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Efforts to describe and to analyze the religiontimzation performed by the soviet
authorities in 1944-1953 can be grouped only byldeation and time of their origin, because it is
difficult to envision clear-cut distinctions, exddpr the soviet estimations. Three groups of work
can be distinguished: 1) works by the immigrantd fmmeign authors 2) works published in soviet
Lithuania 3) post-soviet works. We can considerydhke works of the last group to be a historic
research in the true meaning because only in thesdes the object of analysis is appreciated as the
phenomenon of the past. Meanwhile, the authorshef first two groups often appreciate
antireligious action of soviet reginas an actual reality at the moment of writing. Reriore, the
»soviet* estimations of the pending problems carhbadled as one of the indirect sources of data.
It is also typical to the works of emigrants andefgn authors without the already mentioned lack
of historical perspective the limited use of thstdiical origins that were available for them. Sobvi
press and tendentiously sorted publications ofimgigfragments of information that managed to
pass the ,,iron curtain” that were available festern authors often limited the opportunitieshef t
comprehensive analysis.

J. Brazaitis was the first, who tried to systemarel appreciate the obtained information
about the persecution of religion in Lithuania ragued by the Soviets in 1944. He did that in the
middle of 7th decade by the pseudonym of J. Savadis put more attention to the post-Stalin
period of the soviet politics in the point of thaigion, in passing the persecution of the religion
pursued during the previous years. The informatipresented by J. Brazaitis was very
approximate or even completely inaccurate. Sumnmayithe given information, he concluded that
the Soviet regime before the 7th decade didn‘t rmakkeh damage to Lithuanian Catholic Church.
After a few years, the essagf M. RaiSupis appeared in which the persecutibreligion in the
Soviet Lithuania was revealed through the destihgifferent catholic priests. M. RaiSupis was
already using the original publications, which &drto be published in the 7th decade in Lithuania
and had to denounce activity of the catholic psigbat was hostile to the soviet regime and their
connection with the armed underground. Becausheoptiblication mentioned above, rising of the

»iron curtain“ and the publication of th€hronicles of Lithuanian Catholic Churcimformation

1J. SavasisThe war against God in Lithuani&lew York, 1966.



about the situation of the Catholic Church in Lahia occupied by the Soviets became one of the
most important incentives for the new analysis o relation between the regime and the Church
in the West. In the end of the 8th decade the m@pdgof the V. Vardis (already discussed in the
text) appeared. Almost at the same time, the WoflVl. Bourdeaux — the leader of the Center of
Religion and Communism studies (Keaston Collegéri@at Britain) appeared with the analysis of
the position of Lithuania occupied by the Sovidtsfact, the main part of the foregoing writing is
the publication of documents. M. Bourdeaux had aaati that parishes were more active in
Lithuania than in other regions of the Soviet Uniofmhat was because of the strong resistance
against the occupational regime, which, in the woofl the author, determined that Lithuanian
Church suffered not as strongly as it would bééiré were no resistance.

T. Remeikis discussed some problems of the Catl@lierch existence in the conditions of
the Soviet regime in the monograph on the subjeoppositiof. S. SuZiedis® also wrote about
this period. We can also add the synthetic stbjistianity in Lithuani to the works of the first
group; the study appeared some time after theofathe Soviet system. Editor of this book -
V.Vardys, whom we mentioned already - preparedpiéue of this study about the history of the
Church in the second part of the XX century.

First ,more academic” estimations of the relatitvetween the Soviet regime and Catholic
Church in 1944-1953 were published in the beginmihthe 8th decade. Before that, ,thoroughly*
selected collections of the archival documentsaalyementioned were released in the sdf@asts
Show the Blamewhich had to denunciate ,the criminal activity thfe clergy in the post-war

period”

. They consisted of the MGB (Soviet Ministry of 8gty) inquisition files of the bishops
and priests. These series were used by da&niwhose study about the relations between Soviet
regime and Catholic Church in 1944-1953 again p#yferepresents the view of the Soviet
historiograph§. He stressed the nature of the political conflietween the Soviet government and
the Church and appreciated the process of thagqadldifferentiation of the priests: ,conversion of
some of the priests into the loyal citizens of 8wviet Union apparently denounced provocative
word of the Pope Pius XIll that society is divideatoi believers and infidels, that the is

irreconcilable line between these two groups ofh@lats and atheists... That is why, as he
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considers, the repressions against the priestsnglidhave anything in common with their religious
service as he servants of the clltAlthough position of the Church was handledadihtly in the
propaganda brochur8sof the Soviet authors designed for the foreigrdees The life of the
Lithuanian Catholic Church was described in theub&ad way and the incompatibility of the
Soviet system and the religion was not stressedshduld be mentioned that there were some
attempts to describe and analyse antireligioustipelthat were not controlled by the regime in
Lithuania occupied by the Soviet Union. In the 8#tade, active participant of theaj&dis” V.
Skuodis managed to prepare a comprehensive studgngadn the underground conditions; in the
study he surveyed the atheistic literature thateapgd in Lithuania before 1976. This work has
more bibliographic value and it gives the reseach@me information about the dimensions of
atheistic literature published during particularipgs and the topics of the publications. This gtud
was published only after Lithuania gained its inetegenc¥.

When the Soviet regime fell, favourable circumsendor the undisturbed historic
estimation of the occupation period were establishE no was no more external political
censorship; 2) secret Soviet governmental documbatame available; 3) the need for the
historical view on the past has risen. Persecutiothe Catholic Church during the Soviet regime
became one of the most popular topics. Naturalliirstt there was a flood of the articles in the
media about the repressions against the clerggingodown the churches, resistance of the
congregatioff, announcement of the most interesting originghmmore, several (non-academic)
books were editdd Meanwhile the first scientific results of the bys#s of antireligious politics
were published only in the second part of the destade of the twentieth centlftyThe foregoing
publications had similar characteristic features fakows: 1) abundant use of the Soviet

governmental institutions archival documents; Zeatuation of the Church losses due to the
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politics pursued by the Soviet government; 3) latkontextual analysis, i.e. solitary aspects ef th
latest history of the Church were not connectechvifite main evolution of the history of the
Church, Soviet system analysis, other simultaneswents of Lithuanian history, there are no
comparisons with the religious institutions of atliegions of the similar history to the one of
Lithuania.

In the conclusions, specific actions of antireligigoolitics and the events described should
be connected to the general processes of intendatxéernal Soviet politics, as well as the changes
in the Soviet society. The analysis of the chgs®ilem in such a broad context should be based
on scientific literature, which would analyse tlweresponding aspects of the problem. The basis of
this work consists of the following: 1) works ofetbiRussian historians, who are researching the
politics of the Soviet government concerning théh@dox Church and other religious confessions;
2) Studies about the politics of the communistmegs in the Eastern and Central Europe. From the
first group, the works of J. AndersonB. Bociurkiw'®, R. DzwonkowsKi’, A. Luukkanen?, D.
PospielovsK®, I. Osipovd’, M. Skarovsid! ir T. Cumasenkd? should be mentioned. B. Cywinskis
submitted the most comprehensive research of thgareship between the Catholic Church and the
communistic regimes in the Central and Eastern #toOne of the most successful attempts to
provide theoretic sense to antireligious politi€$he communists’ regimes has been the study of P.
Ramet®. A journalist of the Western Germany S. Stehléngis large number of sources, tried to
take a critical look towards the politics of thetidan towards communist reginf@sProfessor H.
Strods explored the position of the Catholic ChuirtH_atvia occupied by the Soviet UnfSn
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Also, the politics of the Soviet government conaagnthe other religious confessions in
Lithuania is a theme that has not been exploredstliat all. R. Laukaitgtreasoned relatively more
positive view of the regime on the Orthodox comnyntalking about the situation of the
monasteried. G. Potasenko published the general overview efhistory of old-faith church in
Lithuanig®. Although both of these works give only an introtion into the analysis of the theme.
Meanwhile the destiny of the Lutherans, Reformats smaller confessions in 1940-1953 was not
researched at all.

