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(DE) CONSTRUCTING SANCTITY. JOZAPHAT KUNTSEVYCH
AND THE “REVERSED” HISTORIOGRAPHY OF JOSIF SEMASHKO

Abstract

The article presents the phenomenon of “reversed” interpretation of Jozaphat Kuntsevych’s
martyrdom in the writings of a Uniate hierarch, Iosif Semashko. The article conducts an analysis of
epistemologically understood metaphors created by him before and after his conversion to Orthodoxy.
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(DE)KONSTRUKCJE SWIETOSCI. JOZAFAT KUNCEWICZ
A ,ODWROCONA” HISTORIOGRAFIA JOZEFA SIEMASZKI

Abstrakt

Artykul ukazuje zjawisko ,odwrocenia” interpretacji meczenskiej $mierci Jozafata Kuncewicza
w dziejopisarstwie unickiego hierarchy Jozefa Siemaszki. Analizie poddane zostaly kreowane przez
niego epistemologicznie rozumiane metafory (przed i po jego przejéciu na prawostawie).

Stowa kluczowe: Jozef Siemaszko, Jozafat Kuncewicz, Koéciot unicki, Cerkiew prawostawna,
historiografia

INTRODUCTION

The topic of this article results from the authors interest related to the
historiographic images of the life and martyrdom of St Josaphat Kuntsevych (1580-
1623) (Zychiewicz 1986). For the Uniate (Greek Catholic) community he became
the model of religious heroism, as researchers stressed that his martyr’s death in 1623
defined the identity of the Uniates, separating them from both the Orthodox and the
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Russians, or “Muscovites” (Kotbuk 2013; Kempa 2005). Basilian monks in particular
became advocates of his cult (Wereda 2009), proclaimed him a patron of the Rus,
took care of his relics, wrote scholarly treatises about him (Susza 1665), above all
else strove for his beatification (1642) and canonization, which came 225 years later.
No wonder then that, over the subsequent centuries, the cult of the martyr became
inconvenient to the Russian-Orthodox state and church decision makers. Already
during the Great Northern War, the destruction of his relics was announced by
Peter I. Throughout the subsequent decades, persecution intensified in everything
related to the cult of the saint (in particular after the partition of Poland, when
the need for political and religious unification of the Russian state arose) (Himka
1999). What is interesting to a historian of historiography is the Russian-Orthodox
anti-Kuntsevych historiography created in that period. While analysing the works
of historians related to the Chief Procurator’s office, the so-called scholarly monks
and secular academics from theological schools, it seemed a necessity to describe
the topic of Kuntsevych in the works of the scholars gathered around the so-
called “west Russian” idea (Tichomirow 2009), particularly its main architect Iosif
Semashko (Morawiec 2018). It will be shown in the article that the phenomenon
- can be found in his narrations - of the “reversed” historiographic interpretation.
To do so, studies of the — epistemologically understood - historical metaphor will be
referred to. An interest will be taken in isolating the cultural matrix - related to the
environment of Semashko’s activities — as well as the individual “view of the world
and man” founding the specific categories metaphorising his writings (more in:
Pomorski 2004). A search will be made for a broader macro-metaphor delineating
all his reflections, as well as operational metaphors pertaining to the process of
history “taking place” (object metaphor) and the “agents of change’, or the creators,
actors of history (subject metaphor) (more in: Stobiecki 1998). Understanding this
“view of the world and man” of Semashko was made considerably more difficult by
interpretative discrepancies found in the academic literature about him.

1. SEMASHKO: A HIERARCH

To begin with considerations will be made by outlining some of the most
important facts regarding the hierarch’ life and activities. Iosif Semashko (1798-1868)
was born into the family of a Uniate priest. In 1822 he became an assistant at the 2nd
department of the Roman Catholic College in Petersburgand alreadyin 1827 created the
“Memorandum.. ., submitted to Nicholas I, containing a plan for the Uniate Churchs
transition into the fold of the Orthodox Church. Many years later it was published in
the Notes of Yosyf, Metropolitan of Lithuania. .. along with other meticulously collected
materials pertaining to Semashkos “unification” activities (writings, instructions,
decrees of the Lithuanian Spiritual Consistory, and confidential letters). Among them
the treatise “An essay on Orthodoxy in Eastern Churches...” (Cemaruko 1883) can be
found, an expanded and more scholarly version of the “Memorandum.. .’ attesting to
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abroader research carried out by the hierarch (Illepetiok 2016). The “Memorandum. .,
to the contrary, gave decision-makers an outline of specific unification activities, which
was endorsed and implemented. Already in 1829 Semashko was consecrated bishop of
Mstsislaw and in April 1833 he took over the diocese of Lithuania. In February 1839 he
formed a synod in Polotsk, where the “act of consignment” was presented explaining
the unification of the Uniates with the Russian Orthodox Church. A month later in
Petersburg, the so-called “Act of Unification” was adopted. Semashko was appointed
Orthodox archbishop of Lithuania in Vilnius, promoted to a metropolitan and, until
the end of his life, promoted his “unification” work striving to “purify” — then former —
uniates from Latin influences (Kunpnanosuy 1897).

