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An Historiographical Guide
to Subcarpathian Rus’

1. Introduction

It is customary among western scholars who have written about the
Carpatho-Rusyns to consider them “the most forgotten among the.
forgotten.”? Little is known in the West about the political, economic,
and cultural developments of Subcarpathian Rus’, especially before
1918. Yet such an enormous amount of material has been written in
eastern European languages about this territory that as early as 1931 the
noted Slavic linguist Roman Jakobson could write: “In the whole east
Slavic world, there is hardly any other marginal area whose past has
been examined with such affectionate meticulousness and scholarliness
as Carpatho-Russia.™ "

The present study is intended as an introductory guide to the
voluminous historiography of Subcarpathian Rus’. The material has
been arranged according to the following topical and chronological sub-
divisions: bibliographical aids; general historical studies; early history
to 1514; 1514to 1711; 1711 to 1848; 1848 to 1918; 1918 to 1938; October,,
1938, to March, 1939; 1939 to 1944; 1945 to the present; cultural
developments; Rusyns in Hungary; Rusyns in Jugoslavia; and Rusyns
in the United States. Works will be discussed under the heading which
most nearly describes the period dealt with in the text regardless of the
date of publication. The time periods were not designated arbitrarily but
are based on certain historical events the significance of which will be
clarified in the appropriate subsection. Most studies treated in this arti-
cle deal exclusively or primarily with Subcarpathian Rus’; only a few are
concerned with problems of a more general nature. Many studies deal-
ing with the recent history of the area are not necessarily included
because they represent sound historical research but because they are
valuable, highly selective accounts of crucial events, many of them
written by the participants themselves. As such, these studies are useful

'The author wishes to express his appreciation to the International Research and
Exchange Board for support in 1969-1970 and to the staffs of numerous libraries,
institutes, and museums in Europe and the United States who provided him with the
materials discussed in this study.

ZRobert A. Kann, The Multinational Empire: Nationalism and National Reformin the
Habsburg Monarchy, 1848-1918 (2 vols., New York: Columbia University Press, 1950),
Vol. I, p. 325.

JRoman O. Jakobson, “Neue Arbeiten zur Vergangenheit Karpatorusslands,”
Slavische Rundschau, Vol. 111 (Prague, 1931), p. 512.
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indicators of the various conflicting opinions that prevailed at critical
moments in the past.

The footnote references will follow the form used in bibliographic en-
tries so that the reader may have some idea of the length of a given
monograph or article as well as of the place and date of publication.
Items with extended bibliographies will be indicated by the words “full
bibliography.”

In all but a few instances the author has omitted works dealing with
demography, anthropology, ethnography, geography, and linguistics
because of limitations of space. Material is even more abundant in these

disciplines than in history and would fill a separate bibliographical
monograph. .

Both the territory and inhabitants under discussion have had many
different names in the past. Before 1918 the administration in the
Hungarian kingdom was based on the comitat (county) system. Rusyns
(as we shall call the population) inhabited portions of thirteen comitats,
especially the northern sectors of the comitats of Szepes, Saros,
Zemplén, Ung, Bereg, Ugocsa, and Maramaros. Because the Rusyns
spoke a Slavic language and belonged first to the Orthodox and later to
the Greek Catholic Church, the territory they inhabited was variously
referred to as Marchia Ruthenorum, Ugro (Hungarian)-Rus’, Ruten-
fold (Ruthenia), Rus’ka Krajna (Rusyn Land), Carpatho-Russia,
Carpatho-Ukraine, and Zakarpattja (Transcarpathia). With the es-
tablishment of Czechoslovakia in 1919, most Rusyns became in-
habitants of the new province of Podkarpatska Rus’ (Subcarpathian
Rus’), while the remainder were incorporated into eastern Slovakia, an
area popularly called the Prjasivi¢yna (PreSov Region). After 1945
Podkarpatskd Rus’ became the Transcarpathian Oblast of the Ukrai-
nian Soviet Socialist Republic.

In this study the name “Subcarpathian Rus’ ” will be used. The prefix
“sub” is necessary to indicate that the area in question is located within
the Hungarian part of the former Habsburg monarchy, along the
southern slopes of the Carpathian Mountains. The more general name
“Carpathian Rus’ " actually applies to the territory both north and south
of the Carpathian range, i. e., northern Bucovina and southern Galicia,
as well as northeastern Hungary. The term “Rus’ ” was selected because
it is a more precise translation of the eastern Slavic word “Pycb,” which
is usually imprecisely rendered into English as “Russian.” Moreover,
Rus’ also suggests the particular national and religious characteristics of
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the Rusyn population. In discussing the period before 1919 “Subcar-
pathian Rus’ " will refer to all Rusyn-inhabited lands south of the Car-
pathians; for the period after 1919 the term will be used to designate only
the Czechoslovak province of Podkarpatska Rus’.

Though closely related to the Rusyns (or present-day Ukrainians)
north of the Carpathians, the Rusyns of Subcarpathia lived so long
within Hungary that they followed a historical course somewhat
different from that of their brethren to the north. In addition to saying
that he was a Rusyn, an inhabitant of Subcarpathian Rus’ might also
have referred to himself as a Lemko, a Bojko, or a Hucul (in accord with
the generally prevailing east-west dialectal differentiations), or as a
Dolifanyn (lowland dweller), Verxovynec (highland dweller), or
Rusnak (adherent of Greek Catholicism). Since the term “Rusyn” was
most generally accepted by the inhabitants, it will be used in this dis-
cussion.? :

In translating the titles of works mentioned in the following pages, the
author has tried to approximate the literal English equivalent of the
name given by each particular writer to the inhabitants and area. He has
done so because many times the political and national predilections of
an author can be determined by the nomenclature that he uses.5

2. Bibliographical Aids

Systematic studies devoted solely to the historiography of Subcar-
pathian Rus’ first appeared toward the end of the last century.t In the
early part of the twentieth century Evgenij Perfeckij discussed the

‘For some views on the nomenclature controversy, see Aleksej L. Petrov,
Karpatorusskija meZevyja nazvanija iz pol. XIX i iz naé. XX v. [Carpatho-Russian
Boundary Nomenclature from. the Late Nineteenth and Early Twentieth Centuries)
(Prague: Ceskd akademie v&d a uméni, 1929) (219 pp.); René Martel, “Le nom d’
‘ukrainien’ en Russie subcarpathique,” Monde Slave, Vol. X1V, No. 1 (Paris, 1937), pp.
560-569; Bohdan Barvins'kyj, Nazva 'Ukrajina’ na Zakarpatti [The Name “Ukraine” in
Transcarpathia). In Onomastica, No. 4 (Winnipeg: Ukrainian Free Academy of Sciences,
1925) (16 pp.); Ivan Vanat, “Do pytannja viyvannja terminiv ‘Zakarpattja’ ta
‘Prjadivi¢yna’ " [Regarding the Use of the Terms “Transcarpathia” and “Pre$ov Region™],
in Zovten’ i ukrajins'ka kul'tura (Presov: Kul'turnyj sojuz ukrajins’kyx trudjaséyx, 1968),
pp. 602-603. )

5The transliteration of titles in Russian and Ukrainian follows the system used by
Recenzija: A Review of Soviet Ukrainian Scholarly Publications, published by the
Seminar. in Ukrainian Studies at Harvard University. Titles in the Rusyn dialect and
etymological script are transliterated according to the Ukrainian pattern. -

¢Kalman Zsatkovics, “A magyarorszigi oroszok torténetirdsnak torténelme” [A
History of the Historiography of the Russians in Hungaryl, Szdzadok, Vol. XX1V
(Budapest, 1890), pp. 568-573 and 644-660; Vladimir A. Francev, “Obzor vain&jsix
izudenij Ugorskoj Rusi” [A Survey of the More Important Studies on Ugro-Rus'], Russkij
filologiénij véstnik, Vol. XLV, No. 1-2 (Warsaw, 1901), pp. 145-197.
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availability of archival materials and analyzed those works which
appeared during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.” Adopt-
ing a thematic approach, Joseph A. Récz contributed a shortarticlein
which he appraised the opinions of historians concerning the settlement
of the original Rusyn population, the Church, and socioeconomic
problems.# Most recently, the Soviet Marxist historian Ivan G.
Kolomiec has written a long essay castigating the authors of pre-1945
bourgeois historiography for their shortcomings. Besides discussing all
the major works on Subcarpathian Rus’, he has included a twenty-eight
page appendix containing a myriad of bibliographic entries on archives,
periodicals, monographs, and articles, especially those of Soviet and
East European origin.?

Among the unannotated bibliographies, those compiled by Ivan
Levickij on Galicia listed books, articles, and periodicals published in or
about Subcarpathian Rus’; unfortunately, only items published before
1894 were included.!® The most extensive bibliography dealing with the
Subcarpathian region is the one published under the auspices of the
Subcarpathian Academy of Sciences during the Second World War.!!
This invaluable work contains 2,799 entries of monographs, articles,
periodicals, and newspapers published in Subcarpathia and abroad.

'Evgenij Perfeckij, “Obzor ugrorusskoj istoriografii” [A Survey of Ugro-Russian
Historiography], Izvéstija otdélenija russkago jazyka i slovesnosti Imperatorskoj
akademii nauk, Vol. XIX, No. 1 (St. Petersburg, 1914), pp. 291-341; Evgenij Perfeckij,
“NejduleZit&jsi studie o d&jinach Podkarpatské Rusi”[The Most Important Studies on the
History of Subcarpathian Rus’], in “Dvé stati k d&jindAm Podkarpatské Rusi,” Sbhornik
Silozofickej fakulty university Komenského, Vol. 1, No. 6(Bratislava, 1922), pp. 115-126.

tJoseph A. Racz, “La développement de la littérature historique carpatho-
ukrainienne,” Revue d’histoire comparée, Vol. XXI1 (Paris, 1944), pp. 172-182.

%Ivan G. Kolomiec, “Istoriografija, isto&niki i literatura” [Historiography, Sources, and
Literature], in lvan G. Kolomiec, Social’no-ékonomiceskie otnoSenija i obs¢estvennoe
dvifenie v Zakarpat'e vo vtoroj polovine XIX stoletija, Vol. 11 (Tomsk: lzdatel'stvo
Tomskogo universiteta, 1962), pp. 524-615. See also S. M. Bilak, “Do pytannja krytyky
buruazno-nacionalistyényx fal'syfikacij istoriji Zakarpattja (1919-1944 rr.)” [On the
Question of Criticism of Bourgeois Nationalist Falsifications of the History of
Transcarpathia, 1919-1944), in Kul’tura i pobut naselennja ukrajins’kyx karpat (UZhorod:
Uzhorods’kyj derzdvnyj universytet, 1973), pp. 65-73; V. V. Pal'ok, “Dejaki pytannja
istoriji Zakarpattja z najdavni8yx €asiv do kincja XVIII st. v ukrajins’kij radjans’ki)
istoriohrafiji” [Some Questions on the History of Transcarpathia from the Oldest Times
until the End of the Eighteenth Century in Ukrainian Soviet Historiography), inibid., pp.
105-112.

lvan Levickij, Galicko-ruskaja bibliografija XIX stolétija: 1801-1886[Galician-Rusyn
Bibliography of the Nineteenth Century] (2 vols., L'viv, 1888-95) (xxii, 162 pp., and 736
pp.); Ivan Levyc'kyj, Ukrajins’ka bibljiografija Avstro-Uhorséyny za roky 1887-1900
[Ukrainian Bibliography of Austria-Hungary for the Years 1887-1900] (3 vols., 1887-
1893); Materijaly do ukrajins’koji bibliografiji [Materials for Ukrainian Bibliography],
Vols. I-111 (L'viv: Bibliografi¢na komisija Naukovoho tovarystva imeny Sevzenka, 1909-
11) (269, 290, and 300 pp.).

