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EDITORS> NOTE

m gw EUROPEAN countries today amass, within their territorial borders,
such a vast array of ethnicites and noa.nmmwomm as Romania does. As the living
ﬁnmﬁ:som% of its historical rnzﬁwmn Romania’s ethnical and confessional diver-
sity may genuinely amount to a “representation,” as Professor Cesare Alzati main-
tains, of the amﬁaownmm religious macrocosm.”™ The distinguished Italian pro-
essor’s statement is all the more germane since the o/d European continent 1s
owadays oﬁunﬂnbn_bm a continuous re-establishment of borders, which also
entails an expansion of its efforts towards integrating the new territories within
unity that is envisioned as the emblematic feature of the new Europe. Given
it its realities are so diverse and diversified, this much-invoked ##4zy may clear-
otily be understood and assumed as an extraordinary déversizy, which demands
t the respect for “otherness” should be the fundamental principie aiming to
ve the way to mutual understanding and harmony.

‘rom this vantage point, Romania, as a member state in the European Union
¢ 2007, has brought forth the complex and exemplary legacy of its mulu-
and pluriconfessional space into the new Europe. Its exemplarivy resides
“manner whereby its ethnic and confessional communities, incontestably
mQ.. by their own particularities and individualities, have nonetheless man-
‘live together within one and the same space for centaries. This has not
G.nns a peaceful cohabitation; it has, rather frequently, been fraught
on, animosity and conflict. H.Hoéﬁ,nn beyond all this, their need and
iwell together within the same space have proved to be the most po-
cntives towards overcoming their differences and intolerance and aliow-
ce and mutual acceprance to prevail.

why, starting from the ecclesiastical past of the Romanian and, in
¢ Transylvanian space, this volume intends to be a plea for com-
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Abstract
Andrei Saguna and Bishop Calinic of Rdmnic

This study considers a relevant example of the co-operation between Andrei $aguna and the Orthodox
priests from the Danube countries, which reveals the ideas of the hierarch seated in Blaj regard-
ing the unity of Orthodox Romantans, canon law and liturgical books. It aiso valorises the bady
of correspondence between Bishops Andrei Saguna and Calinic of Vilcea, who held neighbour-
ing dioceses and maintained a constant co-operation through the exchange of books, vestments
and ecclesiastical views,

Keywords
Andrei Saguna; Bishop Calinic; Bishopric of Transylvania; Bishopric of Vilcea: church printing
press; Orthodox canon law.

Ecclesiastical Elites and Structures

The Organisation and Functioning
of the Metropolitan Institution
in the Romanian Greek-Catholic Church under the
Pastorate of Metropolitan Ioan Vancea (1869-1892)*

IoN CARJA

HQ»Z VANCEA of Buteasa—Archbishop and Metropolitan of Alba Tulia and
Figirag! The high priest residing in Blaj concurrently assumed both the posi-
tion of Diocesan Bishop of the Metropolitan Diocese, having the same ecclesi-
astical duties and plenipotentiary powers as his suffragans, the Bishops of Oradea,
Gherla and Lugoj, and the rank of head of the Metropolitan Ecclesiastical Province
of Alba Iulia and Rigiras, representing thus the highest authority in the hierar-
hy of the Greek-Catholic Church. As regards the demarcation line between
his (Arch)Episcopal and Metropolitan dignities, the historical evidence is not
ways and entirely unequivocal and transparent. Although these two qualities
e, in current ecclesiastical practice, coextensive, we consider that a delin-
¢ation should be made, or that we should, at least, highlight the particular
aracteristics of the Metropolitan and the Metropolitan See in comparison with
the Arch(Diocesan) structure.
At the time the Metropolitan Province of Alba Tulia and Figiras was creat-
the idea of a Metropolitan See had a venerable history. Since the ecclesiasti-
union, the Greek-Catholic Bishops of Figiras had frequently used appellatives
wved from the word “Mitropolie” (Metropolitan See) including variations such
“vlidica (Metropolitan) of the Romanians” or: “in Blaj, at the Metropolitan

is study benefited from the assistance of the EU-POS-DRU project, no. 89/1.5/
1104, The Social-Humanistic Sciences in the Context of the Globalized Evolution: the
elopment and the Implementation of the Post-Doctoral Studies and Research Progvam.



