumanosi Biondi wrote to Cardinal Luigi Sincero, secretary 
of the Congregation for the Oriental Churches, that the petition had no legal standing.  
38  Rev. Zhuk headed the gathering.  



Ukrainian Greek Catholic Hierarchs and the Ukrainian Community 151 
 

 

within the parishes subsided. Ugly court cases about church property brought 
Ukrainian Americans unwanted local coverage and dogged Bishop Bohachevsky 
for almost a decade. Nonetheless he continued his policy of centralizing his 
eparchy, visiting the parishes, insisting that the faithful support the UGCC finan-
cially, and building schools. Twenty-one of the twenty-six priests who opposed him 
returned to the fold.39 The attempts to organize the clergy and faithful in a renewed 
effort “to unite all the communities and priests who now stand alone into one 
coherent whole to stop the demoralization of religion, successfully revivify 
unfortunate social relations within the communities, and strengthen us in our 
struggle for the rights and priviliges of our church and our people” failed.40 Instead 
the faithful slowly rallied to support their churches as opposition to the bishop 
dwindled. Nonetheless the UGCC in the United States lost about a quarter of its 
churches and faithful. 

Within a decade of what was popularly referred to in Ukrainian by the English 
loanword “fait” (fight), the results of Bishop Bohachevsky’s work became evident 
in the orderliness of his eparchy, the return of most of the priests and faithful, the 
growth of schools, and the establishment of a Ukrainian Catholic high school and 
St. Basil Seminary in Stamford, Connecticut. There was no need for the bishop to 
gloat. Instead he forged ahead to establish a Ukrainian college to ensure that there 
would be an educated Ukrainian-American elite. 

Except for two occasions—during a sermon he have before his first departure 
for Rome and in a pastoral he wrote to a closed meeting of the clergy in l933 that 
was never disseminated—Bishop Bohachevsky remained silent in the face of 
accusations. Meanwhile his opponents did not record their reactions. Notwithstand-
ing the bishop’s successes, community leaders such as Editor Myshuha and Dmytro 
Halychyn, secretary of the Ukrainian National Association openly claimed victory. 
In 1935, more than a year after the opening of the Ukrainian Catholic high school 
in Stamford, they argued in a series of articles in the annual Svoboda almanac that 
it was the Ukrainian intelligentsia in the United States that taught the UGCC how 
to establish itself and serve the people there. Now that the church had learned how 
to function properly, it no longer needed the community’s leadership. The com-
munity, maintained the church, could now devote itself fully to national needs and 
let the church develop on its own.41 

This “fight” was neither the first nor the last such treatment of UGCC clerics by 
the American Ukrainian Catholic public. Nor were the specifics of the polemics 
ever discussed in later presentations beyond the general assertions that Bishop 
Bohachevsky had focused on church concerns to the detriment of the community, 
                                                        
39  1884–1934: Iuvileinyi a'lmanakh Ukraïns'koï Hreko-Katolyts'koï Tserkvy v Zluchenykh 
Derzhavakh z nahody 50-littia ïï isnuvannia (Philadelphia, l934) provides the fullest listing of all 
Ukrainian Catholic parishes in America at that time, their worth, and all of their current and 
previous pastors. My list of returnees to the UGCC’s fold is compiled from that almanac.  
40  A call to “the Ukrainian people” signed on 21 February by Revs. P. Sereda, O. Ulytsky, and 
M. Lysiak and Messrs. Ivan Vaverchak and H. Pypiuk from an Allentown, PA, committee headed 
by Rev. Joseph Pelecovich failed to energize the opposition.  
41  Most openly in articles published in the 1935 Kalendar Ukraïns'koho Narodn'oho Soiuzu. 
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alienated the priests, and introduced Latin practices into the ritual. In later analyses, 
his episcopate was either very briefly mentioned or glossed over.42 The treatment of 
individual priests by hostile communities was overlooked, and the attacks on the 
female monastic orders were totally disregarded.43 