Nykolaj Leleka¢ and Ivan Harajda, Zahal'na bibliohrafija Podkarpatja [A General
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Many works about the area written in western European languages are
listed in a bibliography by Eugene J. Pelenskyj and in an article by Myx-
ajlo Hres’ko.!2 '

Scholars in Czechoslovakia have also prepared important
bibliographical material. Besides the annual Bibliograficky katalog,"?
the Bibliografie eské historie contains a special section listing works in
all languages that deal with Subcarpathian Rus’.'4 The extensive
geographical bibliographies by Jiti Kral also include items pertaining to
the history of the area.! A more recent bibliography of articles and
monographs in the Czech language on Czech-Ukrainian relations con-
tains much material related to Subcarpathian Rus’.!'6 Several
bibliographies list material published in Slovak and Ukrainian after the
Second World War on the subject of the Rusyns living in eastern
Slovakia.!” Finally, a bibliography dealing with the Soviet Ukraine!8

Bibliography of Subcarpathia). In Literaturno-naukova biblioteka, No. 30 (Uzhorod:
Podkarpatskoe obsZestvo nauk, 1944) (150 pp.). Supplemented in Literaturna nedilja,
Vol. 1V, No. 9-11 (Uzhorod, 1944).

2Eugene J. Pelenskyj, Ucrainica: Selected Bibliography on Ukraine in Western-
European Languages. In Memoirs of the Scientific Sevéenko Society, Vol. CLVIII
(Munich, 1948) (110 pp.); Myxajlo Hres’ko, “Zakarpattja-—olyma mandrivnykiv i
veenyx” [Transcarpathia in the Eyes of Travelers and Scholars], Zovren’, Vol. XVIII, No.
11 (L'viv, 1968), pp. 130-138.

3 Bibliograficky katalog [Bibliographical Index] (Prague, 1922-46). Yearly publication
with entries for works published in Czechoslovakia in the Subcarpathian Rusyn
(podkarpatoruska), Russian, and Ukrainian languages.

14 Bibliografie deské historie [Bibliography of Czech history] (Prague: Historicky klub).
Beginning with volume “za léta 1925-1926” (Prague, 1929), a special subsection was
included for works on the history, literature, language, and folklore of Subcarpathian
Rus’. Entries dealing with the province were listed separately until volume “za léta 1937-
1941" (Prague, 1951).

15Jiti Kral, Geografickd bibliografie Podkarpatské Rusi[Geaographical Bibliography of
Subcarpathian Rus’]. In Travaux géographiques, No. 11 (Prague: Geograficky ustav
Karlovy university, 1923) (61 pp.); Jiti Kral, Geografickd bibliografie Podkarpatské Rusi
za roky 1923-1926 [Geographical Bibliography of Subcarpathian Rus’ for the Years 1923-
1926). In Travaux géographiques tchéques, No. 13 (Prague: Geograficky ustav Karlovy
university, 1928) (54 pp.).

160rest Zilynskyj (ed.), Sto padesdt let desko-ukrajinskych literdrnich styki 1814-1964:
védecko-bibliograficky sbornik [One Hundred and Fifty Years of Czech-Ukrainian
Literary Relations, 1814-1964: A Scholarly Bibliography] (Prague: Své&t sovéth, 1968)
(478 pp.).

1"Mikulas Nevrl§, Bibliografia ukrajinik v slovenskej reci, 1945-1964 [A Bibliography
of Ukrainian Studies in the Slovak Language, 1945-1964) (Bratislava: Slovensk4
akadémia vied, 1965) (198 pp.); Z Zytija ukrajinciv na Slovacéyni: bibliohrafija pro
budivnyéu pracju ukrajinciv na Slovaééyni [On the Life of Ukrainians in Slovakia: A
Bibliography on the Constructive Work of Ukrainians in Slovakia] (3 vols., PreSov:
Statna vedecka kniZnica, 1959-61) (195, 165, and 140 pp.); Olena Paiur, Ukrajinci
Cexoslovac'c'yny 1962-1964 rr,: bibliohrafija knyh, furnal'nyx ta hazetnyx statej [The
Ukrainians of Czechoslovakia in the Years 1962 to 1964: A Bibliography of Books,
Journals, and Newspaper Articles). In Bibliografia vychodného Slovenska, 1945-1964,
Vol. XII, Pt. 1 (PreSov: Statna vedecka kniZnica, 1967) (257 pp.).

M. P. Rud’, Ukragjins'’ka Radjans’ka Socialistyéna Respublika, 1917-1967:
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gives more than 65 references to recent Marxist literature about the
history of Subcarpathian Rus’. For other post-1945 works, see the an-
nual guide to Soviet publications! and the United States Library of
Congress subject catalog under the classifications of “Carpathian
Mountains,” “Ruthenia,” and “Zakarpatskaja Oblast’.”

Periodicals were first published in Subcarpathian Rus’ during the late
nineteenth century, and Arkadij Zyvotko compiled an annotated list of
220 publications which appeared between 1867 and 1939.20 For the early
period the periodicals Svér (Uzhorod, 1867-71); Listok (UZhorod, 1885-
1903); and Nauka (UZhorod, 1897-1914 and 1918-22) are important;
and a wealth of historical material may be found in the 14-volume
Naukovyj zbornyk, which was published by the Ukrainophile Prosvita
Society (Uzhorod, 1924-38); the 13-volume Podkarpatskd Rus’,
published by the local school administration (Uzhorod, 1923-36); the
115 volumes of the Izdanie of the Russophile Duxnovyé Society
(Uzhorod, 1924-37); and the 3-volume Zorja- Hajnal, published by the
Subcarpathian Academy of Sciences during the Hungarian occupation
(Uzhorod, 1941-43). The results of recent Soviet Marxist historiography
can be gleaned from the 60 odd volumes of the Naukovi zapysky,
published by Uzhorod State University (UZzhorod, 1949-), and in the
more literary-oriented Radjans’ke Zakarpattja (later entitled “Karpa-
ty”) (Uzhorod, 1947-59). Ukrainian scholars in eastern Slovakia have
contributed especially valuable material on the history of Subcar-
pathian Rus’ in three annuals: the Zbornik of the Philosophical Faculty
of Pavel J. Safafik University in Prefov (Bratislava, 1960-), the
Naukovyi zbirnyk of the Museum of Ukrainian Culture in Svidnik
(Bratislava-PreSov, 1965-), the Zapysky of the Scientific Society of the
Cultural Union of Ukrainian Workers in Pre§ov (Prefov, 1972-); and in
the bimonthly Duklja (PreSov, 1953-).

A comprehensive description of archival holdings that contain
material on Subcarpathian Rus’ is yet to be written, For archives located
in the province two surveys were prepared during the Czechoslovak
period, and Vasyl’ L. Mykytas’ has compiled three catalogs that list the
present location of manuscripts, old books, and other valuable
materials formerly held in local ecclesiastical libraries.2! The largest

bibliohraficnyj pokaZéyk literatury [The Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic:
Bibliographical Index of the Literature] (Kiev: Naukova dumka, 1969), pp. 94-96, 144-
147, 198-200, and 314-316.

19 EZegodnik knigi SSSR [Book Annual of the Soviet Union] (Moscow, 1935, 1941-).

wArkadi) Zyvotko, Presa Karpats’koji Ukrajiny [The Press in Carpatho-Ukraine]
(Prague: Vydavnyctvo Jurija Ty$€enka, 1940) (iii, 22 pp.).

2INikolaus Radvanyi, Die Archive in der Podkarpatskd Rus. Ein Beitrag zur Errichtung
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archival holdings are in the DerZavnyj arxiv Zakarpais'koji oblasti
(Uzhorod and branches);22 the Stdtni ustrFedni archiv; Archiv ministerst-
va zahrani¢nich véci; Archiv kanceldFe presidenta republiky; and
Archiv Ndrodniho Musea, all in Prague; Statny slovensky ustredny
archiv (Bratislava); Stamy archiv (Pre$ov), Orszdgos Levélidr and
Nemzeti Muzeum in Budapest; and De propaganda fide in Rome.

The most important collections of published materials are deposited
in the DerZavna universytets’ka biblioteka, in Uzhorod; in the Muzej
ukrajins’koji kul’tury in Svidnik, Czechoslovakia; and in the Slovanskd
knihovna and Universitni knihovna in Prague. The latter two are es-
pecially rich in materials published before 1945. The Széchenyi Library
in Budapest contains the largest collection of pre-1918 materials. In the
United States the most extensive holdings on Subcarpathian Rus’arein
the Library of Congress in Washington, D. C., the Slavonic Division of
the New York Public Library, Widener Library at Harvard University,
the University of Illinois Library at Urbana, the Butler Library at
Columbia University, and the library of the Holy Trinity Monastery in
Butler, Pennsylvania.

3. General Historical Studies

Historical studies about Subcarpathian Rus’ began to appear in the
late eighteenth century. Because the first authors were clergymen, and
_ because the clergy dominated the local intelligentsia well into the twen-
tieth century, most of the early works focused on the history of the
Church. Many were never published; some were later destroyed; and
others, though published, are very difficult to obtain. Although their
scholarly value is extremely limited, these studies helped to preserve
many of the legends that cloud the early history of the area; they
glorified the Rusyns as the indigenous population and described their
conversion to Christianity by Methodius. They discussed the existence
of an autonomous Rusyn state before the coming of the Magyars and

des Landesarchivs (UZhorod, 1922) (144 pp.); Andrej Sas, Arxiv privilegirovannago
goroda Mukadeva 1376-1850 gg.: spravoénaja kniga po istorii, materialam i ustrojstvu
starago gorodskago arxiva [Archive of the Chartered City of Mukatevo, 1376-1850: A
Guide to the History, Holdings, and Organization of the Old City Archive] (Mukagevo:
Izdanie goroda Mukageva, 1927) (160 pp.); Vasyl' L. Mykytas’, Davni rukopysy i
Starodruky: opys i kataloh [Old Manuscripts and Publications: Description and Catalog]
(2 vols., UZhorod, 1961 [93 pp.]; L'viv: Vydavnyctvo L'vivs'koho universytetu, 1964 [81
pp.1); Vasyl L. Mykytas Davni knyhy Zakarpats’koho DerZavnoho Krajeznavéoho
Muzeju [Old Books in the Transcarpathian State Regional Museum] (L'viv: Vydavnyctvo
L’vivs’koho universytetu, 1964) (85 pp.).