Comparatively large volume of the or@ihistoric sources allows us to analyse antireligi
politics of the Soviet Union. These sources cardiveded into two groups as follows: 1) The
archival documents of the Soviet governmental tustins that planned and pursued anti-Church

politics; 2) Testimonies of the era that were wentin the environment of the Church.

Documents of the Council of ReligioQslts (hereinafter referred to as RKRT) that are
saved in the Russian Federation’s national archivéll be used in the preparation of the
conclusion of the theme. These are reports anduateof the USSR MT (Council of Ministers of
the USSR), records of the meetings, and stenogm@pihe conversations with government officers
and representatives of the religious associatidhs. archive fund of RKRT authorized agent in
Lithuanian SSR is distributed between the two arehi The correspondence of the agent with the
LKP CK and other parties is stored in the nation#thuanian archive of social organizatidhs
There are also valuable documents on this topiredteVOA archive in the file named “The
special file», were top secret LKP CK documentssaoeed. The other part of the archive fund on
RKRT authorized agent in Lithuania is stored in th#huanian Central State Archive: agent’s
correspondence with Moscow, LSSR MT and other ntsta of the Soviet government; different
information on the agetft The most important documents from the Soviet sgcdepartment
documents are from the bureau, which directly aiietl and tried to influence the activity of the
religious confessions; also informational messagfethe departmerit operational files on the

priests of the “sectd®, and the files of the convicts’ inquisitiofis These can be found in the
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specific group of documents — messages from thetegéVe have to be very careful with this type
of information, because agents, in this particalse it was mostly priests, often altered the facts
(purposefully or not) or they would receive incatrenformation from the source, since the source
would know about their collaboration. That is wihysi important to try and compare information
from the agents with the information from other mas. Of course, this rule applies to most of the
documents of the Soviet government.

The most informative source of the second groufd -s8ues of theéithuanian Catholic
Church Chronicle¥ published in the underground in 1972-1989, ancrothligious periodicals.
Many facts about the discrimination of the congtegaby the Soviet government and their
resistance, as well as the estimations of the $gesernment and Church relations can be found in
the documents mentioned above. Equally valuabletreetestimonies of the direct witnesses of
repressions (among them are priests as J.Staskevd. Juodaitis, S. Kiskis, P. RatijaThese
memorials let us see the particular experiencbedd dramatic events. In addition, they provide an
alternative to ideological documents of the Sowgthorities that do no reflect the true situation a

the time.
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Conclusions

1. New Institutions Regulating Religious Life.
During the years of USSR — German War it becameoolvthat despite the various

religious activity constraints carried out by theviet regime, religious organizations managed to
retain great social authority. It led to the slowaian the transparent chase of the religion andemad
the leaders of the Soviet regime temporarily diddhe plans aimed at complete destruction of the
Church. Other methods and tasks of religious pedigvere brought up: rigorous control of religious
institutions’ activities, limited to liturgical pcéice only, and guaranteeing support for the pedici
pursued. The abovementioned tasks were suppodes performed by the institutions of the new
soviet government: the Russian Orthodox Church gament Council under the USSR LKT
(further RSBRT) established September 4, 1943 la@dRKRT established in May, 1944. Although
J. Stalin assigned colonel G. Karpowo be the head of RSBRT, and mediate between the
government and RSB (Russian Orthodox Church), akgithe leader of the latter institution,
similarly to the ober-prosecutor in the tsar's adistrative apparatus, led the RSB spiritual
government. RKRT’s job was to administrate theatotis of all the religious confessions that
operated within the Soviet Union. G. Karpov’'s dgpon security matters, I. Polianskij, was
appointed to be the chairman of RKRT. The emerg@afdbese institutions marked not only the
pragmatic goal of the regime to use them as acomiinfg tool but also an exceptional status of RSB
compared to other “religious cults”. It is obviotlsat the aggressive anti-religious goals of
Bolshevik ideology were not altogether forgotterowgver, they were not being pursued using
direct compulsory measures of the authorities.

During the period starting at the end of 1944 andirgg in the beginning of 1945,
representatives of the RSBRT and the RKRT weregaedi to Lithuania as well. They were
supposed to coordinate the Soviet government psliconcerning religious confessions. According
to the general rule, these duties were handed goofficials, who had work experience in the
Emergency Committee: A. Gailéwis (RKRT) and A.Linev (RSBRT). These representsijv
along with other responsible officials of LKT, wedependent upon Lithuanian SSR puppet
government as well as Soviet authorities, and tlusble dependency often caused a clash of

interests. Up until 1953 Soviet Security authositieok precedence in the matters of antireligious

! G. Karpov has worked for the security authorigesr since 1922. In 1941 he was appointed the bietie USSR
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by the churchmen and sectarians”. Appointed thé@laa of the RBSRT, he did not lose his job in H€VD.



policies. Consequently in 1945 a separate branchS8R MGB was established, which was
supposed to regulate the activities of religiougaaizations. In 1946 — 1950 a separate “O”
department was operating, the principal task ofctvhivas to eliminate the Catholic Church
resistance to the religious life restrictions imgmb$y the Soviet regime. However, just like before,
the main questions were answered and decisions rhgdthe respective authorities of the

Communist party.

2. Stimulation of Confessional and National Disagements

Upon the start of the cold war an exceptional Scamemosity towards the Catholic Church
has still increased. Vatican, having become ontheffiercest enemies of the regime, was greatly
concerned with the spread of the Communism in Eaimoghe first years of post-war. Furthermore,
the Soviet regime was highly dissatisfied with st@nd of the Catholic Church during wartime in
the German — occupied territories and consideretb ibe a powerful force preventing the
sovietization of the occupied territories. HowewkrStalin’s anti-catholic attitude can be accodnte
for not only by the anti-communist Catholic Chunobsition, but also the goals of anti-religious
policies. It was obvious that due to the centraizeatholic Church authorities whose supreme
administrative and spiritual command could notéeched by Kremlin, would make it difficult for
it with comparison to RSB or any other religiousifassions to completely impose the authority of
the regime. Therefore, in order to gain ultimatev@oin the Middle and Eastern Europe, the soviets
badly needed to reduce the dominance of the Catbiurch in the region.

After managing to consolidate their interest spher&urope following the Conference in
Yalta, the plans to fight Vatican started to beftéch The soviet propaganda proclaimed the Pope
the advocate of fascism. At first the soviets exgedo reduce the Catholic Church’s influence in
the re-occupied territory, protecting RSB whosedrighs and regular ministers favored the policy
carried out by the soviet government, while theimeghad already been in full control of its
activities. Pursuing the scheme passed by J. Sialidarch 17, 1945, regarding the enforcement of
RSB activities in Ukraine, Byelorussia, Lithuaniadalatvia, 1. Polianskij, the chairman of the
RKRT sent a directive to A.Gaileflus on May 8, 1945. In the directive he was enogedato
support the orthodox missionary actions among Giath@nd establish orthodox fraternities in
Lithuania. However, A.Gailevius realized that in Lithuania, a country wherénodox confession
is practice exclusively by Russian population, R&B8 no prospects (see doc. Nr. 4). Apparently,
his reasoning was observed since the RSB proteatidithuania was not as radical as it was

planned.