Metropolitan Bohachevsky died on 6 January (OS Christmas Eve) 1961 a uni-
versally recognized leader of his church and the Ukrainian-American community. 
He had guided the expansion of his eparchy into a metropolitanate-archeparchy; 
promoted the spread and preservation in America of Ukraine’s cultural and spiritual 
heritage; and established a museum and a college. At the time Ukrainian Catholic 
schools in America were full. The archbishop had no way of predicting that 
another, most unlikely storm, was brewing and would erupt less than ten years after 
his death, undoing much of what he had accomplished. What occurred in the early 
l970’s deserves a separate analysis. 

Unresolved Issues 
Why resurrect these conflicts and issues, short of footnoting historical curios-

ities? Do the activities of clerics and a small segment of society really matter in the 
history of Ukraine? 

Let us look at the picture from a different perspective. What power did the 
Ukrainians have that could be considered their own? Very little. They could fashion 
theories of the state, but until the present century they showed little ability to create 
a lasting one. Western Ukrainians had intangibles—language, ritual, texts, elements 
of folklore, and a legal right to assembly, the symbols of power for the powerless. 
Thus interminable discussions over language and proper ritual, how regional dress 
should be worn, and which pronunciation is the correct one inundated the discourse 
of the Ukrainian clerical and lay intelligentsia. Control over such items of common 
use manifested power both for the church and for the intelligentsia. Both fought to 
control them. 

Unlike the true universal church—which is how Roman Catholicism has viewed 
itself—that was mandated by Christ through Peter and was independent of acci-
dents of historicity, the Uniate churches that are part of the universal church have 
always been the product of a specific confluence of place and time, those two 
essential elements of history. The Uniate churches were thus both historical and 
“marginal,” even before the term developed into a tool for the study of borderland 

                                                        
42  As late as in Lysty do pryiateliv, 1964, nos. 7–8, Volodymyr Kubiiovych (Kubijovyč), the 
editor in chief of Entsyklopediia Ukraïnoznavstva, repeated all of the standard accusations lev-
elled against Bishop Bohachevsky, including lacking patriotism and failing to understand his 
civic duty. The bishop’s brother, Dr. Danylo Bohachevsky, rebutted Kubijovyč in his booklet V 
im’ia pravdy (Philadelphia, 1965). 
43  The anonymous Ukrainian Basilian sisters who have written on the history of their order have 
refrained from mentioning the secular community’s criticism. Instead they have rightly focused 
on the achievements of their order and the genuine help it provided needy children. On 
Archbishop Bohachevsky’s role, see Vessels of Election: Sixteenth Centenary of St. Basil the 
Great, 379–1979. A Historical Sketch of the Sisters of St. Basil the Great, 1037 to 1979, comp. 
Sister M. Olha, OSBM (Philadelphia, 1979), 64–-65, 75–79, and 146.  
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communities. They emerged at “fault lines” in areas where an accepted or precon-
ceived Weltanschauung cannot be readily discerned by the outside public, but of 
which each Uniate congregation remains very conscious. 

By virtue of its longevity and administrative organization, the UGCC was the 
strongest public entity for Ukrainians in Galicia. So both—that church and its laity 
sought to be the interpreters of the as yet only symbolic power. In the course of this 
interaction, the UGCC became more national, and by the time the Second World 
War broke out some of the Ukrainian intelligentsia had become more vociferous 
apostles of that Byzantine-rite church than even its own clergy. The fusion of 
interests increased the friction between the intelligentsia and the church, as the laity 
sought to gain a stronger voice within the church’s inner structure. 