See,” expressing thereby both a desideratum of continuance with the older
Romanian Metropolitan See of Bilgrad (Alba Iulia) and, ultimarely, an imper-
ative of institutional and national advancement. The desideratum qu setting up
the Metropolitan See highlights the idea of an autonomous national church, with
a national hierarchy, freed from the jurisdiction of the Primate of Hungary

The idea of a Metropolitan See was taken over by the national vomanww move-
ment, being transferred from the ecclesiastical sphere proper to the priority
area of the Romanian national objectives. In that sense, the Revolution of
1848 set forth the desideratum of a national Romanian Church and of an
autonomous Metropolitan See, whereby confessional dispures and rifts could
be overcome and national unity could be accomplished. After the Revolution,
the project was resumed, along confessional lines, by the elites of the two Romanian
Churches. Although waged on ever more divergent paths by the Orthodox
and the Greek-Catholics in Transylvania, the struggle for re-activating the
Metropolitan See claimed as its foundational legitimaring benchmark a sym-
bolic continuity with the same Romanian Metropolitan See of Bilgrad, from
before the Union with Rome. For both confessions, the efforts undertaken rowards
re-activating the Metropolitan See signified, essentially and fundamentally, a strug-
gle for an autonomous church, liberated from the interference of stnwmrdov
ing—Serbian Orthodox and Hungarian Roman Catholic—hierarchies.? The estab-
hshment of the Metropolitan Province of Alba Iulia and Figirag in 1853 enrailed
@n&&om the preoccupation of pontifical authorities to organize this new nnanmm
astical province, that Romanians from Transylvania had to underrake an exer-
cise of “readjustment” to a “new” instirution: the Metropolitan See, which, up
to &mﬁ point, had only existed at an ideational level of projects, petitions and vin-
dictive memorials, rather than at the Jevel of concrete ecclesiastical strucrures.
In this sense, the pastorate of the first Metropolitan, Alexandru Sterca Suluiu,
may be valorized as the period in which the Metropolitan institution under-
went a process of “acclimation” to the acrual ecclesiastical practice of Greek-
Catholic Romanians.

Ascertaining the specificity or the very identity of the metropolitan institution
and its functionality presupposes understanding several reference systems for
the period in question: first, the system of canonical regulations which set forth
1ts competences; second, the jurisdiction of the metropolitan province and of its
primate, as well as the state’s legal basis that “enacted” it as a distinct ecclesias-
tical entity, and, third, the level of actual ecclesiastical practice, where it func-
toned as a court with superior jurisdiction to the archdiocese and the suffra-
gan bishoprics.

The Pontifical Bull Ecclesiam Chyisti ad omni lingua, promulgated by Pope Pius
IX on 26 November 1853, is, above all, the founding document of the highest

importance in defining the metropolitan institution. The document provides
for the establishment of an ecclesiastical province of metropolitan rank, com-
prising, on the one hand, the territories of the Dioceses of Figiras and Oradea
Mare, which are to be removed, once and for all, from the jurisdiction and
metropolitan authority of the Archbishopric and Metropolitan See of Esztergom,
and, on the other hand, the rwo new Bishoprics of Lugoj and Gherla. We must
emphasise the significance of the terminological choice in the papal document:
an ecclesiastical province of metropolitan rank, concurrent with the establishment
of a distinct Archiepiscopal and Metropolitan See: “its own Greek-Catholic,
Uniate, Romanian-speaking ecclesiastical province and, at the same time, in an
Archicpiscopal and Metropolitan See of Rigiras of the Greek-Catholic Romanians
United with Rome [...1.”*

The canonical grounds which thereafter developed the founding principles
in the papal bull were the decrees of the Provincial Synod of 1872, which
explicitly supulated the position of the Metropolitan within the church hierarchy,
as well as his duties and competences. The 1872 resolutions significantly focused
on the Metropolitan, on his rights and plenipotentiary powers in ecclesiastical
government, rather than on the metropolitan instirution. This demonstrates that
the synod decree operated with ecclesiological and juridical categories derived
from Latin canon law, where the episcopal hicrarchical rank and authority are,
second to those of the pope, the creative principle of ecclesiastical life, and not
from Eastern canon law, where it is the community that ecclesiologically repre-
sents the foundation for the existence of the Church. The Metropolitan dignity
is thus, under the abovementioned synod decrees (chapter IIT part IT), “a mid-
dle rank of the highest importance, in between the head of the Church and the
bishops,” dating back to the apostolic times (the decrees cite canon 34 of the
Apostles and canon 9 of the Synod of Antioch to support this statemnent). The
decrees then enumerate seven categories of the Metropolitan’s “rights” in the
Romanian Greek-Catholic Church. The Metropolitan is thus entitled to demand
that the Bishops in his province acknowledge him as their head and co-operate
with him in the province’s general interest; the Metropolitan is the protector
of all churches in the province, hence his pre-eminence over his co-provincial
‘bishops, as well as the right to be mentioned in the Liturgy and in other pub-
¢ prayers by the bishops and the clergy.