2. ORTHODOX OR UNIATE?

Considering Semashko’s achievements, the fact that all of his biographies were
written in the context of his “unification” work is not surprising. It has a sizeable, yet
interpretatively diverse scholarly literature, which is largely because its authors viewed
Semashko in the context of their own national and denominational allegiances.
Therefore, they saw him as the “liberator of the Russian-Orthodox people from lordly
and Jesuit bondage” or a renegade convert, a shepherd forcing a foreign faith on lay
people to attain material benefits and Church positions (Bracrok 2014, 35). While
the newest historiography also shows some interest in the hierarch, his biographers
wished to reject the earlier interpretative patterns, imposed by their predecessors.
Reading these studies reveals Semashko as a certain cultural construct. Discussing
his youth, authors mentioned his Orthodox spiritual guide (Ivan Bochkovskij),
the hierarch’s conceiving of converting to Orthodoxy (1824) or taking Orthodox
monastic vows after entering the Alexander Nevsky Lavra (1827), yet they also wrote
about his fascination with “Western” culture, particularly its literature. Jarostaw
Charkiewicz stressed the fact that Semashko received an excellent education, spoke
several languages, whereas examining his character traits, Charkiewicz saw in him
as a peculiar symbiosis of Eastern and Western elements, with a predominance
of the latter. “On the one hand,” he wrote, “he was characterised by punctuality,
thoroughness, and consistency in carrying out his goals. On the other, he believed
that Russian culture was not worse than Western culture, playing a significant role
in Europe” (Charkiewicz 2013, 122). We shall not find this attitude unusual if we
analyse the early period of Semashkoslife, the Vilnius period, during which the future
hierarch was steeped in the multi-cultural peculiarity of the region, but also when
we realise the culture clash he had to experience when he arrived in Petersburg. This
“symbiosis” clearly involved the denominational context as well. Still as a student of
the Latin-Uniate Main Seminar in Vilnius, he absorbed the anti-papal and Josephine
spirit that was propagated by some lecturers (Rev. Andrzej Klagiewicz, Ludwik
A. Capelli). After all, the discussion about Febronianism and Gallicanism, the need
to create national Churches and the subordination of all religious life to the state
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was still very much alive. These questions were crucial to the Uniate clergy who,
after the Partition of Poland, suddenly found itself within a state which was hostile
to them. Dorota Wereda used the example of the Metropolitan Herakliusz Lisowski
(1734-1801) to show how much interested the Uniate clergy were in finding a way
out of the difficult situation. They also hoped to demonstrate their usefulness to the
Russian state (e.g., in education), thought about proposing an Orthodox - this time
— act of union (the reverse of the Union of Brest), but they did not reject the plans
of directly converting to the Orthodoxy either. Supposedly Semashko borrowed
his “unification” plan from the notes he found in the collegiate archives, authored
by Lisowski in the early 19th century. However, Charkiewicz wrote that Semashko
preferred action rather than theoretical deliberations (Charkiewicz 2013, 122).

Historians also discussed Semashko’s involvement in the origin of the so-
called “act of unification” (1839) in Polotsk (Latyszonek 1994, 81; broader in
Pomanuyk 2018). The works of modern day researchers make it possible to notice
a “hidden mechanism” - still being studied and discovered — which governed the
Russian state and its denominational policy. The Uniate question resulted from
the changing directives coming from a number of Russian decision-makers: the
ruler as well as the officials of the Ministry of Public Education (Department of
Foreign Denominations), the Chief Procurator and members of the Holy Synod,
Church hierarchy, and local governor-generals. All this needs to be combined
with the relations between the above-mentioned entities and the Catholics: Uniate
hierarchs, Latin clergy, Rome and its dignitaries, but also the landed nobility as
protectors of churches. The conflict among the Uniates themselves, between the
lay clergy and Basilian monks, was an important factor (Komomuiines 2010, 163-
164), the understanding of which seems crucial when considered.

3. “UNIFICATION”

Before it is presented, however, it is worth mentioning one more issue.
Semashko’s “unification” plan was not the only one: each of the above entities had
its own version of it. It could take the form of an act of conversion - endorsed and
inspired by the Orthodox hierarchs carrying out a mission to the Uniates - or an
official decree, which was to be enforced by the army. A sample of the latter can
be seen in the “unification” by Catherine II, carried out in 1794 through an official
decree (with the acceptance and yet scarcely any involvement of the Orthodox
hierarchs). Only in 1794-1795 more than 200.000 Uniates were incorporated
into the Orthodox Church (Bosipuyk 2012, 267). The unification itself entailed
incorporating the laity into the Orthodoxy, while the Uniate priest in the parish
was replaced with an esteemed Russian one. Note that the Uniate priest lost both
his parish and his only source of income. It is known that the unification work
continued with even greater impetus during the reign of Nicholas I. In 1833-1835,
the “Orthodox unification” was led by the Bishop of Polotsk Smaragd (Kryzhanovskij)
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(1796-1863). The hierarch was accused, however, that the action of “immediate”
conversion of the Uniates that he undertook led to an increase of social unrest in the
territories under his control, he also supposedly acted wilfully, without the approval
of the Holy Synod (that is, state officials) (Kegpos 1887, 46; ®emopos 1996, 64). Only
thanks to the diplomatic action by Semashko did the state decision-makers allow the
Uniate version of “unification” to begin. It was meant as a voluntary “return” of the
Uniate clergy to the Orthodoxy, carried out by the inspiration of the higher Uniate
hierarchs, and preceded by a long-term period of “purification’, i.e. elimination of
all Latin elements from the Uniate Church (Skinner 2016, 257-258). As observed
by Irena Matus, Semashko, who understood the peculiarities of the “West Russian”
territories, strove to avoid inter-denominational tension and violence, and asked the
same of the spiritual and secular authorities. He knew how important was the secret
nature of the work (due to the expected reaction of the pope and landed nobility)
and winning over Uniate priests, for he viewed the “Orthodoxy of the nation” as
dependent on the “Orthodoxy of its shepherds” (Matus 2015, 44). This level was
difficult to attain in a short period of time. The Russian decision-makers of the time
who observed the Uniate clergy realised that: 1) due to Latinisation, both the clergy
and the laity were not necessarily familiar with the specifics of the Eastern rite; 2) the
clergy was dependent on land-owning nobility, which simultaneously undermined
their authority. Furthermore, Uniate priests — to make them easier to control - were
often purposefully deprived of education; 3) there was a strong “Polish and Latin”
spirit in these territories, borne by the nobility and Catholic clergy (Pomanuyx
2021). While point two involved the clergy acting too submissively towards the
Polish nobility, points one and three allegedly resulted from the conscious policy
of the Basilian monks, who were contaminated with Latinism. Therefore, they were
declared the main obstacle to “unification” and, due to their special protection
from Rome, were perceived as a foreign force, dangerous to the Orthodoxy and
Russia. Often recruited from Roman Catholic Poles, Basilians allegedly sought the
Latinisation and Polonisation of the Uniate Church, simultaneously - as they held
the monopoly on Church positions - striving to decrease the importance of the
“white’”, parish clergy. They knew the latter had to be guaranteed parish income, but
not necessarily education.