The failure to openly address the specifics of the accusations hurled at the bish-
ops increased irresponsible rumour mongering that warped public opinion. Lack of 
information contributed to an inability to develop long-range planning. Ukrainians 
could do little to influence the situation in which they found themselves. But a 
reputed enemy within their community could be dealt with immediately, and, if 
need be, violently. The UGCC’s painful attempts to build its internal, autonomous 
structure were thus periodically shaken. The lack of understanding of basic 
religious and philosophical concepts had endowed seemingly unimportant issues 
with life-and-death content—from cut flowers to ritual language to clerical beards. 
The conclusion we can draw from this is that unanalyzed church-state struggles 
contributed toward the growth of intolerance within the lay community, thus 
diminishing both it and the UGCC. 

The UGCC could not evolve autonomously. It continued to be seen as an 
essential tool by a society that failed to develop its own secular arsenal. Historical 
experience has amply proven that a church places its spirtual values in jeopardy 
when it identifies fully with a secular authority. It might even have to compromise 
with its own conscience. Meanwhile an intelligentsia enamoured of its own rhetoric 
may lose a sense of reality. In the end, both the Ukrainian lay community and the 
UGCC have been diminished by inadequately understood disagreements. 

 

 
Blank page



 

 

Contributors 

 
MARTHA BOHACHEVSKY-CHOMIAK had a long teaching career at several American 
universities, notably Manhattanville College (1968–86) and George Washington 
University (1985–2000), before serving as the first Fulbright Ukraine Program 
director in Kyiv (1999–2006). She is the author of The Spring of a Nation: The 
Ukrainians in Eastern Galicia in 1848 (1967), Sergei N. Trubetskoi: An Intellectual 
among the Intelligentsia in Prerevolutionary Russia (1976), Feminists Despite Them-
selves: Women in Ukrainian Community Life, 1884–1939 (1988), Duma Ukraїny – 
zhinochoho rodu (1993), Political Communities and Gendered Ideologies in Contem-
porary Ukraine (1994), and many articles about the history of women, feminism, and 
the women’s movement in Ukraine. The focus of her current research is the history of 
the Ukrainian Catholic Church in the United States. 

TOBIAS GRILL is a research associate of the Graduate School of East and Southeast 
European Studies of the History Seminar at Ludwigs-Maximilians University in 
Munich. A specialist on the modern history of East European Jewry, his publications 
include “Odessa’s German RabbiThe Paradigmatic Meaning of Simon Leon 
Schwabacher (1861–1888),” Jahrbuch des Simon-Dubnow-Instituts 2 (2003): 199–
222, “The Politicisation of Traditional Polish Jewry: Orthodox German Rabbis and 
the Founding of Agudas Ho-Ortodoksim and Dos yidishe vort in Gouvernement-
General Warsaw, 1916–18,” East European Jewish Affairs 39, no. 2 (2009): 227–47, 
and Der Westen im Osten: Deutsches Judentum und jüdische Bildungsreform in 
Osteuropa (1783–1939) (2013). 

LILIANA HENTOSH is a senior research associate of the Institute for Historical 
Research at Lviv National University. She is the author of Vatykan ta vyklyky mod-
ernosti: Skhidnoievropeis'ka polityka papy Benedykta XV ta ukraїns'ko-pol's'kyi 
konflikt v Halychyni v 1914–1923 rr. (2006) and articles about Metropolitan Andrei 
Sheptytsky, the transformations of Lviv’s public space, and inter-denominational and 
inter-ethnic relations in twentieth-century Lviv. 

LEONID HERETZ is a professor of history at Bridgewater State College, Massachus-
etts. He is the author of Russia on the Eve of Modernity: Popular Religion and 
Traditional Culture under the Last Tsars (2008), and the translator of Mykhailo 
Hrushevsky’s History of Ukraine-Rus', vol. 6, Economic, Cultural, and National Life 
in the Fourteenth to Seventeenth Centuries (2012). 

KERSTIN S. JOBST is the professor of societies and cultures of memory at the Uni-
versity of Vienna’s Institute of East European History. She is the author of Zwischen 
Internationalismus und Nationalismus: Die polnische und die ukrainische 
Sozialdemokratie in Galizien von 1890 bis 1914. Ein Beitrag zur Nationalitätenfrage 



Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without
permission.