Not shy to publicly support the soviet regime, R&Beived much better conditions for
existence in Lithuania during the period of 1944953, compared to those of the Catholic Church.
According to a new USSR MT resolution adopted ornyMN8" 1946, orthodox monasteries in
Moldavia and Baltic soviet republics were given sorbenefits: they were given rent-free
accommodation, were able to make use of lots, lagtiorities were deprived of the right to close
them or limit their activities in any other way. drefore, when all the Catholic monasteries in
Lithuania were closed in 1949, there was one odkadonastery for men and one for women that
were still open in Vilnius. Even though there watdeast several times fewer people belonging to
the Orthodox Church than Catholics in Vilnius, stey 1949, there was the same amount of open
Orthodox Churches as there were Catholic onesat¢tiaties performed by RSB in Lithuania were
supposed to be revived by the relics of saint maudghn, Anthony and Eustache that were brought
back to the Orthodox monastery of the Holy Ghosegiunder the “exclusive right"Having the
three relics back, the monastery became the attnatttat brought the prayers there not only from
Lithuania but also other regions of the Soviet Wnimdividuals of the Orthodox confession were
also encouraged to directly fight the Catholic @hurThe Soviet security authorities in Kaunas
urged the orthodox to demand the Cathedral “tgiben back to them from the Catholics who had
taken it away from them” (Crew Church. In 1946, @xeng the command of the soviet authorities,
Cornelius, the Orthodox archbishop of Vilnius anthilania, passed the order to Orthodox priests
to speak against Pope and Catholic ministers. UsptiDrthodox archbishop that replaced him,
cancelled the foregoing order in the beginning ®4. In fact, despite the efforts to support the
Orthodox priests obeying Cornelius’s order, MGB viaced to admit that most of them were
reluctant to foster the hatred towards the Catt@kiarch.

Local occupants did not always favor strengtheniigRSB in Lithuania, which was
apparently fostered by Moscow. On one hand, ithddswith the fight principles against “religious
superstitions”. On the other, it discredited théor$ of the local authorities to emerge as the
advocate of the Lithuanian national interests. &foee, the RSB protection trend was always
fought against. For instance, LSSR leaders predeht opening of orthodox seminary in Vilnius.
The LSSR authorities were not as successful img@ryp restrict other privileges possessed by
Orthodox Church: they were not able to increaselthes paid by monasteries (see doc. nr. 19) and

close at least several Orthodox Churches in thescit

% These items were taken to Moscow in 1915. Theywtsred in the Communal Economy Museum since 1918.
% Work report by LSSR MGB Kaunas department, datedesber 1946, ibid., b.56, 1.57.
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The soviet government has been comparatively fierawards Lithuanian Old Believers
at the very beginning too (see doc. no.5). The meason for that was their explicitly proclaimed
support for the soviet regime policies: on Mé& 5948 the spiritual tribunal of the Lithuanian Old
Believers that took place in Vilnius proclaimedtti@dd Believer had acknowledged and continue
to recognize the divine nature of the soviet regiferthermore, same as orthodox confession
representatives, they have submitted to all theamels of the soviet authorities, related to the
regulations of the religious life. Therefore, RKRillowed the Supreme Council of the Old-
Believers (SCOB) operating in Vilnius to publishleradars; RKRT authorized agent was also
ordered to make a record of all the Orthodox comtrasin Lithuania. Local authorities did not
always favor the support provided to the orthodawéwver. According to the later RKRT
representative B. PusSinis, even though Old Bele@hurch supports the soviet government policy,
it remains “the most conservative and fanaticalitfessiod. LSSR authorities did not favor the
idea for SCOB to become the center uniting Old&ars of the whole Soviet Union.

Soviet government in Lithuania not only tried tinferce the traditional animosity between
the Orthodox Church and the Catholics but also ikantage of the long gone tension between
the polish and Lithuanians inside the church. Huotids were initially offered by the representative
of the USSR NKGB in Lithuania, general |. Teaka (see doc. nr. 2). The plan he offered was
carried out in the beginning of 1945: archbishop/hius R. JalbZzykovskis and A. Savickis, the
chancellor of the curia, were arrested. Both ofrtheere later deported to Poland; LSSR MT
passed a resolution, which allowed the officialaigt of only the theological seminary in Kaunas,
so all the other theological schools, including éme in Vilnius, which was mainly attended by the
ordinands of polish descent, had to be closedatblediocese came to be led by the archbishop M.

Reinys, who was forced to testify against his cerpdrt, R. Jalbzykovskis.

3. Efforts of the Soviet Authorities to Establish Nitional Catholic Church in Lithuania

Realizing limited opportunities of RSB to competighwthe Catholic Church in Lithuania,
the soviet authorities were trying to isolate ibrfr Vatican. According to RKRT and local
authorities, it was supposed to be one of the mmaives of the anti-church policy. Firstly, the break
with Rome would considerably lessen the authoritthe Church and dismember it, which would
help spread atheism in the society. Secondly, thmahtling of the hierarchical structure would
make it possible for the regime to influence thenagement of the Church. However, despite the

consensus between various soviet government boefiesding the establishment tactics of national

* Work report for the % quarter of 1949 by RKRT authorized agent in LSBBYA, f.R-181, ap.3, b.22, 1.16.
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Catholic Churches, this type of activity was ratew. The representative of LSSR MGB and
RKRT had bad luck in finding enough authoritativeepts who would dare pronounce their distrust
to the Pope. In the autumn of 1949, despite thraatsblackmail, the protest against the Pope’s
decree passed on July™8f the same year about the separation of Cathobidlaborating with
communists from the Church was signed only by 1@sts out of 933, among which there was no
leader of the diocese or any other priest havitnggher level of authority. Neither the names of
those signed, nor the way of gathering them satistie soviet institutions having higher authority
(see doc. no.17). In 1949 the resistance of Littama@atholic Church hierarchs to the government
was basically broken. Therefore, the activity olu€in dismemberment was no longer relevant. The
national church establishment actions have begresdgd in 1949.

Even though the soviet regime was not able to bskakhe national church, Lithuanian
priests were not allowed to officially interact Wihe center of the nondenominational Church. Any
attempts to contact the Holy See without the gawemt knowing about it were considered to be
“espionage in favor of Vatican”, and those involweere severely punished. For instance, the priest
P. R&iunas MIC was sentenced to 25 years in the camp#efi® and labeled “agent of Vatican”
for meeting with A. Laberge the US embassy chaplain and the parson of thgesiBatholic
Church open in Moscow at the time. Laberge wasrméa of the difficulties that Church goes
through in the soviet occupied Lithuania and waeddo mediate in the process of getting Pope’s

dispensation to consecrate new bisfiops

4. Replacing the Leaders of Religious Institutions
The ideas to establish the National Church were @discarded due to the fact that by 1949

the soviet governing bodies made the Catholic Ghbrerarchs to submit to their will. The soviet
rule reestablished in 1944 primarily attemptediteal social authority of the religious institut®n

to fight powerful public resistance. Starting thansner of 1945 bishops and priests were required
to publicly speak against the armed undergrourgk people to obey the new rule. Those objecting
to obey were severely victimized: in 1946 the bpslod TelSiai V. Boriseviius was arrested and
shot, his assistant, bishop P. Ramanauskas wamnsedtto 10 days of correctional work, and the
bishop of KaiSiadorys T. Matulionis and the onevdhius, M. Reinys, were sentenced to 7 years

imprisonment in the special Vladimir’s jail.