4. BASILIAN MONKS

Examining the denominational situation of the so-called “Western Russian”
territories at the time makes it easy to understand the concerns of Orthodox
Russians over the still numerous Basilian monks. In the 18th century they still
enjoyed considerable prestige — in spite of the fact that hierarchs originating from
among them could not join the Senate, as shown by Wereda (2013) - but most of all
a certain charism, based on historiosophical reflection. It is worth examining this
reflection closer. It arose on the pages of works involved in the Catholic—-Orthodox



114 NORBERT MORAWIEC

religious polemics following the establishment of the Act of Brest (CinkeBuu
2013). In the works by Hipacy Pociej, Leon Kreuza-Rzewuski (d. 1639), Joachim
Morochowski, Ignacy Kulczynski, and Ignacy Stebelski, the Union of Brest was not
a single act established by state and church decision-makers, but rather a return
of the Ruthenian Church to its “sources’, to the original church unity, which was
also present in Vladimir’s act of baptism, the unity cyclically recalled in the acts of
union, including the Union of Florence and the Union of Brest (IlleBuenko 2018,
227-237). For the Basilian scholars, the denominational conflict which ensued after
1596 took place not between the Orthodox and the Uniates, but rather between
informed Catholics (i.e., Latins and Uniates) and uninformed ones (i.e., Orthodox).
Those who remained Orthodox were mostly victims of insufficient information,
while a theologically founded historical reflection was expected to help eliminate all
“divisions” and “differences” from thinking. The view of history conveyed an easily
understood message: there was one Church; the “schism” has always sought to pull
the unity apart (metaphor of Orthodoxisation). Despite “schismatic propaganda’,
Ruthenians cultivated their Latin, Catholic roots throughout the centuries (which
was perfectly illustrated by the adoption of the acts of Florence and Brest) (metaphor
of the Catholic Ruthenians), the state of the original church unity was the set goal
which could only be achieved by the universalisation of the Church (i.e., Latinisation
of the Eastern Rite) (macro-metaphor of unity) (Crapocrenxo 2014, 429). These
views were also meant to convey a certain message to the decision-makers of the
Polish-Lithuanian state. According to monks-historians, the two-rite Catholic
unity guaranteed religious peace in the Commonwealth. The Uniates — unlike the
Orthodox schismatics-Disuniates, with their eyes fixed on Moscow, constantly
inciting social uprisings — contributed to the stabilisation of the state. Whereas
the Basilians were meant to be the proponents and guardians of this unity. We can
therefore outline a certain metaphorological resource to illustrate the scholarly
narrations of the Basilians, namely: the macro-metaphor of “unity” and operational
metaphors: the metaphor of “Orthodoxisation” related to the “taking place” of history
(object metaphor) and the metaphor of “Catholic Ruthenians” pertaining to “agents
of change’, or creators, actors of history (subject metaphor).

The fall of the Commonwealth gave rise to a peculiar situation. Even though the
local administration, created according to Russian norms, was strictly subordinated
to the central government, the local nobility retained all its previous rights and
privileges, as long as they did not contradict the Russian ones (Lithuanian Statute)
(Opxexosckuit and Terosa 2001, 80). Thus, the nobility defended its rights and,
having the right of patronage over Uniate churches, interfered with the status of
the laity and the clergy. Basilian monks still had many schools and, owing to the
state-of-the-art education programme at the time — additionally supported by the
metaphorological resource shown above — held a great deal of influence over the
Catholic (of both rites) and Orthodox youth (Kpusomes 2009, 177; IlIkpa6’tox 2007,
18; Pidlypczak-Majerowicz 2012). The wealth of the Basilian monks must have been
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particularly irritating to the Russian state and Church decision-makers, even more so
that the Orthodox clergy was divested of it already during the reign of Catherine II. The
order (its 600 members) had at their disposal 11,435 serf “souls” in Lithuania and
a wealth of almost 858.152 roubles (Kempos 1887, 33). Thus, the decision-makers
sought the best solution to the problem. Already the late reign of Alexander I was
marked by the conflict between the pro-Catholic and pro-Orthodox “parties” of
officials, the Basilians and lay clergy, Archbishop of Polotsk Jan Krassowski and
Metropolitan Josafat Bulhak. It was during the church trial of the pro-Moscow and
pro-Orthodox Krassowski, opponent of the Basilian influence —at the end of which
the archbishop was removed from his position — Semashko gained a lot of attention
with his fierce enmity towards the Uniate monks who, in the understanding of the
Russian decision-makers were a conservative, pro-Catholic, and pro-Polish element
(Cmomnu 1996, 334). This enmity was also clear in the “Memorandum”; what is more,
the decision-makers were instructed on specific actions leading to a crackdown on
the Basilians. Semashko proposed acting in secret, without haste, first of all leading
to the closure of the Basilian monasteries, then theological schools should move in
and be endowed with monastery means. The monks should be constantly moved
to various monasteries, subordinated to a bishop, above all young men must be
forbidden from joining the order (Kempos 1887, 33). At Semashko’s insistence, the
position of a procurator permanently residing in Rome, who tied the order to the Holy
See, was abolished (ITaBmok 2011, 154). After the November Uprising, the Basilians
were accused of anti-Russian activities. A large number of their monasteries were
closed or handed over to the Orthodox for having supported the insurgents, whereas
a Greek-Uniate college was given control over the education of the monks. Basilian
schools were closed, the use of liturgical books which were not printed in Russia was
forbidden, the Catholic feasts were abolished: Corpus Christi and — above all - of
Josaphat Kuntsevych (ITamrox 2011, 155). The struggle against the heritage related
to the Basilian—martyr as an icon of the Union became the main “unification” task.