- Nothing of general importance and interest for the entire province can hap-
¢n without the Metropolitan’s knowledge and cooperation. As head of that eccle-
lastical province, the Metropolitan is entitled to summon provincial synods,
preside over the election of bishops, in accordance with the various usages
force, to verify the candidates’ degrees of competence and merit, to ordain
¢ elected bishop, after the Pope has granted the latter canonical investiture.
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When a vacancy of the Metropolitan See occurs, the senior bishop, together with
the Metropolitan Ordinariate and the other bishops, has the dury to start the
entire procedure, which consists of the election process, the examination of the
candidates and the submission of the ternary to the emperor for appointment.

The Metropolitan also has the right to function as an appeal authority for
the suffragan episcopal courts concerning all ecclesiastical matters, which is a right
of utmost importance for the autonomy of the Romanian Metropolitan Province.
He has the right to demand the suffragan bishops that they do not absent
themselves from their residence without well-founded canonical reasons, that
they tend to the vacant episcopal churches and demand thar a chaprer vicarage
be constituted. As head of the entire province, he has the right to oversee the
integrity of faith and morals, adherence to the canons, and the uniform obser-
vance of the divine cuk. In order to eliminate abuses in these areas, he is enti-
tled to make canonical visitations. The Metropolitan also has, above all the
other bishops, the right of proedria in Ecumenical Synods, as well as the right
to wear the pallium as a sign of the archiepiscopal jurisdiction. The synod
asserts that all these rights belong to the Greek-Catholic Metropolitan See of
Alba-Tuba and Figiras and rules that they shall be upheld by all parishioners in
the province. The chapter devoted to the Metropolitan’s competences ends
with a corollary that shifts the emphasis from the high priest onto the ecclesi-
astical province, which is declared “autonomous and independent of the juris-
diction of any other ecclesiastical province,” depending solely and exclusively
on the Apostolic See of Rome, in accordance with the provisions of the Founding
Papal Bull.*

An examination of the founding canonical regulations governing the Me-
tropolitan authority of the Greek-Catholic Church categorically disavows any
superficial misconception whereby in relation to the suffragan bishops, the
Metropolitan might represent just a primus inter pares, or the bearer of a mere
honorary title. A fuller understanding of the functionality of the Metropolitan
institution would, of course, require seeing how the synod canonical regula-
tions worked in the actual practice of ecclesiastical life and whether the decrees
were effectively enforced in reality or remained mere declarations, dead letrers on
a page; however, in canonical-juridical terms, we may accept, ar this point,
that the Metropolitan authority incorporates and prevails upon the episcopal
authority. As regards plenipotentiary powers, the Metropolitan’s jurisdiction over
the suffragan bishoprics is comparable to the jurisdiction of diocesan bishops
over archpriests and archpresbyterates. The Metropolitan authority neither
supplants nor marginalizes the episcopal authority, Not even in cases of a vacan-
cy occurring in a suffragan bishopric does the Metropolitan become interim bish-
op of that diocese; he is just entitled to enjoin the election of a chapter vicar, who
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shall administer the bishopric until the arrival of the bishop’s successor. Greek-
Carholic canon law provides thus for an exercise of authority on various hier-
archical tiers withour overlaps and duplications, so much so that the Metropolitan
exerts a twofold jurisdiction power: as an archbishop, he is the bishop of the
Metropolitan diocese, while as a Metropolitan, he has jurisdiction over the entire
Metropolitan Province.

From the perspective of their relations with the other Catholic Churches in
Austria-Hungary and the state, the Metropoliran and the Metropolitan institu-
ton ensures a fundamental prerogative for the Romanian Greek-Catholic Church:
ecclestastical autonomy. Grounded in the stipulations of the Papal Bull and the
provisions of the 1872 decrees, the Metropolitan authority and the autonomy
of the Romanian ecclesiastical province are also recognized under state law.
The Greek-Catholic Metropolitan See and the Orthodox See of the Romanians
from Transylvania were both “enacted” under the laws of the dualist state: the
former under Law XXXIX/1868 and the latter under Law 1X/1868.°

The complete delineation from the Latin rite hierarchy in Hungary and the
entertainment of a suffragan relationship solely with the Holy See define, in terms
of the Catholic canon law, a Metropolitan Church sz fzris, the Metropolitan insti-
tution ensuring the autonomy of the Greek-Catholic Romanian Church. Whereas
for one century and a half, the Bishoprics of Figiras and Oradea Mare had belonged
to the Metropolitan Province of Esztergom, entertaining such relations of utter
independence against the political-ecclesiastical background of Hungary became
a genuine leitmotif of identiry, more specifically, of the new ecclesiastical iden-