® A. Laberge was a priest of French descent, whaedarivioscow in October 1945. Was accused of esg®bg the
Vatican and the US Intelligence Agency, and wadeg from the USSR in January 1949.
® Material from the criminal case of the priest RiRmaas, LYA, f.K-1,ap.58, b.42424/3.
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The Soviet Security bodies tried to provide thedittons for them to be substituted by
priests who agreed to publicly speak against aroreterground and were openly unresisting to
religious life restrictions passed by the sovieteggoment. By doing so they expected to protect the
Church from further repressions. The necessity wfhsattitude towards the authorities was
positively argued by J. Stankeémis, who, following the death of prelate St. dlb&uskis in
February 1947, was named the highest authoriti@atchdiocese of Kaunas and who in 1946 was
conscripted by the soviet security forces; it waended to make it possible for him to become the
only responsible for all the archdioceses in thettey of Lithuanian SSR (see doc. nr. 16).

However, for a time being seeking not to harm th#herity of J. Stankevius and to be
able to have more control over him, the decisionlesving three (instead of formerly 6)
administrational centers of the Lithuanian Cathdlicurch was made in 1949. For the sake of
propaganda, the only bishop left free in Lithuangs the ordinary of Paneétys K.Paltarokas, who
also favored the attitude of submitting to the sbvule. The right to have a separate administrator
was also given to the archdiocese of TelSiai sitecappointed administrator was P. MaZelis who
was also a secret associate of the soviet seaitritgture§ J.Stankewiius and P.MaZelis were
supposed to spy on each other, while informingat#horities about bishop K. Paltarokas. This
kind of triangle provided favorable conditions ftire soviet security bodies to manipulate the
Church hierarchs the way they preferred. All théeotarchdioceses’ administrators of the
Lithuanian Catholic Church were victimized or falde resign.

The spiritual government of all the other religiamnfessions operating in Lithuania were
respectively rearranged until 1949. I. Romanov, ¢chairman of SAT was arrested and exiled in
1948. An elderly priest F. Kuznecov, who was mamuigent towards the authority demands and
was easier manipulated replaced him. In Decemb4®,1®e president of Lithuanian evangelical
Lutheran consistory, E. Lejeris, who until then hiaakd fought the closing of the Lutheran
churches, was arrested and sentenced. The newdgamesvas named A. Baltris, who avoided
clashing with the authorities fearing the comphigstruction of the Lutheran church in Lithudnia

The Church administrators’ and regular prieste2@lince to the regime had to be marked
by the participation in propagandist meetings. Frtm beginning of the "6 decade the soviet
propagandist machine had been trying to establisblfias the most peace-loving nation,

surrounded by war-hungry imperialists. This kindimfage was supposed to hide the aggressive

" Note of L. L. Martawius, the LSSR deputy of the minister of securitdemthe agent “Neris”, the report of
December 21, 1949. LYA, f.K-1, ap.45, b.1272, 1.207

8 A. Hermann, Renewal and the delay of reforms énlththeran Church of Lithuania, years 1985-199% New
Hearth-EchoesNaujasis Zidinys-Aidaj)2000, nr.7-8, p.401.
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foreign policy of the USSR. Annual peace advocateferences embracing the republic and the
whole union started to be organized in 1949. Dé&gdrom various social backgrounds
passionately stigmatized the British and Americaaswar ringleaders and praised J. Stalin, the
greatest peacemaker. Speeches advocating peaceswpgesed to demoralize the guerrillas. The
leaders of the most influential religious confeassiof Lithuania participated and spoke at the peace
advocate conferences of different nature. The tsriead often preached sermons on peace, spoke
on the radio and their articles appeared in thespapers. Church hierarchs and priests have also
executed the command given by the soviet propagendeny the claims that religion is persecuted
in the Soviet Union. For instance, on March 7949 J. J. Stankesiis read a report on the radio
titled “The Catholic Church in the Soviet Lithuar{iaZSSR)” claiming that the Catholic Church in

Lithuania had absolutely perfect operating condgio

5. Radical Restrictions on Religious Life in 1948949 — Period of Accelerated
Sovietization of Lithuania

As soon as the Soviet army units rushing to thetWesupied a part of Lithuania, Kremlin
started to view it as an integral part of the Sbuaion again. Thus, sooner or later Lithuania’s
order of inner life had to be equalized with thed®loof Soviet society. However, a strong
opposition of its residents hindered a rapid siza¢ion of Lithuania. Besides, in 1944 — 1947,
Stalin was still hoping to expand the communisniugrice behind the democratic line between the
armies of the allies. That's why he did not fotise sovietization process in the Soviet army zone,
in order no to repel the rest of the people of ¢betinent. Due to these reasons, the agricultural
collectivization wasn't performed in Lithuania urit©48. Although the great majority of habitants
were not officially the owners of private properthiey could actually still dispose of their farms
and this granted them an economic independence.

The Soviet “religious cult” was not applied to t@atholic Church at once. In one of his
first works sent to RKRT, A. Gailetius pointed out that the Catholic Church in Lithigais well
organized and has a great influence: “80 percehitibfianian residents are Catholics, and the great
majority of them are deeply believing peasaht¥he Soviet regime was hoping to use the Church
authority against the opposition and impose its aster. Of course, a too hasty restriction of
religious life would not have promoted the cooperatof the churchmen. Besides, restriction of
Church operation would have demanded a lot of gnangl attention of the authorities, and they

were still busy suppressing the opposition.



14

The first agricultural collectivization, and firgtassive deportations in Lithuania started in
1948, when the armed opposition that reached itk pa 1946-1947 started to diminish.
Apparently, the change of Soviet authority’s atiiieus policy is connected with these events. An
important turn was a special LKP CK resolution pdsim 1948, July 9, concerning the tasks of the
party organization to uncover the hostile actiorisCatholic clergy. The resolution obliged
appropriate authorities to secure the registratibmeligious communities and ministers, to stop
organized theological education, strengthen idac&gndoctrination, suspend the “anti-soviet”
practice of the priests. This resolution connected Catholic Church movement with the
opposition of the regime: “the party organizatiahs not evaluate the role of classic fight of
catholic clergy and dissociate anti-popular clerggvement from the of bourgeois-nationalist
underground movement” (see doc. No0.9). An appointroéa new RKRT agent of Lithuania was
also connected to the change of antireligious poka old communist and radical ideologist B.

Pusinis replaced an advocate of the use of Chorcthé armed opposition A. Gailéuis.

6. The Purpose of Registering Religious Communitieand Priests

According to Soviet laws, religious communities kebfunction only when local authorities
registered a community committee consisting of nthes 20 people and made a contract with it,
according to which the committee took over theding of nationalized cult, took responsibility for
paying taxes, repair of the building and so on. thié clergymen could work only with the
certificate from the RKRT agent at a particularisggtion office. Thus, the Soviet authority could
effectively control the density and distributiontbk priests throughout parishes. Besides, a parish
committee consisting of seculars had to limit maaog of the clergy and become an instrument of
interference into the inner life of parishes, sitioe members of committees were confirmed by the
VK (Supreme Council) of the district. In 1947, irder to destroy the Church movement from the
inside more effectively, LSSR MGB sent a directieeeach district section, which ordered to
actively infiltrate agents into the parishes’ cortiggs (see doc. No.8).