2These holdings are briefly surveyed in Genadii A. Belov, et al. (eds.), Gosudarstvennye
arxivy Sojuza SSR: Kratkij spravoénik [State Archives of the Soviet Union: A Short
Guide] (Moscow: Glavnoe arxivnoe upravlenie, 1956), pp. 295-300.
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the events connected with the arrival in the mid-fourteenth century of
the Lithuanian-Ruthenian Prince Korjatovy¢.2?

The first truly scholarly study on Subcarpathian Rus’ is the two-
volume work of the Austrian historian Hermann J. Bidermann. The
first volume includes statistical, geographical, and ethnographic data,
while the second is a general history of the area. For several decades
Bidermann’s pioneering effort was the standard for scholarship on Sub-
carpathian Rus’.24

Hungarian historiography is best represented by the works of the
“Magyarized” Rusyn Antal Hodinka, who wrote on the Greek Catholic
Church and on socioeconomic problems in the area.2s The Hungarian
interpretation was based on the following premises: that the Rusyn
lands were uninhabited when the Arpad tribes crossed the Carpathians
in 896; that the Rusyns enjoyed economic and cultural freedom before
the Habsburgs centralized the administration of the monarchy in the
eighteenth century; and that despite ethnic and linguistic ties with the
Ukrainians north of the mountains, the Subcarpathian Rusyns formed a
distinct Slavic nationality that always remained loyal to the Hungarian
crown. This interpretation also appeared in general studies about the

2Daniel Babila, Historia diocesana (unpublished manuscript written at the end of the
eighteenth century); Antal Décsy, Az magyar oroszokrul vald igen révid elmélkedés[Very
Brief Thoughts on the Ugro-Russians] (K ogice, 1797) (67 pp.); Joannicio Basilovits, Brevis
notitia Fundationis Theodori Koriatovits olim ducis de Munkacs, pro Religiosis Ruthenis
Ordinis Sancti Basilii Magni, in monte Csernek ad Munkacs: Anno MCCCLX (3 vols., 6
pts., Kosice, 1799-1805) (128, 207, 157, 259, 93, and 96 pp.); Ivan S. Orlaj, “Istorija o
Karpato-Rossax, ili o pereselenii Rossijan v Karpatskija gory i o prikljutenijax s nimi
slugiviixsja” [The History of the Carpathian Russians or the Migration of Russians into
the Carpathian Mountains and the Adventures that Took Place], Sévernyj véstnik, Vol. 1,
Pts. 1 and 3 (St. Petersburg, 1804), pp. 158-172,261-276, and 267-294 (reprinted in llarion
S. Svéncicskij, Materialy po istorii vozroZdenija Karpatskoj Rusi{2 vols., L'viv, 1905-9],
Vol. 1, pp. 56-83); Michael Lutskay, Historia Carpatho- Ruthenorum in Hungarica Sacra,
et civilis. Ex probatissimis Autoribus, Diplomatibus Regiis, et Documentis Archivi
Diocesis Munkats (6 vols. Manuscript in the University Library, UZhorod); K4roly
Meészaros, A magyarorszdgi oroszok térténete [A History of Hungary’s Russians)
(Budapest, 1850); Aleksander Duxnovi¢, “Istinnaja istorija Karpato-Rossov ili Ugorskix
Rusinov” [A True History of the Carpatho-Russians or Hungarian Rusyns], Russkij
arxiv, Vol. L11, No. 4-5 (Moscow, 1914), pp. 529-559 (reprinted in Oleksandr Duxnovy¢,
Tvory [2 vols.,, Bratislava-PreSov: Slovac’ke pedahohitne vydavnyctvo. Viddil
ukrajins'koji literatury, 1967], Vol. 11, pp. 531-566); Ivan Duliikovig, Istoriteskija derty
Ugro- Russkix [An Historical Sketch of the Ugro-Russians] (3 vols., Uzhorod, 1874-77)
(133, 140, and 234 pp.).

24Hermann J. Bidermann, Die ungarischen Ruthenen, ihr Wohngebiet, ihr Erwerb, und
ihre Geschichte (2 vols., Innsbruck: Wagner'schen Universitits-Buchhandlung, 1862-67)
(xvi, 140, and iv, 120 pp.).

Antal Hodinka, A munkdcsi gordg-katholikus piispokség torténete [A History of the
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Rusyns,26 as well as in more specialized monographs dealing with in-
dividual comitats in northeastern Hungary.?” The Hungarian point of
view was made available to western readers in articles by Antal
Hodinka, Alexander Wekerle, and Tivadar Lehoczky in the informative
multivolume study of the Austro-Hungarian empire begun under the
sponsorship of Archduke Rudolf.28

Soon after the incorporation of Subcarpathian Rus’ into
Czechoslovakia, Czech writers began to produce informative pamphlets
and articles about the new territorial acquisition. They decried the
centuries-long Hungarian domination and the dismal plight of the
Rusyns, who had all the while maintained close relations with their
Czech and Slovak brethren farther west. [t was quite natural, they main-
tained, for the Rusyns to decide to join the new republic in 1919.29

The first Czech-language anthology dealing with Subcarpathian Rus’
appea'red in 1923. It is particularly useful because some of the con-

Greek-Catholic Bishopric of Mukatevo] (Budapest. Kiadja a magyar tudoményos
akadémia, 1910) (v, 856 pp.). See also the references to Hodinka’s writings in notes 55, 57,
63, and 65.

%Tivadar Lehoczky, A beregmegyei gordgszertaridsu katholikus lelkészségek 16riénete
a XI1X szdzad végeig [History of the Greek Catholic Ecclesiastics of Bereg Comitat until
‘the End of the Nineteenth Century] (Muka&evo. 1904) (170 pp.); Oreszt Szabo, A magyar
oroszokrél (Ruthének) [On the Hungarian Russians (Ruthenes)]. In Nemzetiségi
ismertetd konyvidr, Vol. 1 (Budapest, 1913) (302 pp.); Sandor Bonkald, A magyar rutének
[The Hungarian Ruthenes] (Budapest: Pfeifer Ferdinand, 1920) (44 pp.); Sandor
Bonkal6, 4 Ruthének (Ruszinok)[The Ruthenes (Rusyns)] (Budapest: Franklin Tarsulat
kiadéasa, 1940) (184 pp.).

Tivadar Lehoczky, Beregvdrmegye monografidja [Monograph on Bereg Comitat] (3
vols., Uzhorod, 1881-82) (463, 505, and 820 pp.); L. Nyegre, Ungmegye monografidja
[Monograph on Ung Comitat] (Uzhorod, 1882), Magyarorszdg vdrmegyéi és vdrosai:
Zemplén vdrmegye[ Hungary's Comitats and Cities: Zemplén Comitat] (Budapest: Apollo
irodalmi tarsasag, 1896) (567 pp.); Istvan Szabd, Ugocsa megye [Ugocsa Comitat]. In
Magyarorsdg és Nemzetiség tanulmdnyok a magyar népiségtériénet korébdl, 1stser., Vol.
1 (Budapest: Kiadja a Magyar Tudoményos Akadémia, 1937) (xii, 615 pp.).

2 Die dsterreichisch-ungarische Monarchie in Wort und Bild, Vol. V (Ungarn), Pt. 2
(Vienna: K. K. Hof- und Staatsdruckerei, 1900), pp. 363-482. See also Gabriel Daras, “Les
Karpatorusses: leur chemin vers la conscience et l'unité nationale,” Nouvelle revue de
Hongrie, Vol. L1X (Budapest, 1938), pp. 587-595; and the references to Hodinka and
Bonkal6 in note 57.

2Karel Kadlec, “Les Russes au sud des Carpathes citoyens de la République
tchécoslovaque,” La nation tchéque, Vol. 1V (Paris, 1919), pp. 804-814; Karel Kadlec,
Podkarpatskd Rus. In Mirové smlouvy kongressu pafiZského a stdt Ceskoslovensky, No. 6
(Prague: Statovédecke spolenosti, 1920) (28 pp.); Florian Zapletal, Rusini a nasi buditelé
[The Rusyns and Our National Awakeners] (Prague: Kolokol, 1921) (67 pp.); Kamil

‘Krofta, Podkarpatskd Rus a Ceskoslovensko [Subcarpathian Rus’ and Czechoslovakia]
(Prague: Svaz narodniho osvobozeni, 1935) (64 pp.); Kamil Krofta, “Ruthenes, Czechs,
and Slovaks,” The Slavonic and East European Review, Vol. X111 (London, 1935), pp. 1-
4, 362-371, and 611-626; Cyril Kochannyj-Goraltuk, Podkarpatskd Rus v minulosti a
pritomnosti [Subcarpathian Rus’ in the Past and Present] (Prague: Statni nakladatelstvi,
1931) (160 pp.).
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tributors included local Ukrainophile and Russophile authors who dis-
agreed about the language, national identity, and Church history of the
province.3? A similar survey appeared thirteen years later. It dealt main-
ly with the economic, social, and cultural successes achieved under
Czechoslovak rule.3!

Russian interest in Subcarpathian Rus’ was a direct outgrowth of
Pan-Slavic ideas that circulated in eastern Europe during the middle of
the nineteenth century. The writings of Mixail P. Pogodin and Izmail I.
Sreznevski) made many people aware of the existence of “Russian”
lands within the Habsburg empire, and soon the area became the object
of scholarly and political attention.32 The Russians considered Subcar-
pathian Rus’ an integral part of a single cultural area which stretched

from the Carpathians to the Pacific Ocean. Although there were
linguistic and cultural “variations” within this enormous territory, these

variations did not destroy the unity of Pan-Russian (ob3terusskaja)
civilization.3? While Subcarpathian Rus’ was under Czechoslovak rule,

30J osef Chmelat, Stanislav Klima, and Jaromir Neéas (eds.), Podkarpatské Rus: obraz
pomérud pFirodnich, hospoddfskych, politickych, cirkevnich, jazykovych a osvétovych
[Subcarpathian Rus” A Description of Geographical, Economic, Political, Ecclesiastical,
Linguistic, and Cultural Conditions] (Prague: Orbis, 1923)(210 pp.). A Russianeditionin
Latin script also appeared under the title Podkarpatska Rus’: obraz obstojatel’stv,
prirodnych, hospodarskich, politideskich, cerkovnych, jazykovych i prosvititeI'nych(New
York: Gazeta “Ded,” 1924) (205 pp.).

31 Jaroslav Zatloukal (ed.), Podkarpatskd Rus: Sbornik hospoddfského, kulturniho a
politického pozndni Podkarpatské Rusi [Subcarpathian Rus An Anthology of
Economic, Cultural, and Political Information on Subcarpathian Rus’](Bratislava: Klub
ptétel Podkarpatské Rusi, 1936) (334 pp.).

32]zmail 1. Sreznevskij, “Rus’ Ugorskaja: otryvok iz opyta geografii russkago jazyka”
[Hungarian Rus" Excerpt from an Experiment on the Geography of the Russian
Language], Véstnik imperatorskago russkago geograficeskago obicestva, Vol. 1, No. 1-2
(St. Petersburg, 1852), pp. 1-28. See also V. Je. ZadoroZnyj, “Zakarpattja v rosijs'kij
publicystyci per$oji polovyny XIX st.” {Transcarpathia in Russian Publicistic Writings in
the First Half of the Nineteenth Century], in Kul'tura i pobut naselennja ukrajins’kyx
karpat (Uzhorod: Uzhorods’ky) derZavnyj universytet, 1973), pp. 97-104 (full
bibliography). .