ity that the Greek-Catholic Church in Transylvania assumed after 1853. Throug-
~hout the pastorate of Toan Vancea, the ecclesiastical factor that threatened to
andermine the autonomy of the Romanian Church was, at least from the per-
spective of Romanian identity discourse, the project of Hungarian Catholic auton-
my—an aspect that will be dealt with in a separate chapter. There is another del-
cate aspect regarding the autonomy of the Romanian Greek-Catholic Province,
hich Vancea would dedicate his unflinching attention to during the first years
his mandate: its status as a court of appeal in the third instance for marri-
onial cases, which the Archbishop of Esztergom had continued to hold for
¢ Romanian Church even after the secession of the Romanian dioceses from
e Hungarian Metropolitan Province.
The Latin rite Hungarian Archbishopric of Esztergom continued even 1853
erve as an appellate court in the third instance for first-instance and sec-
-instance ecclesiastical cases heard in the Romanian Greek-Catholic Church.
m a canonical point of view, the perpetuation of this prerogative of the
hbishopric of Esztergom over the Romanian Greek-Catholic Church was
omaly, given that the latter had been defined by the founding documents
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as fully autonomous. For several years after the elevation of the Metropolitan See
in Transylvania, the regulation of this matter was of utmost concern for the
Romanian Greek-Catholic hierarchy, for the two delegacies sent to Transylvania
under the leadership of the Viennese Nuncios Viale Prela and de Luca, in 1855
and, respectively, in 1858, for the Viennese Nunciature itself and for various
Roman Dicaseeries.®

A first step towards the resolution of the matter came through the Papal
Brief of 23 December 1859, which was issued by the Holy See also as an
answer to the requests of Primate Archbishop Scitowski of Hungary to receive
appeals as a third-instance authority from the Metropolitan Province of Alba Tulia
and Figiras. Under this Brief, the Primate Archbishop was delegated for one
decade with the prerogative of reviewing third-instance cases that had been adju-
dicated in the second instance by the Romanian Metropolitan’. The mandate
granted the Hungarian prelate expired in 1869 and Vancea, resuming the oppo-
sitional approach of his predecessor, undertook consistent steps with the Nunciature
and the Holy See in order to liquidate this final “souvenir” of the older depend-
ence upon the Hungarian Metropolitan See of Latin rite. Vancea turned down
Nuncio Faleinelli’s offer to extend the mandare granted to the Primate Archbishop
in 1859. In a long and elaborate letter he sent Nuncio Falcinelli on 2 July
1869, the Metropolitan made a detailed exposure of the abuses introduced in the
ecclestastical trial courts during the last vacancy of the Archiepiscopal See of
Eigiras and Alba Iulia, showing then that according to the older usages from the
Romanian Church, which had also been approved by the pope on other occa-
sions, it had been the archpriest who, assisted by four other priests, had acted
as the authority presiding over first-instance cases in the archdiocese. He plead-
ed for the necessity of restoring this trial courr of first instance, which had
been dismantled in the wake of the abusive enforcement of the Rauscher
Matrimonial Instruction with the Greek-Catholics as well. He then spoke about
the inconveniences that were entailed by the fact that cases from the Romanian
dioceses were referred for a third-instance hearing to the Primates of Hungary
or to any other tribunal where Romanian was not spoken: the long distances and
the difficulties involved in traveling that far, the inability to speak thart foreign
language, the drafting in Romanian of the acts pertaining to the cases from the
previous trial courts, etc. as regards the solution advanced by Vancea in his let-
ter, this was a genuine “reform project” for the trial courts from the Romanian
dioceses, as an alternative to the impending expiry of the mandate granted the
Primate Archbishop, namely on 23 December 1869. The alternative project advo-
cated by the Metropolitan set forth that for the cases heard in the archdiocese,
the court of first instance would be the Archpresbyterate Tribunal, whenever
the Holy See approved, the second-instance court would be the Archbishopric
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Tribunal, and the third-instance court by the Bishop of Lugoj. For the trial
cases in the Bishopric of Oradea, he suggested that the Diocesan Tribunal should
be the court of first instance, the Archbishop of Alba Tulia the court of second
instance, and the Bishop of Lugoj or Gherla the court of third instance. As regards
the Diocese of Lugoj, the Diocesan Tribunal was proposed as a first instance, the
second instance was to be provided by the Archbishop of Alba Tulia, and the third
instance by the Bishop of Oradea or Gherla. Vancea’s reform project met with
Nuncio Falcinelli’s approval; the latter remanded it, together with his own letter,
to Cardinal Barnabo, the Prefect of Propaganda, on 1 August 1869. Moreover,
the Nuncio was of the opinion that if the Holy See approved of that project,
the mandates demanded by Vancea ought to be sent in the shortest ttme possi-
ble, to avoid the danger of the Hungarian Government dismantling the eccle-
stastical tribunals, as had already been the case in Cisleithania.®