The Catholic Church boycotted the soviet authaitgquest to register for the long period
of time. In order to encourage clergymen to registe the summer of 1948, the electricity was
switched off in all Kaunas churches, divinity sclsoand curia. LSSR MT carried a resolution to
close 4 largest Vilnius churches (the motive was their parishes had not submitted applications

for registration), as well as evict Vilnius and Jial curias from their residencies. In addition,

? Letter from A.Gaileuius to the head of RKRT I.Polianskij, dated Decenttig 1944, LCVA, f. R-181, ap.3, b.1,
1.1.
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priests who had no certificates of registratiort kbir civil registrations and they lost a right t
their place of residence. Finally, in the summerl®#8 the formal registration obstacle was
eliminated: in June 19 1948, LSSR AT (Supreme Cibumpresidium carried a resolution
Concerning Nationalization of Chapels, Convents dResidential Buildings of Religious
Communities. This resolution forced the hierarchshe Church to obey the requirements of the
Soviet authorities and urge the priests not to btmyotting the registration.

By December 31, 1948, 6%70ut of 711 Catholic churches operating in Lith@ahave
already been registered. RKRT agent refused tstergconvents and some of parish churches of
the largest cities of Lithuania. According to RKR@ent’s data, in 1948-1949 36 catholic churches
and chapels were officially closed in Lithuania, &2hem were in Vilnius, 9 in Kaunas (see doc.
No.21). However this data is not reliable: for soreason, the list does not contain 5 churches in
Vilnius, 3 churches in Kaunas, 2 in Siauliai andd®er churches that stopped working in 1948-
1949, Altogether in 1945-1952, about 90 churches wéssed down, however the documents of
the RKRT’s authorized agent show only 49. Aftestbihurch closing campaign, there were only 9
working churches left in Vilnius, but that was Istdo much for PusSinis, so he submitted a plan to
Moscow, according to which there would have beetly dive churches left in Vilniu¥.
Interestingly, a Catholic cathedral was among tlubeecches. In a few months, in order to convince
RKRT to approve the closing of the cathedral, BSiRis misstated that only 10-20 old ladies are
praying there and so it cannot pay the thkes

The church managed to avoid the worst possiblistragjon consequences, since the
church authorities controlled this process till thery end. As the assistant of LSSR Minister of
security L.Martinawius stated, the members of church committees weesl uo be monks,
members of religious fraternities and “fanatics ligiy serving under the orders of the priests”
(see doc. No.11). That is why they did not becomeetiiective instrument of inner parish life
control. On the contrary, they partly contributedite modernization of the Church; they promoted
the seculars to more actively participate in therch life. Much more harm to the movement of
Catholic Church and other religious confessions d@se by Soviet Union’s gained potential to
control the appointments of priests. Usually theragof RKRT registered the priests that were

more active and did not cooperate with the authooithe secluded small parishes.

YR, Laukaityt, op. cit, p.188.

1 Refer to the list of churches and chapels closauhdn 1945-1963, prepared by K.Misiii{MA Chronicle
(Metrastis) t.12, 1998, p.95-101.

12 visual scheme of the alternative dislocation afrches in Vilnius, prepared by B.Pusinis, dateddar949, RFVA,
£.6991, ap.3, b.494, 1.76.

13 etter from B.Pusinis to the head of RKRT |.Paotikifiy dated October 18, 1949, LCVA, f. R-181, apR1, 1.65.



16

Most of the Catholic convents working in Lithuamiiso did not get the registration
documents. According to the laws of religious aggams of the Soviet Union, convents could not
formally exist, since their movement was not digecbnnected with the performance of religious
cult. According to the Soviet propaganda, they wéhe sources of distribution of parasitical
reactionary world-view”. In the beginning, severaén monasteries and one women monastery
were registered. Later on, however, the peopladivin all of those monasteries were forced to
leave for various reasons. Monk priests were rotwad to work in the churches of the parish, so
they were forced to write statements saying theyieaving the monastery. That way, there were no
more monasteries operating legally in Lithuania1®49. However, soon enough the soviet
authorities realized having chosen the wrong waglitninate them since former monks and nuns
have been positively continuing their chosen pcactiThe authors of alternatives suggested
deporting them from Lithuania or isolating them saveral big monasteries where they would
engage in agricultural work.

Other religious confessions, excluding the Jewalgious communities, have not suffered

so severely compared with the Catholic Church {g@ele 1) during the registration campaign.

Table 1. Houses of worship and ministers of th@imls confessions registered by the RKRT represimet
by January %, 1951.

Catholics | Orthodox | Old BelieversLutherans| Reformists Baptist§ ~ Adventisfs  Jewq
House of 670 57 47 33 5 7 5 2
Worshig
Ministers 750 49 51 6 4 3 2 2

The table was drawn using statistical report preghdoy the RKRT representative. LCVA, f. R-181, ap25, 1.134-
135.

According to preliminary data, during the period ©948-1953, four mosques, three
Orthodox churches, three Lutheran churches andEwa@gelic Reformist church were officially
closed down. The data presented in the table aborirms the fact of the soviet regime having
treated small religious communities unequally. lany places their members could not form a
group of at least 20 members. Therefore, they coatdegister their own parish. Exceptions were
granted for Adventists and Baptists while small owmities of Jewish believers in Padgys,
Siauliai and Klaipda had unsuccessfully been trying to be registéfkd.reasons for the rejection
to open a synagogue in Siauliai were given by HritsiSpeople interested in opening one were

supposedly speculators who wanted to receive partem the Unites States of Amerita

% etter from B.Pusinis to the head of RKRT I.Polidpated October 22, 1948, LCVA, f.R-181, ap.24) 1.64.
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However, the true reason behind discriminationuzfaism was increased anti-Semitic tendencies
of the soviet regime at the time.

The registration of religious communities and ntgis has also meant that they have
committed themselves to obey the restrictions aoftgral activities imposed by the Soviet
authorities. Until then, there were no strict regiains concerning the place that priests couldllfulf
their religious service. Also, catechism of childfgas been more or less tolerated. Signing treaties
regarding the use of the houses of worship in 1848 parish committees committed not to allow
performing religious service in their church by réest not registered in that parish. They had to
make sure the priest did not break the laws ofetkisting religious cults, which, for that matter,
prohibited the priests to teach religion to chitdr&he ministers upon the receipt of the regisirati
card committed themselves to obey the existingsrifinally, on September 131948, LSSR MT
adopted a resolutioRegarding the registration of religious communitaéasl prohibition to teach
children religion(see doc. No.7), which obligated chairmen of urbad rural VK’s to take make
sure that the cult servants do not organize spser&ices, meetings or extra curricular activifas
children and youth, as well as not to teach thdigioa.

In 1948 B.Pusinis had plans to close down wellratéel calvarias in Vilnius and Zenaj
Kalvarija reasoning that the stands of Crucifixeme built on the nationalized land and they were
not handed over according to any treaty to a mligicommunity for religious services. However,
RKRT stopped their impatient representative befoeemanaged to close these two places of
worship, offering to solve the problem informally paying attention to political expedience, since
preservation of calvarias was important “not omycatholic priests but also to a huge number of

Catholic congregation that would be severely bldyrhe closure of calvarias”

7. Economical Pressure on Religious Organizations
Besides other initiatives, economic pressure mdykewtreased on religious organizations
from 1948. After the Supreme Soviet Presidium ofSESaccepted the resolutio€dncerning
nationalization of all the places of worship, moeaes and living quarters of religious
communitiey all presbyteries, houses of the acolytes, ankerotbuildings that were not
nationalized yet, got expropriated. Although the &ated that a registered parish committee was to

keep its houses of worship, as well as the buildorgacolytes and attendattsand use this

'> Letter from RKRT to B.Pusinis, dated October 2848, LCVA, f.R-181, ap.3, b.14, |.78.