5. THE FACES OF KUNTSEVYCH

It was not simple, however, due to the strong position of Kuntsevych in the
Uniate cultural memory. Upon the martyr’s death, the Basilians started working
on spreading his cult, cared for the safety of his relics, and obtained in Rome the
change of his feast day from 12 November (deep in autumn) to 26 September. They
initiated pilgrimages, processions carrying his images, indulgence feasts (there was
a month-long feast in Biala Radziwillowska), where small medallions and pictures
of Kuntsevych were given out (more in: Seczyk 2016). At the same time, the
Basilians meticulously recorded all healings and traces of miracles, developed the
hagiography of Kuntsevych, and historiography to match their scholarly ambitions
(Susza 1665; among others). Therefore, Josaphat became an important element of
cultural memory, a certain site of memory (Pierre Nora). Not only was he meant to
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be the patron saint of the Uniate Church but also the symbol of Catholic unity of two
equal Rites in the Commonwealth. Inasmuch as Saints Adalbertus and Stanislaus
were perceived as patrons of the ethnic Poland, Kuntsevych was promoted as the
patron saint of the multi-ethnic Commonwealth (the anniversaries of the Unions
of Horodlo and Lublin were celebrated in Biala) (Dydycz 1997, 214). The Basilians
strove for the cult of the martyr to be inherently linked with their charism, while
simultaneously connecting Catholicism with Orthodoxy, and Polishness and
Lithuanianness with Ruthenianness. These activities increased the social prestige
of the monks as well as showed to state decision-makers their usefulness in the
Eastern territories of the Commonwealth. The Basilians cultivated this view
even after the fall of the Commonwealth, especially in their schools. The brutally
massacred Uman martyrs were also included in the Uniate martyrology (Tretiak
1911, 35).

It is clear that, seeking the solution to the Uniate question, Russian decision-
makers had to reorganise the cultural memory of the Uniates, particularly as it
related to Kuntsevych. They could achieve it by preventing the exercise of his cult,
e.g., by burying his relics (for instance, to protect them from desecration), and also
by disproving all of the miraculous events related to him (Seczyk 2016, 61). On
the other hand, they needed to deal with the hagiography, as well as the Basilian
historiography about Kuntsevych. The majority of analyses dedicated to the person
of the saint, written in the 1st half of the 19th century were modelled upon the
treatise by Nikojaj Bantysh-Kamenskij (1737-1814) entitled Historical information
about the union (bauteim-Kamenckuit 1805), which was an abundant collection
of both source and interpretative material. The scholar wrote about the particular
zeal of the Uniate hierarchy (Basilians) in the Latinisation and persecution of
Orthodoxy. He did not analyse Kuntsevych’s death in the context of public outburst
but rather a single objection of the “people” instigated by Meletius Smotrytskij.

Let us summarise our considerations so far. In the first half of the 19th century,
the Uniate clergy geared towards “unification” were a circle whose thinking and
acting were determined by a certain cultural matrix. It was founded by the new
post-partition reality and the fear of Russian-Orthodox unification. The clergymen
reached the conclusion that the best way out of their difficult situation was to
adopt Orthodoxy, but on their own conditions (category of unity). It was thus
necessary to change the Orthodox Russians’ perception of Uniates, to prove their
usefulness. It was important to negate the Act of Union and to show that without it,
in their cultural basis, they were... Russian and Orthodox (category of Orthodox
Uniates). We also can see that this matrix had to include the aversion to everything
which could lead to the negation of that unity. In this context the enmity towards
the Basilians — subjects of Rome - is hardly surprising, as they appeared as the
main advocates of Latinisation (category of Latinisation). Considering Semashko’s
“unification” work, one can easily notice that this matrix affected the formation
of his “view of the world and man” The categories outlined above were the
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determinants of his individual “unification” activities. All of them, however, had to
negate the already existing Catholic view of the Union, articulated in the Basilian
historical writings, including those related to Kuntsevych’s martyrdom.