During his stay in Rome, as a participant in the Ecumenical Council, Vancea
took the opportunity of artempting to obtain a favorable solution to the ques-
tion of the trial courts in his Church, which had been postponed for a long
ume. On 25 January 1870 he submitced to Cardinal Barnabd an account of
the state of his archdiocese, in which he requested that the Roman See be insti-
tuted as a court of third instance for the Romanian Greek-Catholic Province.
In his request to Barnabd, he reiterared in broad lines the argumentation from
the letter he had sent the Nuncio from Vienna on 2 July 1869, suggesting a
similar distribution of the Romanian dioceses on competence tiers, as courts
of trial.” The Metropolitan renewed his request on 26 January, when he asked
Cesare Roncetti, a member of the section for Affairs of the Oriental Rites of
the De Propaganda Congregation, to solve as quickly as possible the requests
he had addressed to Cardinal Barnabd.® On 3 March 1870, Vancea met with
Marino Marini, secretary of the Congregation for Extraordinary Ecclesiastical
Affairs, regarding the problem of appeal courts." After this meeting, he filed a
petition to the Pope, dated 5 March 1870, in which he argued the necessity to
delegate the Holy See as the third instance for the Romanian Greek-Catholic
bishops, and he resumed the argument about the drawbacks inherent in appeal-
ing to the Archiepiscopal See of Esztergom.” Having received no answer to
his demands, the Metropolitan submitted a new petition to secretary Marino
Marini, on 13 June 1870, whom he reminded of the letter of 5 March that he
had sent to the Pope through the same Marini, in which he had requested that
“the ecclesiastical province of Alba Iulia should, in the sense of my previous peti-
tons, have the competence to hear ecclesiastical cases in the third instance, on
behalf of the Holy See.”™?

Metropolitan Vancea’s efforts during the Council’s proceedings were not
met with the expected results, On 5 August, the Nuncio answered the Romanian
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high priest’s requests, stating that there was no argument against delegating to
the Greek-Catholic bishop the mandate of hearing in the third instance the eccle-
siastical and martrimonial cases that had been investigared by the Metropolitan in
the second instance. The Viennese Nuncio also said that the Pope had been unable
to provide a pOSitive answer to the demands of the hierarch from Blaj and that
he had decided, under a Brief promulgated on the same day (5 August), that
the mandate of the Bishop of Esztergom to hear the above-mentioned cases in
the third instance should be extended.’* Vancea replied to the Nuncio’s letter
on 17 August, but the contents of this letter is not known. Nonetheless, the
Nuncio answered this letter of the Romanian hierarch with another, dated 22
August, in which he specified that under the Apostolic Briefs issued on 15
December 1866 for the prefates in Austria-Hungary, the Sovereign Pontiff extend-
ed by another decade the special rights that had bestowed upon various hierar-
chs and episcopal sees the second and third jurisdiction rights. Under the recent
Brief of 5 August, the Pope had extended these rights under the conditions shown
in the previous letter.”

Given that the complete correspondence berween the Transylvanian Metropolitan
and the Pontifical authorities on this topic is unknown to us, we have summed
up so far the information from the letters we had access to. The synod enactment
of 1872 prescribes in its Chapter 11 (On the Authority of the Courts) from Part
10 (On Ecclesiastical Counties) the implementation of the entire procedure along
the lines of the requests from the previous period. According to the synod res-
olutions, archpresbyterates shall be delegared, with the Bishop’s written mandate,
as courts of first instance in ecclesiastical, civil, criminal and matrimonial cases.
From these, appeals may be made to the Episcopal See, and from here, appeals
may be referred to the Metropolitan See as a court of third instance. From the
Metropolitan Court, appellate action shall be remitted directly to the Apostolic
See, which, under Canon 5 of the Council of Serdica, authorizes one of the bish-
ops of the Province of Alba Iulia si Figiras to preside over fourth-instance
court trials on behalf of the Holy See, for all the appeals.”® The decrees, how-
ever, would only be enforceable after their revision inn Rome and their dispatch
back to Blaj in 1881. That very same year, the de Propaganda Fide Congregation,
the section for Affairs of the Oriental Rites, issued an instruction specially ded-
icated to this matter (30 April 1881), whereby the Nuncio of Vienna was
granted the right to vest one of the suffragan bishops of the Metropolitan See
of Alba Iulia and Bigiras with the prerogative of hearing cases in the third instance.
This ordinance, together with the decrees that started being effective in the
Romanian Church, having been officially proclaimed thus in the Second Arch-
diocesan Synod (1882), would bring to an end this situation of a legislative void,
which had lasted for almost a decade in the Transylvanian Metropolitan Province.”
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This entire effort had been nothing but an attempt to align the ecclesiastical
jurisprudence in the Province of Alba Iulia and Figirag to the fundamental canon-
ical statute, the Eclesiam Christi Papal Bull, which had enacted its full jurisdic-
tional independence from the Latin rite Archbishopric of Esztergom, and, at
the same time, to enforce the autonomous status of the Romanian Greek-Catholic
Church.