'%|n the documents of the soviet authorities thigding is named “storozhka” and could be transldted courtyard
house; it should have been no more than 76frthe living space. In Lithuanian documents thiglding is also named
“Spitol¢”, although the meaning of this word is not adequatthe Russian word.
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property free of charge. Nonetheless, local autiesriwere not eager to leave even the smallest
buildings to the Church.

Priests were driven out of their homes, they wereatiowed to reside in the vicinity of the
church, and had to move from one place to anotften.oBy the end of 1948, curias of al dioceses
had to move from their original residencies to tlev ones, and those were much smaller and
inferior. All the clergy were ascribed to indepentieorkers (freelancer) category. For this reason
they had to pay markedly higher residential refgas: under 9 m2 they would pay 3 rubles per m2,
if the space is over 97 they would pay 6 rubles pe?nmwhile everyone else would be paying 35
kopeks (0.35 rubles) per’mfor the same space. The rate for electricity comstion was officially
set several times higher than the regular one ({ubles per kilowatt-hour). Nevertheless, in some
localities the priesthood was required to pay mucine (up to 8-12 rubles per kilowatt-hour). The
remaining pieces of land up to 3 hectares that Wadteo the church in 1940 were finally taken
away in 1948. The church was allowed to have agpiéd¢and no bigger than 15 ares.

Priests had to pay progressive income tax for imlg ceremonies rendered. District
taxation offices started to impose unreasonabli imgome taxes for the services rendered by the
clergy without relying on their income declaratipissating that they could be false. Constantly
urged by RKRT and a huge number of complaints stibchiby the clergy concerning unjust
implementation of an income tax they have to b&Pusinis became a mediator between the
clergy and the Ministry of Finances of LithuaniaBR5 asking the Ministry to calm its overly eager
and energetic officials down. Nonetheless, whertadk®vEius suggested implementing fixed
monthly wages to be paid to the priests from thespabudget and calculating their income tax
same as other salary-meH:sRKRT ignored his suggestion stating it does naederstand the
essence thereof, even though taxation system mmextiabove would have realized the soviet
governance ideal, when a priest is an employeeingifor the committee of a parish.

Other burdens imposed on the Church by the sowdetirastration were similar in their
contradictions. Church buildings were given baclkaoishes to be used for free. At the same time,
priesthood had to pay considerable building, retdte, rental, as well as insurance fees. Even afte
all those fees were paid, State Insurance Buredub8R refused to pay the damages to the parish
committee after the fire in the church of PasSvistim 1952, motivating their decision that
compensation for the damages inflicted by the mienature would be paid to the owner of the

property, in this case — the Supreme Committe@efitstrict. In addition, this compensation would

7 A letter from J.Stankevius to RKRT authorized agent in Lithuanian SSReddtovember 20, 1951, LCVA, f.R-
181, ap.1, b.61, 1.54.
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be paid only if the owner intends to rebuild theperty®. Since district SC did not intend to

rebuild the church, compensation was never paiso Ahe truth is that Catholic Church had to pay
taxes not once but twice, since the dean of thislpdrad to pay for the services of the servants
(organist, sacristan, and cleaning ladies) bediuedees for the church building mentioned above.

The servants of the parish had to pay their tases t

8. Obstacles in the Preparation of New Clergy

In their attempt to spread and enforce atheismhen dociety, soviet administration was
trying to reduce and weaken the network of the Bsws worship that existed, and at the same time
it would not allow to prepare the new generationclgfrgy. There were theological seminaries
operating in Kaunas, Vilnius and TelSiai during theriod of German occupation in Lithuania.
After the Soviets reoccupied Lithuania, only thensary in Kaunas was allowed to operate, as
mentioned above. Most of the students from the isamiin TelSiai went to study to the seminary
in Kaunas, and as much as 350 ordinands startesttimml year of 1946/1947. Nonetheless, there
were only 48 ordinands left in the seminary by 19% to restrictions imposed by the authorities.
In their attempt to limit seminary’s work, authaeg took away the original building of the
seminary in 1945, and hindered every attempt ofsdr@inary to settle in the new location that
would allow the seminary to operate normally. Thesze plans to close the seminary once and for
all by the end of 1940%8

Soviet authorities interfered with the inner operatof the seminary as well. This tendency
especially increased from 1950, when the plansotoptetely destroy the Church were put aside,
and the main attention was paid to covert workrioteo to undermine and cripple the Church from
inside. The future of the Church depended heawilythe quality of the preparation of the new
priests. Knowing that, soviet authorities made aasi attempts to lower and impair the quality of
education in the seminary. Professors of the samimdno trained ordinands to be faithful servants
of the Church and even dared to criticize anti-«sielstical politics of the soviet authorities, were
repressed in 1950-1953. Among those were: recttineoteminary A.Vaitiekaitis (became a rector
in 1947), professors J.Grubliauskas, A.KruSa, adl we distinguished philosopher among
Lithuanian Catholics in the interwar period andammger ofateitininkai prelate P.Kuraitis. The
authorities ordered a lay off of several other elgmeed teachers. In addition, the seminary was

totally isolated from the free world and could ngét any new information on the latest

18 etter from the State Insurance Bureau of LSSR.Rusinis, dated April 3, 1952, ibid., b.65, 32-33.
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achievements in theological thought, as well asnlé@m the experience of pastoral activities of
the Church in other countries throughout the woBtlidents of the seminary studied from prewar
textbooks.

Back in 1945, soviet security organs received ateioto recruit agents and infiltrate them
among the students and teachers of the seminargecroit the students of the seminary, security
agents would call the student in to the commissésigort out his documerifs When the student
arrived, security agents would try to extort a gledrom the student to cooperate by using threats
of punishment, repression, or at least not beirg &b study in the seminary. Nonetheless, even
those methods did not help much: by March 1, 1#8&e were only 3 soviet security informers

infiltrated in the seminafy.

9. Lithuanian Clergy — Victims of Stalin’s Xenophoba

From 1944 to 1953 there were 362 Catholic prie®t§)Id Believer priests, 4 Orthodox
priests and 4 Lutheran pastors seized and convidmmbrding to R.LaukaitgtPh.D. opinion, most
of the criminal cases on the priesthood were stasti¢h the view to undermine and compromise
the Church, and not because they were actuallyhiadoin the underground fightify Soviet
regime ideology ascribed the priesthood to the cahglass enemies; spreading religious truth was
considered to be ideological diversion, activityedied against the will of the people, because it
strengthened bourgeois position allegedly. Accaydm this primitive scheme, priests must have
always cooperated directly with the enemies of sbeiet people. In the period of 1944-1953,
soviet propaganda was busy creating the imagepoieat as the one to collaborate with Nazis and
support “Bourgeois-Nationalists”. Repressive ogghad to validate these accusations by specific
facts. To this end, Central Committee of Lithuan@mammunist Party (CC of LCP) even made
attempts to organize public court trials of theepts. Actually, majority of repressed priests
consisted of individuals that did not want to coynplith the restrictions that regime set on the
Church, or the ones that declined to collaborath tiie soviet security organs.

Repressions and recruiting collaborators were tlesety interrelated activities of NKGB-
MGB. In the beginning, compromising information veue collected mostly through the help of

agents. This information would then be used to Krteadl the priests. Priests that were afraid of

19 A report by the head of RKRT department |.Karpomaerning his mission to Lithuanian SSR duringrtfunth of
May 1949, RFVA, £.6991, ap.3, b.495, 1.70.