BArsenij, “Russkie v Vengrii” [Russians in Hungary), Zurnal Ministerstva narodnago
prosvéséenija, Vol. CXXXIX, No. 6 (St. Petersburg, 1868), pp. 699-716; Jakob O.
Golovackij, “Istoriko-etnografiteskij oferk Galit¢iny 1 Ugorskoj Rusi” [Historical-
Ethnographic Sketch of Galicia and Hungarian Rus’], ibid., Vol. CLXXIX, No. 2(1875),
pp. 349-396; Grigorij A. De-Vollan, Ugorskaja Rus’: istorifeskij oderk [Hungarian Rus":
A Historical Sketch] (Moscow, 1878) (49 pp.); Aleksej L. Petrov, “Zametki po Ugorskoj
Rusi” [Notes on Hungarian Rus’], Zurnal Ministerstva narodnago prosvéscenija, Vol.
CCLXIX (St. Petersburg, 1892), pp. 439-458; lvan P. Filevi¢, “Ugorskaja Rus’ i svjazan-
nye s nej voprosy i zadati russkoj istorifeskoj nauki” [Hungarian Rus’ and the Questions
and Tasks of Russian Historical Sciencel, Varsavskija universitetskija izvestija, Vol. V,
No. 3 (Warsaw, 1894) (32 pp.); Hryhorij Kuptanko, Nasa rodyna [Our Homeland]
(Vienna, 1897), especially pp. 174-226 (reprinted in New York-Berlin: 1zdanie Minkus,
1924); Nikolaj N. Baxtin, Ugorskaja Rus’[Hungarian Rus’) (Petrograd, 1915) (48 pp.).
See also note 108.
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local Russophiles prepared numerous anthologies and pamphlets
which, on the one hand, stressed Subcarpathia’s historical, religious,
and linguistic affinities with “an indivisible Russia,” and, on the other,
accepted the advantages of the prevailing political situation and the
favorable conditions provided by the Prague regime for the Rusyns.34
The last of the Russophile anthologies, which was produced in 1948, was
devoted to developments among the Rusyn population living in eastern
Slovakia.3s

Ukrainian interest in the Subcarpathian region was particularly
strong among scholars and national activists in neighboring Galicia.36
For cultural and linguistic reasons they argued that the inhabitants of
Subcarpathian Rus’ formed an integral part of the Ukrainian nation,
which, in turn, was historically and culturally distinct from the Russian
nation. The highly respected historian Dmytro Doro¥enko summarized
these views, which were later voiced by Galician-Ukrainian authorsina
general anthology dealing with the province as well as by Vasyl’ Pa-

¥Dmitrij N. Vergun (ed.), Vosem’ lekcij o Podkarpatskoj Rusi [Eight Lectures on
Subcarpathian Rus’] (Prague: 1zdanie Zeskoj 3koly politiceskix uéenij, 1925) (117 pp.);
Karpatorusskij Sbornik: Podkarpaiskaja Rus’ v lest’ prezidenta T. G. Masarika [A
Carpatho-Russian Anthology: Subcarpathian Rus’in Honor of President T. G. Masaryk}
(Uzhorod: lzdanie Podkarpatorusskago narodoprovétitel'nago sojuza, 1930) (329 pp.);
Podkarpatskaja Rus’zagody 1919-1936[Subcarpathian Rus’ during the Years 1919-1936]
(Uzhorod: “Russkij Narodnij Golos,” 1936) (196 pp.); Nikolaj Pavlovi¢, Russkaja kul'tura
i Podkarpatskaja Rus’[Russian Culture and Subcarpathian Rus’]. In lzdanie kul'turno-
prosvétitel'nago obslestva Aleksandra Duxnovica, No. 23 (Uzhorod, 1926) (19 pp.);
Antonij Lukovi¢, “Nacional’'naja i jazykovaja prinadleZnost’ russkago naselenija
Podkarpatskoj Rusi” [The National and Linguistic Character of the Russian Population
of Subcarpathian Rus’). Inibid., No. 40(1929) (20 pp.), and Karpatskij Svét, Vol. 11, No. |
(Uzhorod, 1929), pp. 397-403.

3slvan S. Slepeckij (ed.), Prjasevs¢ina: istoriko-literaturnyj sbornik [The Presov
Region: A Historical-Literary Anthology] (Prague: Xutor, 1948) (335 pp.).

3For studies by Ukrainian ethnographers who were particularly interested in the
Subcarpathian region, see Stepan Toma3ivs'kyj, “Uhors’ki rusyny v svitli urjadovoji
uhors'koji statystyky” [Hungarian Rusyns in the Light of Official Hungarian Statistics],
Zapysky Naukovoho tovarystva imeny Sevéenka, Vol. LXI(L'viv, 1903), pp. 1-46; Stepan
Tomasivs'kyj, “Etnografi¢na terytorija Uhors’koji Rusy” [The Ethnographical Territory
of Hungarian Rus’}, ibid., Vol. LXVII (1905), pp. 1-18; Stepan Tomasivs'kj, Etnografi¢na
karta Uhors’koji Rusy [An Ethnographic Map of Hungarian Rus’], in Vladimir L
Lamanskij (ed.), Stat'i po slavianovédéniju, Vol. 11 (St. Petersburg: Izdanie vtorago
otdélenija Imperatorskoj akademii nauk, 1910), pp. 178-269 (statistics and map); Stepan
Tomasivskij, “Ugorskaja Rus’” [Hungarian Rus’], in Ukrainskij narod v ego proslom i
nastojas$¢em, Vol. 11 (Petrograd, 1916), pp. 421-426; Volodymyr Hnatjuk, Etnografi¢ni
materijaly z Uhors’koji Rusy [Ethnographic Materials from Hungarian Rus’], Vols. I, I1,
and I11, Pt. 1. In Etnograficnyj zbirnyk (40 vols., L'viv: Etnografi¢na komisija Naukovoho
tovarystva im. Sev&enka, 1895-1929), Vols. 111, IV, and IX; and Volodymyr Hnatjuk,
“Rusini v Uhrach” [Rusyns in Hungary], Slovansky prehled, Vol. 1 (Prague, 1899), pp.
216-220 and 418-427. For a complete bibliography of Hnatjuk's works and articles about
his activities in Subcarpathian Rus’, see Naukovyj zbirnyk muzeju ukrajins'koji kul’tury v
Svydnyku, Vol. 111 (Prelov, 1967), pp. 7-220.
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Zovs’kyj in several popular surveys.3” More substantial research went
into the pioneering socioeconomic history of Subcarpathian Rus’ by
Oleksander Mycjuk. In two volumes Mycjuk traces the plight of the
Rusyn peasantry from earliest times until they became completely
enserfed in the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.8

Authors from the province itself, such as Irynej M. Kontratovy¢ and
Vira Fedeles, have produced textbooks written in dialect in which local
developments and national leaders have been stressed.’® Vasylij Had-
Zega, perhaps the most prolific native historical writer, devoted much
attention to ecclesiastical matters and wrote separate histories of the
churches of four of the Rusyn-inhabited comitats.4¢ Several priests who
have emigrated to the United States and Canada have also written
historical surveys of the Subcarpathian Church.4!

3 Dmytro Doro3enko, Uhors'ka Ukrajina [Hungarian Ukraine] (Prague: Vsesvit, 1919)
(34 pp.); Karpats’ka Ukrajina [Carpathian Ukraine] (L'viv: Ukrajins’kyj vydavnylyj
instytut, 1939) (160 pp.) (reprinted in New York by Karpats'kyj sojuz in 1972); Vasyl’
Patovs'kij, Ystorija Pédkarpaiskoi Rusy [A History of Subcarpathian Rus’]. In
Vydavnycivo Tovarystva “Prosvita,” No. 4-7 (Uzhorod, 1921) (142 pp.)(see also the third
edition: Istorija Zakarpattja [A History of Transcarpathia] [Munich: Bdzilka, 1946]).

%Qleksander Mycjuk, Narysy z socijal’no-hospodars’koji istoriji, b. uhors’koji, nyni
Pidkarpats’koji Rusy [An Outline of the Socioeconomic History of the Former
Hungarian, now Subcarpathian, Rus’] (2 vols., Uzhorod-Prague, 1936-38) (x, 246, and
390 pp.).

¥Yrynej M. Kontratovyg, Ystorija Podkarpatskoi Rusy dlja naroda [A History of
Subcarpathian Rus’ for the People] (3rd ed., Uzhorod: Vydavnyctvo tovarystva
“Prosvita,” 1930) (112 pp.); Vira Y. Fedele3, Ucebnyk Ystoriy Podkarpatskoi Rusy ot

najdavnijSyx fasov do dnesnyx dnej y Cexoslovakiy do XIV vika [Textbook History of
" Subcarpathian Rus’ from Earliest Times to the Present and of Czechoslovakia to the
Fourteenth Century] (2nd ed., UZhorod: Unio, 1924) (62 pp.).

“Vasylij HadZega, “Dodatky k istorii Rusyndv y rus’kyx cerkvej v Maramoro3i: studii
ystory¢no-arkhivni” {Notes on the History of the Rusyns and Rusyn Churches in
Méramaros: A Historical-Archival Studyl, Naukovyi zbérnyk Tovarystvo “Prosvita,”
Vol. 1 (Uzhorod, 1922), pp. 140-228; Vasylij HadZega, “Dodatky k ystorii Rusyndv y
rus’kyx cerkvej v UZanskoj Zupi: studii ystoryéno-arxyvni” [Notes on the History of the
Rusyns and Rusyn Churches in Ung Comitat: A Historical-Archival Study], ibid., Vol. 11
(1923), pp. 1-64; and Vol. 111 (1924), pp. 155-239; Vasylij HadZega, “Dodatky k ystorii
Rusyndv i rus’kyx cerkvej v Zupi Ugota” [Notes on the History of the Rusyns and Rusyn
Churches in Ugocsa Comitat], ibid., Vol. IV (1925), pp. 117-176; and Vol. V (1927), pp. I-
62; Vasylij HadZega, “Dodatky do ystorii Rusyndv y rus’kyx cerkvej v buv. Zupi -
Zemplynskoj” [Notes on the History of the Rusyns and Rusyn Churches in the Former
Comitat of Zemplen), ibid., Vol. VII-VIII (1931), pp. 1-167; Vol. 1X (1932), pp. 1-67; Vol.
X (1934), pp. 17-120; Vol. X1(1935), pp. 17-182; and Vol. X11(1937), pp. 37-83. Sec also
Irinej M. Kondratovi¢, “Ocerki iz istorii Muka&evskoj eparxii” [ Essays from the History
of the Mukacdevo Eparchy), in Karpatorusskij sbornik (Uzhorod: lzdanie
Podkarpatorusskago narodoprosvétitel'nago sojuza, 1930), pp. 91-111.