6. (DE)CONSTRUCTION OF SANCTITY

Armed with the categories of Semashko’s “view of the world and man” (unity,
Orthodox Uniates, Latinisation) outlined above, let us focus on how they metaphorised
his historical narrations, including those pertaining to the activities and death of
Josaphat Kuntsevych. His main duty, the scholar stressed, was to consider the causes
of the division of Churches, and of “the separation of a part of the nation from the
general Russian body and the rise of the Uniate Church.” He believed that finding these
answers would contribute to the reunification of Uniate Ruthenians around the Russian
Church. So he argued that there was no Church unity already at the time of Vladimir’s
baptism, and the Union of Florence was imposed by the Latins by force. Presenting the
origins of the act of union, he characterised the main advocates of the Act of Brest and
the Act itself as products of the treasonous manipulation of the Latinised Ruthenian
hierarch by the Catholics (Cemamnixo 1883, 331; more in: Morawiec 2010). Semashko
put special emphasis on the fact that, at the time of signing the Act, the Orthodox
hierarchs were fervent Catholics, accusing some of them of not being duly religious,
or outright of immoral conduct. His analyses of the post-union period were still the
most important. He argued that — due to the aversion of the “people” who remained
Orthodox - the Union survived only with the aid of the king, Jesuits, and pro-Polish
nobles. The latter group abandoned the Orthodoxy and assumed Latin Catholicism
more often than Uniate. Even more so, the Union compromised the socio-economic
basis of the system found in the Orthodox Ruthenian lands. Semashko wrote: “The
ties of mutual love, usual between landowners and their serfs, maintained by the unity
of faith, have long been broken. For the fervour of faith and personal interest, the
landowners oppressed the people, deprived them of their right and property, and the
people hated their oppressors and vile foes in their landowners” (Cemaruko 1883, 331).
The very Polish and Catholic “landowners” made the Uniate Church their subjects,
particularly the monastic clergy, due to the common practice of Latin nobles entering
Uniate monasteries. The next stage of Latinisation would involve - according to the
historian - the “transformation of white clergy” whom the Catholics wanted to “enslave
by the force of authority” by “taking considerable funds away (...), placing monks
among their leaders (...), so the white clergy suffered then not external but internal
oppression from their brothers” (Cemamixo 1883, 333). The author pointed out that the
nobles, adopting “Roman’ rites, supported the Uniates and Roman Catholics, brought
Jesuits and Basilians to their lands. These “monks” were the main force persecuting the
Orthodox. What is more, there was no state authority over them, even the complaints
of the Polish clergy about their activities did not help. But, with their eyes fixed
on Rome, they only obeyed the papal nuncio. A period of persecution began, churches



118 NORBERT MORAWIEC

and monasteries were taken from the Orthodox, and Church property too. Even
the bodies of dead Orthodox people were mistreated, burials in consecrated ground
were forbidden, “clergymen and monks were being hunted, imprisoned in chains,
tortured.” For this reason, a large number of the Ruthenian population abandoned
the Orthodoxy (Cemamixo 1883, 329-330). Semashko was not surprised that it finally
resulted in a revolt — a “national uprising”. The bishop listed the murder attempts of
Hypatius Pociej, who “almostlosthislife from the enraged people” However, the popular
dissent was much more focused against Josaphat Kuntsevych. “The saint of the Uniate
Church canonised by the pope” allegedly showed particular zeal in all anti-Orthodox
activities. Semashko wrote: “a sympathetic soul cannot read without tears the words
with which the lay man, Lithuanian Chancellor Lew Sapieha, albeit a defender of the
Union, accuses and opposes that archpriest who went beyond the limits of humanity -
shows a shepherd of Christ using violence and seductive means, contrary to the spirit of
religion, contrary to politics, contrary to the benefit of the state ravaged by murderous
revolts. Whoever read the letter of this chancellor to this archpriest cannot deny that
Sapieha acted as a shepherd, Kuntsevych as a persecutor” (Cemamxo 1883, 330).
Kuntsevych appeared as the main antagonist, persecutor, oppressor of the Orthodoxy;,
who closed churches, persecuted the community of believers for any traces of rites
and liturgy performed by clergymen outside of the Uniate hierarchy. It is therefore not
surprising that social discontent towards his actions was growing. The archbishop’s
death was the epitome of this discontent, and the Basilian only got his just deserts
for persecuting the Orthodox. The “popular uprising” was followed by a “Cossack
uprising”. Kosinski and Nalyvajko “took revenge on Poles, starting a terrifying war”,
yet their “bloody” and often rash actions did not deliver the expected result: the Union
was already so strong that they could not stop its development (Cemarko 1883, 330).

Reading into Semashko’s deliberations, one can see that he created a “reversal”
of the Basilian historiography. What draws attention the most is the statement that at
the time of Vladimir’s baptism there was no Church unity, and the Union of Brest act
was imposed on the Orthodox community. This community — despite Latinisation
and Polonisation — remained Orthodox (metaphor of Orthodox Uniates). The
nobility allegedly abandoned the Orthodoxy due to Latinisation, depriving the
people/nation of its main protectors (metaphor of Latinisation). Even though the
Orthodox were loyal to the Commonwealth, they were betrayed and crushed by the
Jesuit-Basilian aggression. After the partitions, the Uniates could become Ruthenian
(Russian) and Orthodox again (macro-metaphor of unity). Two foreign forces always
stood in the way of this unity, the Basilians and Polish nobles, with Kuntsevych as
the epitome of Latin aggressions. It was he who destroyed Ruthenian unity with his
actions, Latinised them by force, turned Orthodox Ruthenians into Poles—Catholics.
Semashko was thus not surprised that these actions led to the discontent of the
community and fuelled a national uprising.

There is a puzzling question of the Cossack in the passage of the work related
to Kuntsevych. Semashko firmly separated Cossacks from Ruthenians (Russians,
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in his mind). He did not copy the views of historians which adored Cossacks for
their defence of the Orthodoxy but instead quoted those speaking about their rash
actions, which did not bring about the expected results. It may be worth viewing it
from the perspective of the Russian historical policy of the time (more in: Mopasen
2007). If the Uniates were about to join Russia and the Orthodoxy, their familiarity
and Russianness had to be shown. It was necessary to prove that, in spite of having
a peculiar “West Russian” mentality, which arose under the influence of Latin and
Polish cultural elements, they retain their Orthodox and Russian roots. However,
this interpretation did not involve the Cossacks. Even though Semashko noticed
their attachment to the Orthodoxy, he did not glorify their historical importance,
treating them as amorphic, uncontrollable - since it always thought about self-
determination - force. Thus, the Cossacks could not support the “people” and are
firmly distinguished from it throughout the narration.

It is also puzzling that the narration omitted the claim that the revolt — of
which Kuntsevych was a victim — was directed against the Commonwealth and
its ruler. Perhaps the aim was not to expose the main subjects of history, i.e., the
“people” and white clergy to the allegation of any anti-state activities (which the
Russian decision-makers of the time may not have liked). So the “revolt” - since
it arose in the defence of being Russian and Orthodox - lost its negative overtone,
becoming a general popular “uprising” started in the defence of religion. It was
only directed against the initiators of the union, i.e., hierarchs and the Basilians,
who represented them later. The death of Kuntsevych was not murder, rather...
a just defence of a nation brought to despair.