2 priests and students of the seminary were reldaserthe military duty so that they could not maiegative
influence on the soldiers.

2L Work report by LSSR MGB Kaunas department, datrfary 1948, LYA, f.K-1, ap.14, b.82, 1.23.

% R. Laukaitye, op. cit, p.196.
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possible repressions would be recruited to spyheir tolleagues, and the ones that would not bend
would end up in camps. In January 1949, there W@éEeagents and informers working for LSSR
MGB “O” unit, which controlled the activities of ligious confessions. Those agents were spying
on 201 individual in total (see doc. No0.13). Repraatives of local authorities were especially
radical. They suggested blacklisting the clergyabbfreligious confessions and deport thenf3all
This plan was not realized, but ordinands of thmisary, who had their families deported, would
often be blacklisted as well. For example, 12 sttglef Kaunas theological seminary were arrested
on May 22, 1948, and eventually deported as paatrofjor deportation action codenamed “Vesna”
(Russian for spring}.

Repressions directed against priesthood were mellyssoresponse to their opposition to the
regime. They were a constituent part of anti-religi policy on the whole. The fact that the number
of trials against Catholic priests markedly inceshs 1948-49 confirms the foregoing conclusion,
since that was the time when soviet authoritiesetiodk decisive and aggressive action to shape

the activities of the Church in accordance withgbeiet religious cult framework (see Table 2).

Table 2. Statistical data on the number of Cathmliests sentenced in Lithuania from 1944 to 1953.
Year 1944| 1948 1946 1947 1948 1849 1950( 1951|1952 1953

Priests arrested 5 58 51 41 22 91 oQL7 6 7

Data is based on a report prepared by LSSR MVD a&y M953,Concerning Anti-Soviet Activity of Catholic
Priests in LSSRSpecial Archive of Lithuania, f. K-1, ap.10, b11%.198. (doc. no. 20)

10. Enforcement of Atheism on the Society

Constitution of Soviet Union recognized the freedomantireligious propaganda only.
Society was deprived of religious materials, sinuzst of the books on religion were taken out of
the libraries, and it was extremely complicatedjeb an approval for publishing any new books on
the topic of religion. On very rare occasions, bauthorities would allow publishing liturgical or
small informational publications, and the contesft® would be strictly censored of course. Since
1944, the only religious publications allowed wétargical calendars published by the Catholic
Church in Latin and intended for the priests, infational bulletin named “Cerkovnaja kronika”

(Church chronicles) irregularly published by Ortbadclergy and calendars published by the Old

% |_etter from RKRT authorized agent in Lithuania B3Mis to the head of RKRT I.Polianskij, dated Nober 27,
1951, LCVA, f.R-181, ap.3, b.27, .61.

24 Work report of LSSR MGB Kaunas department conegyineir work with the clergy, dated May 1948, LYiX-1,
ap.14, b.73, 1.61.

% Difference in the number of the convicted betw2848 and 1949 may be explained by the fact thainaber of
priests convicted in 1949 were arrested back ir8184d some of the priests arrested in 1949 wereicted only in
1950 accordingly.
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Believers. In 1947, the Catholics were not allowedublish their liturgical calendar any more,
because the publisher refused to translate the itégt Russian. The actual reason behind
publisher's decision was near impossibility of skting Latin liturgical terms into Russian
language (refer to doc. No. 5).

Meanwhile, indoctrination of atheistic ideals ficad heavily by the regime was
continuously gaining speed. Besides several hundifedheistic publications (see Table 3), there
were 61 anti-religious books with a total run of0ZB0 published in Lithuania in the period of

1944 — 195%.
Table 3. Number of periodical atheistic article®lghed in LSSR from 1945 — 1952.

1945 m. 1946 m 1947 m. 1948 m| 1949 m. 1950 m. 51| 1952 m. IS viso

Straipsni 0 4 a7 100 222 116 169 113 771

skatius

Table has been drawn according to V. Skuagfiscit, pp. 22-23.

All of the anti-religious literature was directedagnst Catholicism in general and against
individual priests specifically, except publicatordiscussing general questions of atheistic
methodology and religious world-views. The mainsggafor this was persistent resistance of the
Catholic Church to restrictions imposed on religidife, as well as attempts to control inside
activities thereof. Most of the time, priesthoodulbbe blamed for political disloyalty to the new
regime. The second most popular topic discusseahtnreligious publications of the time was
attacks on the Pope and the Vatican. Strainedioetabetween Soviet Union and the Vatican, as
well as USSR’s anti-Vatican attitude could expldia prevalence of this topic.

Atheistic indoctrination of the society was an impat part of the sovietization of
Lithuania. All the tools of ideological conditiorgrwere implemented for this purpose: communist
party and communist youth organization, educatigstesn, publishers of periodicals, Writer's
Association, Political and Science News Fellowshiphich incorporated formally closed
Belligerent Disbelievers Association in 1947. Sfiecatheist conditioning action was started in
1948: public denounced of religion by the formaesgts. J.Ragauskas formerly a priest and lecturer
in theological seminary made the biggest impacween intellectual and other circles in Lithuania.
He announced his departure from the priest’s casteh was staged by the Soviet security organs.
Security officials were fast to use him for athgsbpaganda and took him to give lectures all
around Lithuania, J.Ragauskas wrote article forpmgodicals as well. J.Ragauskas made a marked

impact on the first generation of intellectuals tbeé soviet Lithuania, since his writings and

%y, Skuodisop. cit, p. 211.
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speeches were of much better quality than ratheritpre attacks of the first Lithuanian atheism
propagandists on religion and clergy.

Besides maximally strict limitations on the spredideligious truth and atheist propaganda
implemented on the masses, Soviet regime alsotlirecced people to act against their beliefs.
Pedagogues were required to denounce the existérGed, criticize the Church and priesthood
during the class; they were not allowed to attegl@jious services. Children of religious parents
would be blackmailed and forced to join pioneer @odnmunist youth organizations that had

antireligious action as one of their major pri@si(see doc. No. 3).

11. Interdepartmental Disagreement on the Nature oAntireligious Politics

A lot of historic researchers have noticed disapesgs that would arise quite often
between lower chains of soviet authorities andrtgeverning institutions concerning the nature of
antireligious action. Local authorities seeminghgfprred “interventional” methods in their fight
against the religion. In order to please their gowgy bodies and show that religious beliefs are on
the decrease, local soviet authority official woualibose the most straightforward and seemingly
most effective method of anti-religious action eytlwould destroy institutional forms of religion.
This method was implemented in Lithuania in 19489 8s well.

Antireligious activity of regional and district sev authority officials was especially
aggressive and forthright. Up to the point whenonously radical B.PuSinis was not too happy
about their actions: quite often, local soviet auties would go so far and install loudspeakers
next to the church building, and they would be tatgsloud music or soviet propaganda during
Mass service; unreasonably high rental and inserdees would be imposed on the houses of
worship; priests would not be allowed to perforra Mass, or local authorities would come in and
stop the service in the middle of the Mass. Locdharities interpreted the right bestowed on them
to give permits to parish committees for organizmngcessions in the churchyard or invite neighbor
priests to celebrate a feast as a fully-fledgeti@igation to control all of the activity of religis
community: e.g. they would decide whether to altbe use of the church bells, whether allow the
priest to give Christmas Mass, or organize chuharus.