In terms of the relations with the Holy Sec and the Catholic world, the
Metropolitan Institution performed an extremely important function for the
Greek-Catholic Church: that of representation. The Metropolitan’s participation
in the Vatican Ecumenical Council,® from November 1869 to July 1870, togeth-
er with Suffragan Bishop Iosif Papp-Szildgyi, ensured maximum visibility and
exposure for the Romanian Church, given the Metropolitan’s outstanding the-
ological contribution to the debates. Besides advancing his theological Viewpoints
in the Council debates, Vancea also promoted an image of the identity of the
Transylvanian Greek-Catholic Church, atrached to 1ts Eastern specific and tra-
ditions; suffice to mention, in this sense, the discourse of 2 June 1870, given
in the 63" General Congregation, which was extolled by numerous partici-
pants, including the erudite Cardinal Pitra, who dedicated a polemical rejoin-
der to Vancea.” The celebration of the Liturgy in Romanian in St. Peter’s Cathedral
and the presentation of the Transylvanian ecclesiastical province in the text demand-
ed by the American Bishop Gibbons are two more sequences that brought 10
attention the Metropolitan and of the Metropolitan Church he pastored. His pil-
grimages to Rome also endorsed this line of representation in the relations
with the Holy See. His first pilgrimage to the capital of Catholic Chnistianity,
undertaken in 1886 as head of his suffragan episcopate, gathered a series of
significant appraisals for the image of the Romanian Church, such as that of
Cardinal Simeoni, the Prefect of the Propaganda Fide: “Your Church is distin-
guished amongst all the Churches of Oriental rite.” In the following year, 1887,
led by the Metropotitan, the Romanian Episcopate embarked on a second pil-
grimage to Rome, occasioned by the Jubilee celebrating Pope Leo XIIT’s 50 years
of priesthood. This time, Vancea received an altogether special trearment, being
invited by the Pope to take the floor before everyone else: “Let us hear the
Archbishop of the Romanians from Hungary!” The talk the Romanian high priest
gave was called by the Pope, who also requested the manuscript at the end, “your
noble speech”. Vancea took part then in an imposing Papal Liturgy, organized
o celebrate the event, rogether with other approximately 300 bishops and 50000
believers.?! All these symbolical gestures had more than a mere formal signifi-
“cance; they managed to impose the image of an autonomous Romanian Greek-
“Catholic Church, with its new Metropolitan status, both before the Holy See,
‘which until recently had had a minimal awareness of the Greek-Catholic reali-
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ties in Transylvania, and before other representatives of the Catholic world
who were also not familiar with tt.

In the inter-ecclesiastical relatons in Hungary and in the relation with the Viennese
Nunciature, the Holy See and the Hungarian State, the Metropolitan starus of the
Romanian Church stood out in broad relief thanks to the very nature of the “exter-
nal” policies deployed by the Metropoliran and the members of the Merropolitan
Curia. On an internal level, the Metropolitan jurisdiction was exercised through
the promotion of a common policy and through the undertaking, by the high
priest from Blaj, of efforts converging towards the representation of the inter-
ests of all the suffragan bishoprics and their parishioners. One of the first instances
evincing the Metropolitan’s effective, rather than formal, pastorate over the entire
ecclesiastcal province was that of Vancea’s intercessions with the Roman offi-
cials and his discussions with Bishop Pankovici on the separation of the Romanjan
Parish of Sighetu Marmatiei from the Ruthenian Diocese of Munkies and its incor-
poration within the jurisdiction area of the Bishop of Gherla—a problem that over-
stepped, thus, the area of “archiepiscopal” jurisdiction.

There were two areas in which the initiatives promoted in Blaj validated the
Metropolitan status in a consistent manner: the political-national and the edu-
cational field. As regards the former category, worth mentioning are the Met-
ropolitan’s interventions with the Government for the hiring of Romanian Greek-
Catholic public servants in the central and local structures of the state administration.
Thus, in the context of the re-organizarion of tribunals in Hungary and Transylvania,
Vancea demanded, in a lerter dated 18 April 1870 that the Minister of Justice
in Budapest, Baltazar Horvith, should also appoint Greek-Catholic Romanians
to various positions, providing him with a list of 55 persons capable of serving
as: Supreme Courr justices, assessors and secretaries with the Royal Tables of
Budapest and Targu Mures, prestdents and assessors in the county and regional
courts.” He resumed this endeavor in 6-10 July 1870, when, on his return
journey from Rome to Transylvania, he stopped in Budapest and had a meet-
ing with Minister Horvith.® In the wake of Prime Minister Lényai Menyhért’s
demand that he should submit a memorial wirh the Romanians’ grievances, Vancea
summoned and presided over two conferences in Blaj, on 29 June and 3 July
1872, inciuded other elite members of the national movement, such as George
Baritiu, Ilie Micelariu, and oan Ratin. Drafted by Barigiu as secretary-refer-
ent, and also bearing the signarure of Metropolitan Vancea, the memorial would
be published in issues 3 and 4/1874 of the Sibiu newspaper Observatorul * The
efforts underraken towards safeguarding Romanian education and the confes-
sional schools correspond to a general interest arca, aimed at both the Greek-
Catholic Church in its entirety and the Romanian national community, for whose