41Basil Boysak, The Fate of the Holy Union in Carpatho-Ukraine (Toronto and New
York, 1963) (iv, 240 pp.); Atanasij V. Pekar, Narysy istoriji cerkvy Zakarpattja: jerarxicne
oformlennja [Essays on the History of the Church in Transcarpathia: Formation of the
Hierarchy). In Analecta Ordinis Sancti Basilii Magni, ser. 2, Sect. 1, Vol. XXII (Rome,
1967) (241 pp.); Athanasius Pekar, Historic Background of the Eparchy of Prjashev
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Post-1945 research has been dominated by Marxist historiography,
best represented in the work of Ivan G. Kolomiec. His two collections of
essays on the general historical development of Subcarpathian Rus’
through the nineteenth century were intended as a scholarly refutation
of past mistakes in bourgeois writings.42 The basic thesis of the Soviet in-
terpretation is that Subcarpathian Rus’ was a part of Kievan Rus’ until it
was torn away from it by the Magyar ruling classes. The infiltration of
western civilization—especially the establishment of the Greek Catholic
(Uniate) Church, which forcibly replaced the Orthodox Church—did
not succeed in undermining the cultural and linguistic attachment of the
Subcarpathian Rusyns to “mother Ukraine.” After twenty years of
hardship in the Czechoslovak bourgeois state and then under the
Hungarian fascists, the Subcarpathian Rusyns again returned to their
homeland in 1945.43

(Pittsburgh, Pa.: Byzantine Seminar Press, 1968) (vi, 83 pp.): Julius Kubinyi, The History
of the Prjasiv Eparchy. \n Editiones Universitatis Catholicae Ucrainorum S. Clementis
Papae, Vol. XXXII (Rome, 1970) (213 pp.). See also Charles Bourgeois, “Les Gréco-
catholiques en Russie-Subcarpathique,” Nouvelle revue théologique, Vol. LVIL, No. 7
(Tournai-Louvain, 1930), pp. 566-584; Vasilij Shereghy and Vasilij Pekar, Vospitanije
podkarpato-ruskoho svjascenstva—The Training of Carpatho-Ruthenian Clergy
(Pittsburgh, Pa., 1951) (126 pp.).

2lvan G. Kolomiec, Ocerki po istorii Zakarpatja [Essays on the History of
Transcarpathial. In Trudy Tomskogo gosudarstvennogo universiteta imeni V. V.
Kujbyseva: Sbornik rabot po voprosam istorii. Serija istoriceskaja, Vol. CXXI, No. 2
(Tomsk, 1953) (207 pp.); Ivan G. Kolomiec, Ocerki po istorii Zakarpat'ja: social'no-
ékonomiceskie otnosenija, nacional’no-politiceskoe i kul'turnoe dviZenie v Zakarpat'e v
XIX veke [Essays on the History of Transcarpathia: Socioeconomic Relations and
National-Political and Cultural Movements in Transcarpathia in the Nineteenth
Century], Pt. 2 (Tomsk: lzdatel'stvo Tomskogo universiteta, 1959) (245 pp.).

4Zakarpats'ka Ukrajina” [Transcarpathian Ukraine], in Ukrajins'ka radjans’ka
encyklopedija (17 vols., Kiev: Akademija nauk Ukrajins'koji Radjans’koji Socialistyénoji
Respubliky, 1960-64), Vol. V, pp. 136-138; Istorija mist i sil Ukrajins’koji Radjans'koji
Socialistyénoji Respubliky: Zakarpais'ka oblast’ [A History of the Cities and Villages of
the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic: The Transcarpathian Province] (Kiev:
Akademija nauk Ukrajins'koji Radjans’koji Socialistyénoji Respubliky, 1969) (736 pp.);
Viktor 1. Bjelousov, “Zakarpats’ka oblast’™ [Transcarpathian Region] and Ivan L.
Kompanijec’, “Zakarpats'ka Ukrajina” [Transcarpathian Ukraine], in Radjanska
encyklopedija istoriji Ukrajiny (4 vols., Kiev: Akademija nauk Ukrajins'koji Radjans'koji
Socialisty&noji Respubliky, 1970), Vol. t, pp. 165-173; Serhij O. Mistenko, e al. (eds.),
S’Ija.\'om do $¢astja: narysy istoriji Zakarpattja[On the Road to Happiness: An Outline of
the History of Transcarpathia] (Uzhorod: Vydavnyctvo “Karpaty,” 1973) (288 pp.); Ivan
Hrangak and Vasyl' V. Palek, Misto nad UZem: istoryényjnarys[City onthe UZ River: An
Historical Outline] (Uzhorod: Vydavnyctvo “Karpaty,” 1973) (288 pp.). This same thesis
is set forth in works intended for the Rusyn population in present-day eastern Slovakia:
Andrij Slepec’kyj, Zakarpats'ki budyteli 1a nasa sucasnist’ [Transcarpathian National
Awakeners and the Present] (PreSov: Kul'turnyj sojuz ukrajins'kyx trudja$¢yx, 1957) (115
pp.); Ivan Macyns'kyj, Rozmova stori¢ [Discourse of the Centuries] (Bratislava-Presov:
Slovenske pedagogické nakladatel'stvo odbor ukrajinskej literatiiry, 1965), especially pp.
13-230; Jurij Bata, Andrij Kova¢, and Mykola Stec’, Comu, koly i jak: vidpovidi na
osnovni pytannja z #ytija ukrajinciv Cexoslovadédyny [Why, When, and How? Answers to
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Some valuable work has been done on eastern Slovakia, although the
focus has been mainly on the westernmost Rusyns still living in Czech-
oslovakia. The first general history was written by L’'udovit Haraksim,
who correctly emphasized the particular characteristics of western
Rusyn developments, which were inextricably linked with those in the
neighboring Hungarian, Romanian, and especially, Slovakian
regions.44 Historical and national interrelations are also emphasized ina
monograph by Omeljan Stavrovs’kyj, who analyzes in detail the
colonization and settlement patterns in the area prior to the eighteenth
century.*> Also useful are a history of educational development and a
dictionary of Rusyn historical figures and events, which are still in
preparation.*¢

A few surveys of Subcarpathian Rus’ have appeared in western
languages. The best introduction is by the Swiss geographer Aldo Dami,
who, though consistently favorable to the Hungarian point of view, dis-
cusses many of the conflicting interpretations that dominate Rusyn
historiography.4’ Jean Mousset’s historico-economic monograph on
four Subcarpathian cities is more limited in scope.*® General outlines of
the area’s historical development are also available in English.4

4. Early History to 1514

Although archeologists suggest that the Carpathians have been
settled since the Neolithic period, there is very little written information
about Subcarpathian Rus’ during the first few centuries of the Christian

Basic Questions about the Life of the Ukrainians in Czechoslovakia] (Pre$ov: Kul'turnyj
sojuz ukrajins’kyx trudjas¢yx, 1967) (82 pp.).

4L 'udovit Haraksim, K socidlnym a kultirnym dejinam Ukrajincov na Slovensku do
roku 1867 [On the Social and Cultural History of the Ukrainians in Slovakia before 1867)
(Bratislava: Vydavatel'stvo Slovenskej akademie vied, 1961) (201 pp.).

4Qmeljan Stavrovs'kyj, Slovac’ko-pols'ko-ukrajins’ke prykordonnja do 18 stolittja
[The Slovak-Polish-Ukrainian Borderland before the Eighteenth Century] (Bratislava-
Predov: Slovac'ke pedahohi¢ne vydavnyctvo. Viddil ukrajins'koji literatury, 1967) (491
pp.) (full bibliography).

46Andrij Cuma and Andrij Bondar Ukrajins’ka s$kola na Zakarpatti ta sxidnij
Slovacéyni: istoryényj narys [Ukrainian Schools in Transcarpathia and Eastern Slovakia:
A Historical Outline], Pt. | (PreSov: Kul'turnyj sojuz ukrajins’kyx trudjaséyx, 1967) (113
pp.); lvan Macyns'kyj (ed.), Slovnyk istoryénoho Zyttja zakarpats'kyx ukrajinciv
[Dictionary of the Historical Life of the Transcarpathian Ukrainians]. In Duklja, Vol.
XV, No. 1 (Pre3ov, 1967-).

41Aldo Dami, La Ruthénie subcarpathique (Genéve-Annemasse: Les éditions du Mont-
Blanc, 1944) (375 pp.).

#Jean Mousset, Les villes de la Russie subcarpatique (1919-1938): leffort
tchécoslovaque. In Travaux publiés par linstitut d'éiudes slaves, Vol. XVl (Paris:
Librairie Droz, 1938) (139 pp.).

“John S. Reshetar, “Carpatho-Ruthenia,” in Slavonic Encyclopedia (New York:
Philosophical Library, 1949), pp. 132-136; lvan L. Rudnytsky, Augustin Stefan, and
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era.’0 Various writers have argued that before the eleventh century the
area formed part of either the Greater Moravian, Avar, Greater
Bulgarian, or Kievan Rus’ states. Scholars agree, however, that the
Magyars arrived in the Carpathian basin at the end of the ninth century.
By the eleventh century the Hungarian state extended to the crest of the
Carpathians, and the sparsely settled, defenseless mountainous areas
became an object of prime concern to the Magyars, especially after the
devastating Tartar invasion of East-Central Europe in 1240. The
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries were periods when Subcarpathian
Rus’ was colonized under the patronage of the Hungarian rulers and
newly arrived foreign nobility.3!

Though the colonists were initially granted exemptions from duties
and taxes, the authority of the nobility over the peasantry continued to
increase. True, the conditions of the Rusyn peasants improved substan-
tially during the reign of Matyas Corvinus (1458-1490), who declared
them exempt from taxation,’? but their favored status was undermined
by the Tripartitum Law of 1514, which—in theory if not yet in
practice—bound the peasants to their lords.

Historians dealing with the earliest history of the area have been con-
cerned primarily with three problems: the settlement of Subcarpathian
Rus’; the political status of the area during the first years of Hungarian
rule, especially after the arrival of Prince Korjatovys; and the
socioeconomic position of the Rusyn peasantry.

That the Rusyns had inhabited the area since the seventh century
became a basic tenet of writers who attempted to find some glory in the

Vasyl Markus, “Transcarpathia,” in Ukraine: A Concise Encyclopedia (2 vols., Toronto:
University of Toronto Press for the Ukrainian National Association, 1963-71), Vol. I, pp.
710-714, 787-789, 850-856, and 891-892; historical introduction to Vladimir Moudry and
Frantisek Nemec, The Soviet Seizure of Subcarpathian Ruthenia (Toronto: William B.
Anderson, 1955), pp. 3-57.