CONCLUSION

In the first half of the 19th century, the thinking/acting of the Uniate clergy
underwent major changes. Its cultural memory had been largely constructed by
Basilian historiography and specific sites of memory, among which the person
of Josaphat Kuntsevych stood out. In this period, however, the post-partition
situation began defining this memory: the Uniates found themselves in the
Russian reality, foreign to the Catholic Church. The fear of the so-called Orthodox
unification grew strong, as to the parish clergy it meant the loss of all their wealth
(i.e., churches and parishes). Some hierarchs started considering adopting the
Orthodoxy. It was necessary to find suitable allies in the lay communities, rebuild
the denominational policy of the Russian state, as well as change the Russians’ view
on the Uniates. The only solution was, purportedly, to negate the legitimacy and
historical heritage of the Act of Union and to prove that, in their cultural basis,
the Uniates are... Russian and Orthodox. The hostility — revealed at the time -
towards the Basilians, subjected to Rome, should not be surprising in this context,
as they were allegedly the chief promoters of Polonisation and Latinisation. Thus,
in the undertaken analyses of the cultural matrix of the unification, the presence
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of specific categories can be noticed, which also determined Semashko’s “view
of the world and man” “unity”, “Orthodox Uniates” and “Latinisation”
Before suggesting any specific “unification” project, however, he
decided to reconstruct the Uniate thinking-acting, as well as the
Uniate cultural memory. For this purpose, he “reversed” the Uniate
view of history that he knew. The specific metaphors such as “unity’,
“Catholicism of Uniates” and “Orthodoxisation” played crucial roles in this view.
Whereas Semashko — to oppose the Basilian influence - constructed a different
interpretation. He argued that: 1) the Orthodox community had always opposed
any Unionisation and Latinisation attempts (a macro-metaphor of unity); 2) even
though it was loyal to the Commonwealth, it was betrayed by its hierarchs, Latinised
and in favour of the Union (metaphor of Latinisation); 3) the Uniates remained
Orthodox, opposed the Jesuit-Basilian aggression and protected the parish (white)
clergy from subjugation to the Basilian hierarchs (metaphor of Orthodox Uniates).
A crucial role in this view belonged to the character of Josaphat Kuntsevych. The
memory about the saint needed to be “reversed” he was no longer shown as
a martyr, becoming instead... the persecutor of the Ruthenian (Russian) nation.
Therefore, Semashkos narration on Kuntsevych had an important mnemonic
meaning. By “reversing” the Basilian and Uniate history, the hierarch wanted to
reconstruct both the memory and thinking-acting of the Uniates. It had a certain
goal: it led to the so-called “Unification” Act of 1839, in which the Uniates were
supposed to return to Russia and the Orthodox Church. Without (de)constructing
the image of Kuntsevych and the Basilian historiography, this work could not be
completed.

REFERENCES:

Charkiewicz, Jarostaw. 2013. “Powrét unitow diecezji litewskiej i bialoruskiej do
prawostawia na soborze potockim 1839 roku.” Rocznik Teologiczny 55, no. 1-2:
119-137.

Dydycz, Antoni. 1997. “Opisanie odnalezienia relikwii §w. Jozafata Kuncewicza na tle
jego zycia oraz dziejow jego doczesnych szczatkow?” Studia Teologiczne Bialystok
- Drohiczyn — Lomza 15: 209-224.

Himka, John-Paul. 1999. Religion and nationality in western Ukraine: the Greek Catholic
Church and the Ruthenian National Movement in Galicia, 1867-1900. Montreal:
McGill Queen’s University Press.

Kempa, Tomasz. 2005. “Czy meczenska $mier¢ arcybiskupa Jozafata Kuncewicza
przyczynita si¢ do rozwoju unii brzeskiej na obszarze archidiecezji
potockiej?” In Koscioty wschodnie w Rzeczypospolitej XVI-XVIII wieku. Zbior
studiéw, edited by Andrzej Gil, 94-98. Lublin: Towarzystwo Instytutu Europy
Srodkowo-Wschodniej - UNESCO.



(DE) CONSTRUCTING SANCTITY 121

Kotbuk, Witold. 2013. “Wokot kwestii tozsamos$ci narodowej unitéw podlaskich.”
Studia Biatorutenistyczne 7: 11-24.

Latyszonek, Oleg. 1994. “Unia a bialoruski ruch narodowy od potowy XVIII do
potowy XX wieku?” In Metropolita Andrzej Szeptycki. Studia i materialy, edited by
Andrzej A. Zieba, 75-96. Krakow: PAU.

Matus, Irena. 2015. “Deklarowanie gotowosci przejscia na prawoslawie
duchownych unickich w obwodzie biatostockim w latach 1836-1839.” Studia
Biatorutenistyczne 9: 41-54.

Morawiec, Norbert. 2010. “Historiografia jako element ksztaltowania unickiej
tozsamosci. Unia i unici w tworczosci historycznej Jozefa Siemaszki”
In Bonxosimunosckuii ujopiunux 2009, edited by Banepiit JlacroBckmit,
197-213. Kuis: Hanionanbunit Kueso-Iledepcbknit icTopuKo-KynbTypHUIL
3aIOBiTHUK.

Morawiec, Norbert. 2018. “(De)konstrukcje $wigtosci. Jozafat Kuncewicz
w rosyjskiej historiografii synodalnej” Kultura Stowian. Rocznik Komisji
Kultury Stowian PAU 14: “Heroizm i martyrologia w kulturze Stowian”, 79-
112.