_support Vancea dedicated himself from his position of authority as Archbishop
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and Metropolitan. He intervened thus in the Diet debate on the law of pri-
mary education, promulgated by the Hungarian Government in 1879, and
then in chat on the law of secondary education, from 1883, An undertaking
of wide scope initiated by Vancea in the name of the cpiscopate from the entire
province was the memorial addressed on 18 Ocrober 1885 to the Ministry of
Religious Denominations and Public Instruction, against the latter’s circular
letter from 13 July of the same year, which had interfered with the competence
of diocesan consistories to hear the disciplinary and ecclesiastical cases of the can-
tor-teachers. For the first time, the memorial was signed by Metropolitan Vancea
together with all the other suffragan bishops: Mihail Pavel (Oradea), Victor
Mihdlyi (Lugoj) si Ioan Szabé (Gherla).* The Metropolitan also pronounced
himself on the law of 1891 providing for kindergartens or child asylums.” The
presence of the Greek-Catholic Metropolitan in debates on political and educa-
tional themes meant, first and foremost, that he could endorse the interests of
the institution he represented from the supreme position of ecclesiastical author-
ity and representativeness; at the same time, however, the hierarch also implic-
itly assumed the quality of a “national leader.” Despite the voices of lay snzelli-
gentsia, ever more distinetly heard in the polincal debate launched by the Romanian
community of the time, which militated for the marginalization or exclusion
of the high priests’ role in npational emarncipation movement, the heads of the two
Churches also took advantage of their positions as members of the Senate (the
House of Magnates) in Budapest and took on the role of spokesmen of the nation.
The institutional identity of the Metropolitan See of Blaj underwent contin-
~uous development at the practical level of ecclesiastical life. The 16 years in which
- the Romanian Greek-Catholic Church had been a Metropolitan Province meant
~only the canonical delineation of an institutional framework and the beginning
of an organization process, carried over and enlarged during Vancea’s pas-
‘torate. The “fitting together” of the four bishoprics, on whose territories func-
tioned such different traditions, customs, or legal norms as regards the rela-
tions with the Holy Sec and the other Churches in Austria-Hungary, with the
into such a complex institutional construction entailed a diffi-
ring progress which had not had sufficient time to reach its
destination in a period of only a decade and a half] the timespan between the set-
tng up of the Metropolitan See and the onset of Menopolitan Vancea’s pastorate.
regards the high priest, we may say that the manner in which he assumed
$ role contributed quite substantially to providing an identity to the institution
pastored. Both in the relations we might call “external”—with the Holv
¢, with the Hungarian Catholic Church, or with the State—and in the inter-
life of the Church, Vancea was the advocate of the Metropolitan idea, which
¢ attempted to make most visible, Prestigious and authoritative. His personal
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involvement in canonical visitations, in ordaining two of his suffragan bishops,
Mihail Pavel, in Oradea (26 January 1873) and Victor Mihdlvi, in Lugoj (14
February 1875), in the consecration of churches and in school exams amount-
ed to promoting a straregy with a tremendous impact upon a society with tra-
ditional mentality structures. The collective sensibility of the parishioners from
the Metropolitan Province of Alba Tulia and Figirag, extremely permissive as
regards both the “appearance of the high priest” and the “appearance of the emper-
or,” would have recorded the presence of polirical or ecclesiastical authority “in
the field” as an exceptional fact. Vancea succeeded thus in imposing the image
of an institution not only from the pulpit or at the head of synod reunions,
but also from amidst his flock. There is information suggesting that he was pleas-
ant and charismatic; the Ruthenian Metropolizan of Lemberg, Tosif Sembratowicz,
says, for instance, that during his Viennese studies the future Metropolitan of
Blaj was appreciated and loved by his fellow students.” These were qualities
that his Suffragan of Gherla, Ioan Szabé, apparently lacked, and Vancea also pos-
itively compares with his predecessor, Sterca Sulutiu, if we are to give credit to
some a “malicious” comment insinuated by a memoir of that time.