Ferdinand Lessek, Pravik Podkarpatskoi Rusy [Prehistoric Subcarpathian Rus’]
(Uzhorod: V§davayctvo Skolnyj oddil civ. upravy Podk. Rusy, 1922) (42 pp.); Josef M.
Jankovi¢, Podkarpaiskdé Rus v prehistorii—Podkdrpatskd Rusz a prehistoridban
[Subcarpathian Rus’ in Prehistoric Times] (Mukagevo: Musejni spole&nosti Lehockého,
1931)(52, 62, 56 pp., 16 tables). For the results of recent archeological research, see Fedir
M. Potudnjak, Arxeolohi¢ni znaxidky bronzovoho ta zaliznoho viku na Zakarpatti
[Archeological Findings from the Bronze and Iron Ages in Transcarpathia} (Uzhorod:
Uzhorods'kyj derzavnyj universytet, 1958) (144 pp., 80 tables); Markian Ju. Smisko,
Karpats'ki kurhany persoji polovyny persoho tysjacolitija nasoji ery [Carpathian Grave
Mounds from the First Half of the First Millennium of Our Era] (Kiev: Vydavnyctvo
Akademiji nauk Ukrajins’koji Radjans’koji Socialistyénoji Respubliky, 1960) (186 pp.);
Vasyl' . Bidzilja, Istorija kul'tury Zakarpatija na rubezinasoji ery [History of the Culture
of Transcarpathia at the Dawn of Our Era] (Kiev: Naukova dumka, 1971) (182 pp.).

5I0n the foreign nobility, see note 45.

520n Corvinus' popularity, as expressed in Rusyn folk tales, see Eugen Perfeckij,
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uncertain past of their ancestors.s? A corollary to that premise was the
theory that an independent Rusyn state had existed before the Magyar
invasion4 and that it had retained its autonomous status until the early
fourteenth century, when a certain Prince Fedor Korjatovy¢ arrived
with 40,000 Rusyn peasants from Podillja, established a monastery near
Mukaéevo, and ruled there as an independent prince.5

Despite substantial research, there is still no consensus on the nature
of the early settlement of Subcarpathian Rus’.5¢ The most outstanding
historian of Slavic antiquity, Lubor Niederle, considered the eastern
Slavic peoples and their descendants, the Rusyns, as the indigenous
population of the mountainous areas, but Hungarian writers have con-

“Podkarpatské a hali¢skoruske tradice o krali Matyasovi Corvinovi”[Subcarpathian and
Galician Rusyn Traditions about King Matyas Corvinus), Sbornik filosofické fakulty uni-
versity Komenského, Vol. 1V, No. 42 (Bratislava, 1926), pp. 219-278.

$1renej M. Kontratovi¢, K istorii starodavnago UZgoroda i Podkarpatskoj Rusi do
X1V véka [On the History of UZzhorod and Subcarpathian Rus’ to the Fourteenth
Century). In Izdanie kul'turno-prosvétitel'nago obscestva imeni Aleksandra Duxnovita,
No. 39 (Uzhorod, 1928) (20 pp.); Nikolaj A. Beskid, Karparorusskaja drevnost’
[Carpatho-Russian Antiquity]. In ibid., No. 43 (Uzhorod, 1928) (160 pp.); Nikolaj A.
Beskid, Karpatorusskaja Pravda [Carpatho-Russian Truth] (Homestead, Pa.: lzdanije
“Amerikanskoho russkoho viestnika,” 1933) (297 pp.); Julij Gadzega, Dva istorideskix
voprosa: staroZili-li karpatorossy i o nacalax xristianskoj religii na Podkarpatskoj Rusi
[Two Historical Questions: Are the Carpatho-Russians Autochthonous and how did
Christianity begin in Subcarpathian Rus]. In [lzdanie kul'turno-prosvéitel’nago
obslestva imeni Aleksandra Duxnovié¢a, No. 42 (Uzhorod, 1928) (47 pp.). See also the
reference to Patovs’kij in note 37 and to HadZega in note 40.

%A good example of such romantic historical writing is Anatolij Kralyckij, Knjaz’
Laborec’: istoryéna povist’ iz I1X vika[Prince Laborec™ A Historical Tale from the Ninth
Century] (originally published in Galic¢anin [1863]; reprinted in ¥ydavnyctvo tovarystva
“Prosvita,” No. 53 [Uzhorod, 1925] [19 pp.]). See also articles by Anatolij Kralyckij and
Jurij Zatkovy¢ which appeared in the 1890's in the journal Listok (Uzhorod).

$5The first to propound such theories was Joannicio Basilovits. See note 23. Fora more
objective appraisal of Korjatovyg, see Eugen Perfeckij, “Dvé stati k dg&inam
Podkarpatské Rusi: 2. Knize Fedor Koriatovi¢ Mukagevsky” [Two Articles on the
History of Subcarpathian Rus” 2. Prince Fedor Korjatovy¢ of Mukagevo], Sbornik
filozofickej fakulty university Komenského, Vol. |, No. 6 (Bratislava, 1922), pp. 126-132;
Vasylij HadZega, “O pereselennju knjazja Fedora KorjatovyZa do Madjar§¢yn$” [On the
Migration of Prince Fedor Korjatovy¢ to Hungaryl], Podkarpatska Rus’, Vol. V1, No.7
(Uzhorod, 1929), pp. 153-157; Vasylij HadZega, “Knjaz’ Fedor Korjatovy¢ i Maramaro$”
[Prince Fedor Korjatovy¢ and Maramaros), Podkarpatska Rus’, Vols. V11 (1930) and
VI (1931), pp. 68-75, 99-113, 141-148, and 169-175; Antonius Hodinka, “Documenta
Koriatovicsiana et fundatio monasterii Munkacsiensis,” Analecta Ordinis Sancti Basilii
Magni, 2nd ser., Sect. 2, Vol. I, No. 2-3 (Rome, 1950), pp. 339-359; No. 4 (1953), pp. 525-
551; Vol. 11, No. 1-2 (1954), pp. 165-189.

S6For a historical survey of the problem, see Jifi Kral, “Osidleni Karpatské Rusi:
historicky prehled” [The Settlement of Carpathian Rus” An Historical Survey], Shornik
deskoslovenské spoleinosti zemépisné, Vol. XXIX (Prague, 1923), pp. 65-83; and a
shorter version, “Ystorija kolonizacii Podkarpatskoi Rusy” [History of the Colonization
of Subcarpathian Rus’], Podkarpatska Rus’, Vol. 1, No. 2-3 (Uzhorod, 1924), pp. 3743
and 68-72.
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tested this hypothesis.5’ The colonization of Vlach shepherds in the ar€a,
beginning during the thirteenth century, is treated in specialized
monographs by Karel Kadlec and Vaclav Chaloupecky.$

The best authority on the problems of early Subcarpathian history
was Aleksej L. Petrov. From the years when he served as professor of
Slavic Studies at the University of St. Petersburg until hisdeath in 1931,
Petrov devoted all his energies to the study of Subcarpathian Rus’. His
conclusions were based on a meticulous analysis of the few available
documents as well as on extensive linguistic and demographic research.
Challenging the most widely accepted theories, Petrov contended that
the impenetrable forests could not have been settled until well after the
arrival of the Magyars, that Rusyn political independence was pure
myth, and that Prince Korjatovy¢, although he existed, never played an
outstanding role in the history of the Rusyns and was soon forgotten.>®

Several other studies on the early history of Subcarpathian Rus’ have
also appeared. Vaclav Chaloupecky discussed the importance of the
southern salt trade and the relationship between Subcarpathian Rus’
and the Greater Bulgarian state in the ninth century.®® Ukrainian
historians have, of course, stressed the area’s early political and cultural

SLubor Niederle, “Potatky Karpatské Rusi” [The Beginnings of Carpathian Rus’],
Ndrodopisny vésinik eskoslovensky, Vol. XV, Pt. 2 (Prague, 1922), pp. 23-31; Lubor
Niederle, “Potatky slovanského osidleni v Podkarpatské Rusi” [ The Beginnings of Slavic
Settlement in Subcarpathian Rus’], ibid., Vol. XXIV, Pt. 1-2 (1931), pp. 39-41. See also
Volodymyr Hnatjuk, “Cy zakarpats'ki ukrajinci avtoxtony?” [Are the Transcarpathian
Ukrainians Autochtons?], Literaturno-naukovyj vistnyk, Vol. LXXVI, No. 3 (L'viv,
1922), pp. 269-276; and Omeljan Pritsak, “Xto taki avtoxtony Karpats'koji Ukrajiny?”
[Who are the so-called Autochthons of Carpatho-Ukraine?], Nova zorja, No. | (L'viv,
1939), pp. 15-16 (full bibliography). For the Hungarian viewpoint, see Antal Hodinka,
“L’habitat, I'économie, et le passé du peuple rutheéne,” Revue des études hongroises et
finno-ougriénnes, Vol. Il (Paris, 1924), pp. 244-275; Alexander Bonk&lo, “Die
ungarlindischen Ruthenen,” Ungarische Jahrbiicher, Vol. I (Berlin, 1922), pp. 215-232
and 313-341.

*Karel Kadlec, Valasi a valasské pravo v zemich slovanskych a uherskych[The Vlachs
and Vlach Law in Slavic and Hungarian Territory] (Prague: Cesk4 akademie cisate
FrantiSka Josefa pro védy, slovesnost a uméni, 1916) (526 pp.); Vaclav Chaloupecky,
Valasi na Slovensku [The Vlachs in Slovakia] (Prague: Nakladem Slovenského Ustavu,
1947) (117 pp.).

% Aleksej L. Petrov, O podloZnosti gramoty knjazja Feodora Koriatovi¢a 1360 g.[On
the Forgery of the 1360 Document of Fedor Korjatovi&], Materialy dija istorii ugorskoj
Rusi, Vol. 111, in Vladimir I. Lamanskij (ed.), Stat’i po slavjanovédeniju, Vol. 11 (St.
Petersburg, 1906), pp. 270-299; Aleksej L. Petrov, Drevnéisija gramoty po istorii
karpatorusskoj cerkvi i ierarxii, 1391-1498 [The Oldest Documents on the History of the
Carpatho-Russian Church and Hierarchy, 1391-1498}. In Knihovna sboru pro vyzkum
Slovenska a Podkarpatské Rusi, No. 1 (Prague: Orbis, 1930) (xix, 229 pp.).

®Viclav Chaloupecky, “Dveé studie k d&jinam Podkarpatska: 1. Sil z Butharska (892).
2. Kdy bylo Horni Potisi pfipojeno k Uhram” {Two Studies on the History of
Subcarpathia: 1. Salt Trade from Bulgaria (892); 2. When was the Mountainous Region
beyond the Tisza River incorporated into Hungary?], Shornik filosofické fakulty uni-
versity Komenského, Vol. 111, No. 30 (Bratislava, 1925), pp. 133-186.
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ties with Kievan Rus’.6! The Czech scholar Zdenék Nejedly has dis-
cussed several problems of Subcarpathian history prior to the four-
teenth century. Evgenij Perfeckij has pointed out the worsening plight of
the Rusyn peasants before King Matyas improved their status by grant-
ing them privileges that preserved not only the social but also the
national distinctiveness of the Rusyns.®

5. 1514-1711

Any possible regulation of the status of the peasantry as proposed by
the Tripartitum of 1514, as well as the efforts of Magyar landlords, and
subsequently of the Austrian government, to maintain closer control
over the frontier areas, was delayed for almost two centuries as a result
of the annihilation of the Hungarian army by the Ottoman Turks at the
Battle of Mohéacs in 1526. After her defeat Hungary was split into three
parts: (1) a small area in the northwest, which was under Habsburg con-
trol; (2) the larger part of the central plains occupied by the Turks; and
(3) the eastern province of Transylvania, which retained a certain degree
of autonomy under Hungarian princes. A sharp rivalry arose between
the Habsburgs and the princes of Transylvania, both of whom claimed a
legal right to the Hungarian throne. As a result of the quarrel over the
Hungarian crown and the endeavors to oust the Turks from Hungary,
Subcarpathian Rus’ was left to its own devices, and the peasants there
enjoyed a modicum of economic prosperity which lasted throughout the
sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries.6

Nonetheless, the goal of the Hungarian, as well as of the Austrian,
government was eventually to make Subcarpathian Rus’ an integral

8!Myxajlo Hrulevs'kyj, Istorija Ukrajiny- Rusy [The History of Ukraine-Rus’], Vol. |
(3rd ed., Kiev, 1913), pp. 214-215 and 220-226; Vol. 11 (L'viv, 1905), pp. 360-362,458-461,
and 485-504; Vol. 1II (L'viv, 1905), pp. 119-120; Vol. IV (Kiev, 1907), pp. 171-172;
Myxajlo M. Lelekag, “Pro prynaleZnist’ Zakarpattja do Kyjivs’koji Rusi v X-XI st.” [On
Kievan Rus’ Possession of Transcarpathia in the Tenth and Eleventh Centuries), Naukovi
zapysky, Vol. 11 (Uzhorod, 1949), pp. 28-39.