Pidlypczak-Majerowicz, Maria. 2012. “Ksigzka i biblioteka bazylianska w XVII-
XVIII w. oraz wplyw kasat na stan ich zachowania i opracowania.” Hereditas
Monasteriorum 1: 85-90.

Pomorski, Jan. 2004. “Punkt widzenia we wspdlczesnej historiografii” In Punkt
widzenia w jezyku i kulturze, edited by Jerzy Bartminski, Stanistawa
Niebrzegowska-Bartminska and Ryszard Nycz, 11-32. Lublin: Wydawnictwo
UMC.

Seczyk, Piotr. 2016. “Kult relikwii Jozafata Kuncewicza w Bialej Podlaskiej.”
Radzynski Rocznik Humanistyczny 14: 59-65.

Skinner, Barbara. 2016. “New Perspectives on Orthodox Clerical Education in
Right Bank Ukraine, 1825-1855. In Illnax y womupu cmonimms: mamepianu
Mixcnapoonoi Hayxoeoi kongepenuii “Ad fontes - 0o Oxcepen” oo 400-i
piunuyi 3acuysanns Kueso-Mozunaucokoi akademii 12-14 woemus 2015
poxky, edited by Harana SIxoBenxo, prepared by Harana Illnixta, 254-266.
Kuis: HaYKMA.

Stobiecki, Rafal. 1998. Bolszewizm a historia: proba rekonstrukcji bolszewickiej
filozofii dziejow. Lodz: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Lodzkiego.

Susza, Jacobi. 1665. Cursus vitae et certamen marturii B. Josaphat Kuncevicii. Rome:
Typographia Varesij.

Tichomirow, Andrzej. 2009. “Westrus’ism as a research problem.” In East and West.
History and Contemporary State of Eastern Studies, edited by Jan Malicki
and Leszek Zasztowt, 157-168. Warsaw: Studium Europy Wschodniej,
Uniwersytet Warszawski.

Tretiak, Jozef. 1911. Bohdan Zaleski do upadku powstania listopadowego 1802-
1831. Krakow: AU.



122 NORBERT MORAWIEC

Wereda, Dorota. 2009. “Kult Jozafata Kuncewicza w XVIII wieku.” Acta Academiae
Artium Vilnensis 54: 85-97.

Wereda, Dorota. 2013. Biskupi unickiej metropolii kijowskiej w XVIII wieku.
Siedlce-Lublin: Wyd. Werset.

Zychiewicz, Tadeusz. 1986. Jozafat Kuncewicz. Kalwaria Zebrzydowska:
Wydawnictwo CalVarianum.

banteiu-Kamenckuit, Hukonait H. 1805. Mcmopuueckoe ussecmue o 803Huxuieti
6 Ilonvuie yHUU, ¢ NOKA3AHUEM HAYANA U BANHEUUIUX, 8 NPOOONIHEHUU OHOU
upes 06a 6ekd, NPUKIIOUEHULl nayve xe 0 ObléUIeM OM PUMIAH U YHUAINOB
Ha 071a204eCMUBbIX MAMOWHUX HUmeseli 20HeHUU, N0 6blCoHATiUIeMY,
Onaxcennoti namamu  umnepampuup.  Examepunvt  II,  nosenenuro,
u3 xpauauguxcsa locyoapcmeenHotl Konie2u UHOCMpPanHvlx 0es 6 Mockosckom
apxuee aKmos U pasHulx UCMOPUHECKUX KHUZ, 0elCM8UmenvHbIM CramcKum
cosemnuxom Huxonaem Bbanmovuuem-Kamenckum, 1795 eoda cobparHoe.
Mocksa: B CunopanbHoit tnnorpadgun.

Bosipuyk, Tarbsna H. 2012. “BrmsiHue McTOpUYecKoro ImpoLIIOr0 Ha MEHTA/IUTET
Benopycos.” Icmopuuni i nonimonoeiuni docnioncerns 1 (49): 261-272.

Brnacrok, Irop M. 2014. “IIpaBociaBHa LiepKBa i iep>kaBHa Bazia Ha [IpaBobOepexHiii
Ykpaini Ta B binopyci y XIX cr” In licmapounvia winsxi, ysaemaosesHHe
i y3aemaynnviévl benapyckaza Hapooa i cyced3sy: 300pHiK HABYKOBbLIX APMbIKYNAY,
edited by Peirop Peiropasiu JIasbko, 30-36. Tomens: ITTY ima ®. CxapbiHbL.

Kenpos, Hukomait V. 1887. Jlumosckuii mumpononum Mocug Cemawiko u ezo
OesmenvHOCMy 10 60CCOEOUHeHUI0 YHUAmos. MockBa: YHUBepCUTETCKas
Tunorpadus.

Kunpuanosuy, Ipuroopmit 5. 1897. JKusmuv Mocuga Cemawixu, mumpononuma
Jlumosckozo u Bunerckozo. Bunbao: Tunorpadus V. brromosnya.

Konommitiies, Anekceit A.2010. “Mutpomnonut CeMaIiko — CAHOBHUK M TOTUTUIECKIUTT
mestens.” In Benopycckas nonumonozust: mHozo00pasue 6 edurcmee. Pecnybnuka
Benapyco 6 enobanusupyrouemcs mupe: mes. [oxn. IV mexcoynap. Hayu.-npaxm.
Kong. (Ipooro, 13-14 mas 2010 2.). B 2 u., 4. 1, edited by Buxrop Huxonaesuy
Barbuib et al., 163-164. Ipopxo: [pI'Y nm. . Kymaner.

Kpusomres, Irop 1. 2009. “Micro Ymanp y BnacHocti rpagis Iloroupkux (gpyra
yBeptb XVIII — nepma Tpernna XIX cT.): Teputopis KOHPIIKTY, KOMIpOMicy
4y B3aeMopii?” IIpobnemu icmopii Ykpainu XIX — nouamxy XX cm.: 36. nayx.
np. 16, 173-183.