RKRT authorities would not always agree with astigious actions of its authorized
agents. Correspondence documents indicate thataddfin Moscow were primarily concerned with
the effective control of religious organizationgtigities, not an instant annihilation thereof (see

doc No.10). According to RKRT, “artificially stoppy the cult practice, we do not free the minds of
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the people of religious superstition, but causedtigent among the believef&” Therefore, RKRT
did not agree with the action implemented by B.RgSin 1949. During this operation, local
authorities massively took away registration cedties from the priests, so that later on theyaoul
close the churches they give services at as tleplaf worship used wrongfully (see doc. No.14).
Disobedience of the authorized agent may also lpdawed by unclear distribution of
power at the very top of the soviet regime. Sitmeespring of 1947, there was a fight for a further
course of religious policy between VKP(b) CC prograda and agitation departments on one side
(M.Suslov, who has just returned from Lithuaniasveastrong supporter of this organization, and
after A.Zdanov’s death, he became ideological sagreof VKP(b) CC), as well as RSBRT and
RKRT leadership on the other sffle Each of those camps strived to get J.Stalingpstt as well
as the support of the most influential membershef Politburo. Project resolutioGoncerning
Strengthening the Measures of Scientific-Atheistt§-#ropagandavas drawn in the autumn of
1948. Among other things, the resolution sharplticized the activities of RSBRT and RKRT,
those organs were blamed for supporting religiagamizations and contributing to the increase in
the religiousness of the population. In essenas,disagreement was an expression of a collision
between pragmatic and interventional politics oligi@n. Nonetheless, when Stalin vetoed the
project resolution he received on May 13, 194Beitame clear that “pragmatics” won this time.
LSSR MGB authorities also started to criticize agsi of B.PuSinis after the verdict of the
dictator. Soviet security organs also preferred ecowdestructive operation instead of overt
restriction of the activity of religious organizamis. RKRT even suggested removing B.PusSinis
from the duties of RKRT representative in the autuof 1949, but head authorities of LSSR
managed to defend their old comrade-in-arms, sm@ssence they did not object to his methods.
RKRT officials and authorities of the republic d#dl to have a talk with their colleague and
recommend him to act more discreetly and ease dowiie destruction of religious institutions,
relegating destructive action from the inside te tompetence of MGB bodfés Therefore, the
decrease of the pressure on the Catholic Churd®%0 should be considered merely as a tactical
change in soviet antireligious policies that keptdriginal goals nonetheless. Criticism of RKRT
authorized agent seems to be very characteristicthef soviet governance system, when

responsibility for the actions that caused disaoinite the society is shifted to authorized agenss t

" suggestions drawn by the secretary of RKRT J.Ssldipwated October 1949, concerning further meshafdwvork
against Catholicism in Lithuania, RFVA, f.6991, 3.495, .92

2T, Yymauenxo, Op. Cit, p.117.

2 Report by the secretary of RKRT J.Sadovskij camicgrhis mission to Lithuanian SSR during the masftctober
1949, RFVA, £.6991, ap.3, b.495, 1.92.
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executed those actions directly, who misunderstowtl misrepresented true policies of the soviet
authorities supposedly. On the other hand, B.Paigid seem prefer “fundamentalist” approach
towards religion that was prevalent in the apparaitithe communist party and agitation and

propaganda department especially.
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Short Summary

Leadership of the soviet regime has seemingly abénts approach towards the primary
goals of religion policies during USSR — Germanyr.wdreviously prevalent plans of fast and
complete destruction of the religious life weremdpad by pragmatic approach. The idea of the new
approach was to use religion as a proof of themwei legitimacy by completely limiting pastoral
activity of the religious organizations and effeety controlling spiritual leadership thereof. $hi
metamorphosis expressed itself in the creatiomnsfitutions controlling religious life in 1943-
1944: RKRT and RSBRT. Those organizations had thethorized agents operating in every
republic and district of Soviet Union.

Nevertheless, imposing such a model on the Catl@iigrch with its spiritual leadership
located beyond the limits of the sphere of inflleen€the Kremlin was a complicated task. For this
reason, in 1939-1940, soviet regime attempted ® reigion policy measure on the occupied
territories, which was already tested by the tsauthorities back in the Tentury: promotion of
Orthodox Church against Catholicism. In 1944-1958d%an Orthodox Church (ROC) received
obviously preferential treatment compared to otieéigious confessions. However, it was obvious
that ROC had limited possibilities to compete w@htholicism in Lithuania, where only a small
percentage of Russian minority population belongedhe Orthodox church. Therefore soviet
authorities put all of its efforts on the isolatiohLithuanian Catholic Church from the Vatican, or
the creation of so called national church. Thereewe authoritative priests, who would dare to
publicly declare their insubordination to the Pdipeugh. So soviet authorities had to make do with
cutting any connections that Lithuanian Catholiacu@h had with its spiritual and administrative
center.

Another reason soviet authorities were encouragezhncel their plan of creating national
church in Lithuania was their success in crackimgresistance of Catholic Church hierarchs to the
limitations of the religious life, and security args seemed to have created favorable conditions for
the manipulation of episcopate governors in acameavith the interests of the soviet regime. In
1948-1949, Lithuanian Catholic Church forcibly assd additional features of the soviet religious
cult. After harsh pressure was used, catholic pasisand their clergy were forced to register in the
institutions of the soviet authorities, and by dpithis they had to officially obey the new,
essentially unacceptable rules of religious lifatthwere imposed on the Church. Enforced
registration became an effective tool of the sowathorities for the regulation of the inner
operation of religious organizations. Among ottlengs, the new rule allowed the regulation of the

distribution of the network of parishes. First df a number of Catholic churches that operated in
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major Lithuanian cities of Vilnius and Kaunas wasluced several times; monks had to adjust to
the new status of illegal operation. The last phafsthe imposition of economic restrictions on
religious organizations was ended together withcddr registration campaign: religious
organizations lost the remainder of the real estaiy had left after previous sanctions,
discriminatory complex taxes were imposed on tleeggl and local financial departments received
full authorization for the calculation of those ¢ax

In order to decrease the influence of the CathGlwrch on the society, soviet regime
devoted most of its energy to discrediting the gsiseand decreasing the numbers thereof in the
period of 1944 — 1953. One of the most radical weshused by the soviet authorities to achieve
the foregoing purpose was organizing political ¢tduels and imposing harsh sentences on the
priests that actively refused to collaborate wite tegime. More than a third of Lithuanian clergy
were involved in those trials. The future of theu@ih was even more affected by the restrictions
that the authorities imposed on the preparatiameiew clergy: the regime regulated the selection
of the candidates, as well as their number andapagipn quality. Discrediting of a specific priest
or spiritual hierarchy of the Church on the wholaswthe main theme of the mass atheist
propaganda implemented in 1944 — 1953. At the saime, religious organizations were not
allowed to give a response to mostly unrightfulusations of the propagandists.

Local members of Lithuanian SSR leadership matasedommunists in the environment of
antireligious politics of the prewar soviet regink@r this reason, they did not always comprehend
or wanted to agree with a more refined tacticsmir@ligious policies characteristic of the postwar
Stalinism that emphasized covert undermining wooknfthe inside instead of an open and hurried
destruction of the forms of religious life. Thidfdrence in the approach was the main reason for
the dissatisfaction that RKRT clearly expressedthia assessment of the work done by its
authorized agent in Lithuania. Nonetheless, thetfaat B.PuSinis managed to keep his position as
RKRT representative in Lithuania despite the harsticism, only confirms that those differences

were not essential and irreconcilable.
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