62Zdenek Needli, “Istorija Zakarpatskoj Rusi do XIV stoletija” [The History of
Transcarpathian Rus’ to the Fourteenth Century), Izvestija Akademii nauk SSSR. Serija
istorii i filosofii, Vol. 11, No. 4 (Moscow, 1945), pp. 201-220; Eugen Perfeckij, Socialné-
hospoddiské poméry Podkarpatské Rusi ve stoleti XIII-XV [The Socioeconomic
Conditions of Subcarpathian Rus’ from the Thirteenth to the Fifteenth Centuries]
(Bratislava, 1924) (148 pp.). See also Myxajlo Leleka&, “Proces zakripaéennja
zakarpats’koho seljanstva v XIV-XV st.” [The Process of Enserfment of the
Transcarpathian Peasantry in the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries], Naukovi zapysky,
Vol. XXIX (Uzhorod, 1957), pp. 3-38.

63Antal Hodinka, A Kdrpdralji rutének lakdhelye, gazdasiguk és multjuk [The -
Habitation, Economy, and Historical Past of the Carpatho-Ruthenes] (Budapest:
Apostol-nyomda Rt. nyomasa, 1923) (48 pp.). See also the references to Hodinka and
Bonkalo in note 57.
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part of the empire. If this was still not politically feasible, at least the
ideological groundwork could be laid. After the Polish Ruthenian lands.
successfully attained union with Rome in 1596, the Hungarian Catholic
church hoped that, with the support of the government, the Rusyns in
the Subcarpathian region who belonged to the Orthodox faith could be
swayed to accept a similar union. Influenced by Bishop Tarasovyé of
the diocese of Mukadevo, a group of local Orthodox priests pledged
themselves to favor Greek Catholicism at the Union of UZhorod in
1646.%4 As was the case in Galicia and the other Ukrainian lands of the
Polish commonwealth, the Union was slow in taking root among the
people, and it was not until 1721 that the Subcarpathian Rusyns (except
for those in certain areas in the easternmost part of the comitat of
Maramaros) accepted Greek Catholicism.

The most important documentary material on ecclesiastical questions
was analyzed by Antal Hodinka and Aleksej L. Petrov.85 Subsequent
studies about the Uzhorod Union and its aftermath have been
dominated by either pro-Greek Catholic (Uniate) or pro-Orthodox
writers. Those who favor the Union regard its formation as an impor-
tant step in bringing the Rusyns “back” into the fold of the “universal”
Roman Church. Moreover, they claim, the Union facilitated the im-

&For religious developments before the establishment of the 1646 Union, see Evgenij
Perfeckij, “Religioznoe dviZenie v XVI-om i natale XVII-ogo v&ka v Ugorskoj Rusi”
[Religious Movements in Hungarian Rus’ in the Sixteenth and early Seventeenth
Centuries], Izvéstija otdélenija russkago jazyka i slovesnosti Imperatorskoj akademii
nauk, Vol. XX, No. | (Petrograd, 1915), pp. 24-77; and Ignac Rath, NdboZenské déjiny
Podkarpatské Rusi do r. 1498 [The Religious History of Subcarpathian Rus’ to 1498]
(Prague, 1933) (44 pp.). On the.general impact of the Reformation, see Aleksej L. Petrov,
“Otzvuk reformacii v russkom Zakarpat'i XVI v.: Njagovskija pougenija na Evangelie”
[The Repercussion of the Reformation in Russian Transcarpathia during the Sixteenth
Century: The Njagovskij Sermons on the Gospels], Materialy dlja istorii ugorskoj
(Zakarpaiskoj) Rusi, Vol. V111 (Prague: Véstnik kralovské geske spoletnosti nauk, 1923)
(123 pp.); and Vasylij HadZega, “Vplyv reformacii na podkarpatskyx rusynov” [The
Influence of the Reformation on the Subcarpathian Rusyns}, Zorja- Hajnal, Vol. 111, No.
1-4 (Uzhorod, 1943), pp. 5-50.

¢SAntal Hodinka, A munkdcsi gordg-szeriartdsu piispokség okmdnytdra, 1458-1715
[The Archives of the Greek-Rite Bishopric in Mukatevo] (Uzhorod, 1911) (lvi, 668 pp.);
Aleksej L. Petrov, “Pamjatniki cerkovno-religioznoj Zizni Ugrorussov XVI-XVII vv.: |.
Pountenija na Evangelie po Njagovskomu spisku 1758 g. 2. lereja Mixaila, ‘Obrona
vérnomu ¢&lvku.’ Teksty” [Monuments from the Ecclesiastical-Religious Life of the Ugro-
Russians in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries: 1. Sermons on the Gospels
according to the 1758 Niagovskij Text. 2. The Priest Michael, ‘In Defense of the Faithful
Man.’ Texts], Materialy dlja istorii ugorskoj Rusi, Vol. VIL In Sbornik otdélenija jazyka i
slovesnosti Rossijskoj akademii nauk, Vol. XCVI1l, Pt. 2 (Petrograd, 1921)(vi, 295 pp.).
See also several documents regarding the Mukatevo diocese in Monumenta Ucrainae
Historica (13 vols., Rome: Editiones Universitati Catholicae Ucrainorum S. Clementis
Papae, 1964-74), especially Vol. 1V (1671-1701); Vol. V (1702-1728); and Vol. XI,
supplementum (1633-1659).
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provement of the Rusyn clergy’s education.®® The defenders of
Orthodoxy (including Soviet scholars), on the other hand, view the
Union of Uzhorod as a symbol of alien western culture and regard the
time of its creation as a moment crucial to the effort to Latinize the
clergy and to destroy the population’s eastern allegiance. Thus, it is
possible to understand why the Rusyn Orthodox clergy looked
eastward, especially to Kiev, for solace.¢’

The continued political struggle between the Habsburg court in Vien-
na and autonomous Transylvania, the economic hardships resulting
from the increase in taxes, and the efforts to liquidate the Orthodox
Church led to a series of revolts that swept across northeastern Hungary
at the end of the seventeenth century. The peasant upheaval led by Imre
Thokdly and the struggles of the Rakoczi princes against the Austrian
imperial forces disrupted the relative peace and prosperity that Subcar-
pathian Rus’ had previously enjoyed. The discontented inhabitants were
no longer willing simply to flee to the mountains, the traditional place of
refuge for anti-authoritarian elements;® rather, as the great peasant up-
heaval of 1703 indicated, they were prepared to fight. In the struggle,
Rusyn serfs formed the backbone of Ferenc 11 Rakoczi's army, which
carried on the anti-Habsburg struggle in the so-called “Kurocok War”
until a truce was concluded at Szatmar in 1711. Because they had sup-
ported Rakoczi, the Rusyns were thenceforth dubbed by Hungarian
writers as “gens fidelissima”—a phrase which came to mean “people
always loyal to the state.”®

sMichael Lacko, Unio Uzhorodensis Ruthenorum Carpathicorum cum Ecclesia
Catholica. In Orientalia Christiana Analecta, No. 143 (Rome, 1955; 2nd ed., 1965) (xviii,
276 pp.) (full bibliography and 60 documents); Michael Lacko, “The Union of Uzhored,”
Slovak Studies, Vol. V1, Historica, No. 4 (Cleveland and Rome, 1966), pp. 7-190( English
transiation of the above study which contains no documents); Michael Lacko, “Die
Uzhoroder Union,” Ostkirchliche Studien, Vol. V111, No. | (Wiirzburg, 1959), pp. 3-30.
See also Alexander Baran, Metropolia Kioviensis et eparchia Mukaéoviensis. In Analecta
Ordinis Sancti Basilii Magni, 2nd ser., Sect. 1, Vol. X (Rome, 1960) (111 pp.); Oleksander
Baran, “Cerkva na Zakarpatti v rr. 1665-1691” [The Church in Transcarpathia in the
Years 1665-1691], Bohoslovija, Vol. XXXII (Rome, 1968), pp. 77-145 and note 41.

¢7See the reference to Kolomiec in note 42. D. G. Zakarpatskij, “Pravoslavnoe
Mukacevskoe episkopstvo do zakljutenija Uzgorodskoj unii” [The Orthodox Mukagevo
Episcopate up to the Formation of the Union of Uzhorod], EZegodnik Pravoslavnoj
cerkvi v Cexoslovakii (Prague, 1968), pp.,7-20; llija Katur, Stru¢ny prehl'ad histdrie
pravosldvnej cirkviv byvalom Uhorsku a v Ceskoslovensku[ A Brief Survey of the History
of the Orthodox Church in Former Hungary and in Czechoslovakia) (Presov:
Pravoslavna bohoslovecka fakulta, n. d.) (178 pp.); Evhenij Perfec’kyj, “Uhors’ka Rus~
Ukrajina v per§ij polovyni XV1I-ho viku” [Hungarian Rus-Ukraine in the First Half of
the Seventeenth Century), Ukrajina, Vol. 11I-1V (Kiev, 1917) (21 pp.).

®Volodymyr Hrabovec'kyj, Antyfeodal'na borot’ba karpais'koho opryskivstva XVI-
XIX st. [The Anti-Feudal Struggle of the Carpathian Brigands from the Sixteenth to the
Nineteenth Centuries] (L'viv: Vydavnyctvo L'vivs'’koho universytetu, 1966) (251 pp.).

®Antal Hodinka, Gens fidelissima: II. Rikdczi F. beregmegyei rutén jobbdgyaiaz 1704-
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The negative effect of the Kurocok Wars on the economic well-being
of the peasantry was analyzed in several articles by Frantiek Gabriel.”0
Soviet scholars have also devoted much attention to the peasant revolts
of the latter part of the seventeenth and early part of the eighteenth cen-
tury. They argue that deteriorating economic conditions rather than the
religious issue or loyalty to the Hungarian lords prompted the populace
to take up arms.”