Finally, what ought to be mentioned is the fact that the idenrity of the
Metropolitan institution is presented both by contemporary and by later sources
under the sign of an oftentimes indirect and involuntary confusion or overlap
with the archbishopric. Naturally, the Archbishop’s position determines and is
foundational for the position of a Metropolitan, according to canonical rules;
Vancea introduced himself and signed acts pertaining both to the Metropolitan
Diocese and to the ecclesiastical province at large as “Archbishop and
Metropolitan.” The degree of imprecision or the overlap between these insti-
tutional identities is due, however, to the formulations to be found in certain
sources, most of which came from outside the ecclesiastical structures, such as
the press or ordinary language, where expressions like “Metropolitan Ordinariate,”
“Metropolitan Consistory,” or “Metropolitan Chancellery” could be found.
All these phrasings and denominations are plausible, at the most, in an honorific
or symbolical sense; as regards the functionality and the area covered by the
above-mentioned institutions, the appellations formulated on their account have
o concrete meaning, since all the expressions above are institutions of the
Archdiocese and not of the Metropolitan Province. In official papers, that 1s,
in documents entitled to render the exact identity of the function and of the
institution, Vancea always places his signarure by putting the title “Archbisop”
before that of “Metropoliran.” Moreover, correspondence documents, amongst
others, issued by Latin rite Catholic bishops or by Roman Dicasteries refer to
Vancea only as “Archbishop of Alba Iulia and Rigiras,” or, more simply,
“Archbishop of Figiras.”
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In reality, the only “institution” that may be accurately identified as being met-
ropolitan, in the sense thar it is eatitled to issue resohutions of ecclestastical author-
ity that are valid for the entire province, is the provincial council. We may also
add as of 1881, along juridical lines, the ecclesiastical tribunal, after Vancea man-
aged to “repatriate” the third-instance appellate court, to the extenr to which
in Blaj were appealed in the third instance cases that had beeq tied in the first
two instances in the suffragan dioceses.

Another clue of the effective functioning of the Metropolitan jurisdicdon along
hierarchical lines is the manner in which suffragan bishops were subordinated
to the Metropolitan in ecclesiastical practice, since they were bound to do so
under the synod decrecs of 1872. In reality, such subordination and, moreover,
the assumption of a certain solidarity with the Metropolitan’s position and efforts
was rather a multi-faceted phenomenon, because suffragan bishops exhibited
varying degrees of obedience or independence in relation to the Archbishop-
Metropolitan. Their various positions regarding the Hungarian Catholic auton-
omy, towards which Blaj manifested vacllating attirudes, ranging from caution
to participation refusal, while the Bishopric of Oradea sent its representatives
to the autonomy congresses in Budapest, clearly suggest that the diocesan bish-
op’s political-ecclesiastical option could generate gestures and artitudes that were
in stark contrast with the policy offictally endorsed by the Merropolitan. A
relation of real co-operation, in the most authentic ecclesiastical spirit, was,
after 1875, that between Vancea and his sufiragan of Lugoj, Victor Mihdlyi;
this was also possible because of the long-standing and well-consolidated rela-
tions between them, which also held true for the situation between the Metropolitan
and Mihail Pavel, whose appointment a s head of the Diocese of Oradea appears
to have benefited from Vancea’s approval and recommendation. The latter’s rela-
tions with Papp-Sziligyi were somewhar different, since the two had rather diver-
gent opinions on the primate and infallibility at the ecumenical council, and, it
- seems, they were even colder with Yoan Szabo, whom “Gazera Transilvaniei”
accused of having been in the Armenopolitan Episcopal Sec for two years with-
out having yet visited the Metropolitan.
: a
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Abstract
Ecclesiastical Elites and Structures: The Organisation and Functioning
of the Metropolitan Institution in the Romanian Greek-Catholic Church
under the Pastorate of Metropolitan loan Vancea (1869-1892)

The institutional identity of the Metropolitan See in the Romanian Greek-Catholic Church
underwent a continuous developmenc after 1853, both at the level of institutional organisation and

. at the practical level of ecclesiastical {ife. Once the Metropolitan Provinee had been set up, a vast

organisation process was under way, being carried on and augmented during the pastorate of
the second Metropolitan, loan Vancea (1869-1892). The “fitting together” of the four bishoprics,
on whose territories functioned such differenc traditions, customs, or legal norms as regards the
relations with the Holy See and the other churches in Austria-Hungary, with state and society, Into
such a complex institutional construction entajied a difficult and meandering progress which
had not had sufficient time to reach its destination in a period of only a decade and a half, the times-
pan between tie setting up of the Metropolitan See and the beginning of Metropolitan Vances’s
pastorate. As regards the high priest, we may say that the manner in which he assumed his role
Contributed quite substantially to providing an identity to the institurion he pastored. Both in
the relations we might call “external®—with the Holy See, with the Hungarian Catholic Church,
or with the State—and in the internal li% of the Church, Vancea was the advocate of the Metropolitan
idea, which he attempted to make most visible, prestigious and authorizative.
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