Mopasen, Hop6epr. 2007. “Kosaku-3anopoxiii B mifipy4HuKax Ao icropil pycbKoi
LlepxBu (1805-1917)” In Ilpasocnas’s — Hayka — CYchinbcmeo: NUMAHHSI
e3aemoou. Mamepianu Yemeepmvoi MiiHapooHoi HAyK060i KoHpepeHuii
(18-19 mpasus 2006), 28-34. Kuis: Hauionamprmit Kueo-Ileuepcokumit
iCTOpMKO-Ky/IbTYPHMIL 3aII0OBiJHIK.

OpsxexoBcknmit, Viropp B. and Banentuna A. Termoa. 2001. “«Ilonbckuit Borpoc»
U IIpaBUTENIbCTBEHHAs MOMNTMKA Ha Teppuropum benmapycu B IepBoit



KSIADZ GRZEGORZ SZUBTARSKI 123

nonosyHe XIX B” In Buibparvia Hasykoeviss npaupt benapyckaza o3spucajnaeza
yHigepcimama: y 7 m., vol. 2: Iicmopuis. Dinanoeis. XKypuanicmoixa, edited by
Aner AnTonasiu fHoycki, 79-91. Minck: BITY.

[TaBsiok, Biktop B. 2011. “YriaTcbka IjepKBa B CYCIITBHOMY XKMUTTi IIpaBo6epesxHOI
ykpainu kinpsg XVIII - mepuroi tpetmuu XIX c1” Haykosi 3anucku
Hauionanvroeo yuisepcumemy Ocmposvka akademis. Cep.: Icmopuume
peniziesnascmeo 5: 150-157.

Pomanuyk, Amexcanzp. 2018. “K Bompocy o mpecnefoBaHUAX YHMATCKOTO
IYXOBEHCTBA B XOJe OOIIEro BOCCOENVHEHMS YHVMATOB C IIPAaBOC/IABHBIMU
B 1839 rony.” boeocnosckuii eecmnux 1 (28): 154-177.

Pomanuyk, Anexcanpp (mportomepeit). 2021. “Mwurpomnomur Vocnd Cemamixo.
JKusneonmcanne u macteipckue Tpymbl B 40-e — 60-e rogpr XIX Beka” In
Benopycckas IIpasocnasnas Llepkos. Mumckas Ilyxoenas Cemunapus. Accessed:
10.10.2021. https://minds.by/news/180#. WgRkVFvWzIU (no pagination).

(Cemauixo) VMocng, mutpononmr. 1883. “Counnenne o IIpaBocmaBun Bocrounsra
LlepxBy, Havyatoe 3acemareneM Kowtermu locnpom Cemamiko Bb 1827 romy
HO TONbKO IO TOJIOBMHBI KOHYEHHOE — a TaK’Ke HEKOTOPbIA OCTaBIIMACH
K HeMy 3ameTKu. In 3anucku Hocugpa mumpononuma JIumoeckoeo, usdaHHole
Mmnepamopckoro Akademuetro Hayx no 3asewsaruio asmopa: 6 3 m., vol. 1: 308-
339. Canxr-Ilerep6ypr: Tunorpadus nmneparopckoit Akagemun Hayk.

CinkeBny, Haramwa O. 2013. “Tlostannoe Kperenue Pycu: cranosienue u pasputre
CIOKeTa B IIPAaBOCTIABHBIX COYMHEHUsX IepBoii momoBuHbl XVII B” Tpyow:
Kuescxoii J]yxosroii Axademuu 19: 43-60.

Cmomny, Vrop K. 1996. Mcmopus Pycckoti Lepxeu, 1700-1917, ku. 8, 4. 2. MockBsa:
M3p-Bo Craco-ITpeobpasken. Bamaam. MoHacThIpst.

Crapocrenko, Buxrop B. 2014. “IIpo6mema DBpectckoil IjepkOBHOV yHUM
B6enopycckoii ob1ecTBeHHO-punmocodckoit Mbic KoHIa X VI B. — Hagama XVII
B. In 750 onpedenenuti penueuu: Ucmopusi CUMBOIUAUUT U UHMepnpemanuil,
edited by Esrenmit V1. Apunnna, 429-455. Bragumup: Vsg-so Bal'y.

®epopos, Bragumup A. 1996. “TIpucoenuHeHre yHMATOB 3allafiHBIX IyOepHIMI
Poccun k pycckoit mpaBocnmaBHON nepkBu B 30-40-x ropmax XIX B Acta
Universitatis Lodziensis Folia Historica 55: 61-68.

IlleBuenko, Biramiit. 2018. IIpasocnasHo-kamonuuvka nonemika ma npobnemu
yHitiHocmi 6 scummi Pyci-Ykpainu 0obepecmeticvkozo nepiody; y 2 m., vol. 1.
Kuis: Ipeca Ykpainn.

ITepertiok, Pycmana M. 2016. “«3ammcku Vocuda, mutpononura JIntosckoro» (1883
P.) 5K yHiKa/IbHe JpKeperto 3 icTopii ckacyBaHHsA [peko-yHiaTCbKOI LlepKBY Ha
ITpaBob6epexHiit Ykpaini” Haykosi sanucku Hauionanvrozo yisepcumemy
Ocmpo3svka axademis Cepist: Peniciesnascmeo 1: 114-124.

[lIxpa6’iox, Ilerpo B. 2007. Monawwuii Yun omuié eacumisini y cychinvHo-
Kynvmypromy xcummi Ykpainu: asmoped oucepmauii Ha 3006ymms Hayko8o2o
cmynens dokmopa icmopuunux Hayx. JIbBiB: IHCTUTYT yKpaiHO3HaBCTBa iM.
I. Kpurr'sikebnrua HAH Ykpainn.