6. 1711-1848

After the Turkish withdrawal from the Habsburg lands in the late
seventeenth century and the restoration of internal peace in Hungary in
1711, the central government was in a better position to consolidate its
control over the formerly rebellious areas. During the early part of the
eighteenth century Subcarpathian Rus’ came directly under the
Habsburg administration. The last tax-exempt privileges of the Rusyns
were abolished; the peasantry became fully enserfed; and large landed
estates in the region were presented as gifts to members of the Austrian
nobility.”

Most scholars agree that the economic and social conditions of the
Rusyn peasantry underwent a marked decline in the eighteenth cen-

1711-i szabadsdgharczban [Ferenc Rakoczi 1I’s Rusyn Serfs from Bereg Comitat during
their Struggle for Freedom] (Ungvar: Unio kényvnyomda részv. tarsasag, 1915) (29 pp.);
Antal Hodinka, Gens Fidelissima. In Felvidéki tudomdnyos 1drsasdg kiadvdnyai, 1st ser.,
No. 4 (Budapest, 1937) (64 pp.).

"Frantifek Gabriel, “Poddanské pomé&ry na uzhorodském panstvi ke konci XVII
stoleti” [Conditions of the Serfs in the Uzhorod Domain toward the End of the
Seventeenth Century), Naukovyj zbornyk tovarystva * Prosvita,” Vol. X (UZhorod, 1934),
pp. 153-184; Frantisek Gabriel, “Die wirtschaftliche Lage Karpatorusslands von 16. bis
18. Jahrhundert,” Prager Rundschau, Vol. V, No. 2 (Prague, 1935), pp. 99-114.

7ISee the references to Kolomiec in note 42. See also V. M. Mel'nyk, “Posylennja
klasovoji borot’by na Zakarpatti v druhij polovyni XVII i na pogatku XVIII st.”
[Intensification of the Class Struggle in Transcarpathia in the Second Half of the
Seventeenth and the Beginning of the Eighteenth Century], Naukovi zapysky, Vol. XXIX
(Uzhorod, 1957), pp. 39-62; Ja. 1. Sternberh, “Z istoriji spil'noji borot’by uhors’kyx i
ukrajins'kyx seljan pid &as vyzvol'noji vijny 1703-1711 rr.” {From the History of the Joint
Struggle of the Hungarian and Ukrainian Peasantry during the 1703-1711 War of
Liberation], ibid., Vol. XXXV (Uzhorod, 1959), pp. 97-120,

72Andrij Sa§, “Narys socijalnoji i hospodars’koji istoriji Senborns’koji latyfundiji
Mukativs'’ko-Cynadijevs'koji v persij polovyni XVIII st.” [Outline of the Social and
Economic History of Schénborn’s Mukagevo-Cynadijevo Latifundia in the First Half of
the Eighteenth Century), Naukovyjj zbornyk tovarystva “Prosvita,” Vol. 1X (Uzhorod,
1932), pp. 101-134, For documents dealing with serfdom from the Schonborn archives, see
Osip O. Markov, “Materijaly dlja socijal'noj istoriji Podkarpatskoj Rusi v XVIII v&ké&”
[Materials on the Social History of Subcarpathian Rus’ in the Eighteenth Century],
Karpatorusskij sbornik (Uzhorod: 1zdanie Podkarpatorusskago narodoprosvétiteI'nago
sojuza, 1930), pp. 137-14S.
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tury.” Empress Maria Theresa’s attempt to alleviate the plight of the
serfs by clearly defining lord-peasant relationships in the Urbarium of
1766 resulted only in strengthening the subjugation of the peasant to his
master. The meaning and significance of the ten points of the Urbarium
(which was translated into the Rusyn dialect) and other documents deal-
ing with the peasantry have been studied in depth by Aleksej L. Petrov.”4
The Marxist historian Illja Sul'ha has pointed out that as a result of
widespread famine and cholera the status of the peasant deteriorated
still further after the Napoleonic wars. By 1848 the situation was ripe for
revolution.”®

If Maria Theresa did not succeed in improving the status of the
peasantry, her policies did have a favorable effect on Rusyn culture and

served to strengthen the priesthood, the sole propagator of Rusyn
culture at the time. Rusyn religious leaders demanded administrative in-

dependence for the Greek Catholic Church, which since its establish-
ment in 1646 had been under the jurisdiction of the Roman Catholic

3FrantiSek Gabriel, “Hospodars’ke polozenja podkarp. Rusi na pofatku XVIII
stolitja” {The Economic Situation in Subcarpathian Rus’ at the Beginning of the
Eighteenth Century], Podkarpatska Rus’, Vol. X, No. 1-10 (Uzhorod, 1933), pp.2-27,;
Franti¥ek Gabriel, “Pohyb obyvatelstva v byvalé uzské Zup& v prvni polovici 18. stoleti”
[The Movement of Population in the Former Ung Comitat in the First Half of the
Eighteenth Century], Naukovyj zbornyk tovarystva “Prosvita,” Vol. X1(Uzhorod, 1935),
pp. 185-231; Frantifek Gabriel, “Selsky stav v uzhorodském komornim panstvi na
sklonku X VIII stoleti”[The Condition of the Peasantry in the Ung Comitat Domain at the
Turn of the Eighteenth Century], in Jan Vondraek (ed.), Shornik zemské musejni
spoleénosti (Uzhorod, 1932), pp. 33-57. See also lllja H. Sulha, Social'no-ekonomicne
stanovy$e Zakarpattja v druhij polovyni XVII st. [Socioeconomic Conditions in
Transcarpathia in the Second Half of the Eighteenth Century] (Uzhorod: Uzhorods’kyj
derzavnyj universytet, 1962) (181 pp.). See the reference to Mycjuk in note 38, to K olomiec
in note 42, and to Hodinka in note 57.

"4Aleksej L. Petrov, Pervyj pecatnyj pamjatnik ugro-russkago narécija. Urbar i inye
svjazannye s krest’janskoj Marii Terezy reformoj dokumenty. Tekst i izslédovanie [The
First Printed Relic in the Ugro-Russian Dialect: The Urbarium and Other Reform
Documents of Maria Theresa related to the Peasantry—the Text and an Analysis],
Materialy dlja istorii ugorskoj Rusi, Vol. V. In Sbornik otdélenija russkago jazyka i
slovesnosti Imperatorskoj akademii nauk, Vol. LXXXIV, No. 2 (St. Petersburg, 1908)
(139 pp.).

SAndor Sas, Egy kdrpdti latifundium a hiibéri vildg alkonydn: a munkdcsi Schonborn-
uradalom tdrsadalmi és gazdasdgi viszonyai a XIX. szdzad els6 felében [One Carpathian
Latifundium during the Twilight of the Feudal Order: Social and Economic Conditions
on Count Schénborn’s Mukatevo Estate in the First Half of the Nineteenth Century]
(Bratislava: Czehszlovakiai magyar konyvkiado, 1955) (136 pp.); Illja H. Sulha,
Social'no-ekonomiéni vidnosyny i klasova borot’ba na Zakarpatti v kinci XVIii-persij
polovyni XI1X st. [Socioeconomic Relations and the Class Struggle in Transcarpathia at
the End of the Eighteenth and the First Half of the Nineteenth Century] (L'viv:
Vydavnyctvo L'vivs’koho universytetu, 1965) (267 pp.); Endre Kovacs, “Zakarpattja
naperedodni burzuaznoji revoljuciji 1848 r.” [Transcarpathia on the Eve of the 1848
Bourgeois Revolution), in Ukrajins'ko-uhors'ki istoryéni zvijazky (Kiev: Vydavnyctvo
“Naukova dumka,” 1964), pp. 229-240.
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diocese of Eger.7¢ Their goal was achieved in 1771, when a new diocese
was created with its center at Mukadevo. Basil Boysak has suggested
that the primary motive for this action was Maria Theresa’s desire to
maintain social stability in the area.”” Be that as it may, the establish-
ment of seminaries for Greek Catholic priests in MukaZevo and later in
Vienna, as well as the teaching and propagation of the Slavonic liturgy
and rites, guaranteed the religious distinctiveness of Rusyn culture.”®
These developments reached a high point during the years 1773 to 1809
when Andrij Batyns’kyj served as bishop of the diocese of Muka&evo.”

To be sure, the acceptance of Greek Catholicism on the part of the
Rusyn masses was not achieved by a mere declaration of ecclesiastical
union. For more than a century after 1646 Orthodox bishops continued
to function, even if their authority was limited to the eastern comitat of
Maramaros.8? Aleksej L. Petrov has made available valuable pro-
Orthodox polemical writings from the seventeenth century and a
number of documents and commentaries proving the continued ex-

K 4lman Zsatkovics, “Az egri befolyas és az ez ellen vivott harcz a munkacsi gorog
szertartasu egyhazmegye torténelmében” [The Influence of Eger and the Struggle against
this Influence in the History of the Greek Rite Diocese), Szdzadok, Vol. XVI1I (Budapest,
1884), pp. 680-696, 766-786, and 839-877. A Rusyn translation by Peter 1. Zeedick and
Adalbert M. Smor also appeared: Koloman Zatkovig, Jagerskoje vl'ijanije: bor’ba protiv
toho v istorii mukacevskoj greceskoho obrjada diocezii (Homestead, Pa.: “Amerikansky
Russky Viestnik,” n. d.) (79 pp.); Aleksej L. Petrov, “Kanonileskija vizitacija 1750-1767
gg. v varmedjax Zemplinskoj, Sarisskoj, Spisskoj i Abaujskoj” [The Canonical Visits in
the Comitats of Zemplén, Séros, Szepes and Abauj, 1750-1767), Naukovyj zbornyk
tovarystva " Prosvita,” Vol. 111 (Uzhorod, 1924), pp. 104-135.

"Basil Boysak, Ecumenism and Manuel Michael Olshavsky, Bishop of Mukachevo,
1743-1767 (Montreal: University of Montreal Faculty of Theology, 1967) (xxii; 223 pp.).
See also Michael Lacko, “The Pastoral Activity of Manuel Michael Oliavsky, Bishop of
Mukatevo,” Orientalia Christiana Periodica, Vol. XXVI1I(Rome, 1961), pp. 150-161; and
Michael Lacko, “Documenta spectantia regimen episcopi MukaZevensis Michaelis
Manuelis Ol3avsky, 1743-1767, ibid., Vol. XXV (Rome, 1959), pp. 53-90 (1 | documents);
and Alexander Baran (ed.), De Processibus Canonicis Ecclesiae Catholicae Ucrainorum
in Transcarpathia ab 1771 usque 1853. In Monumenta Ucrainae Historica (13 vols.,
Rome: Editiones Universitatis Catholicae Ucrainorum S. Clementis Papae, 1964-74), Vol.
X1 (xv, 281 pp.) (29 documents).

*Eduard Winter, “Die Kimpfe der Ukrainer Oberungarns um eine nationale
Hierarchie im Theresianischen Zeitalter,” Kyrios, Vol. XI (Konigsberg, 1939-40), pp. 129-
141; Athanasius B. Pekar, De erectione canonica eparchiae Mukacoviensis (anno 1771).
In Analecta Ordinis Sancti Basilii Magni, 2nd ser., Sect. 1, Vol. VII (Rome, 1956) (136
pP.)-
™Qleksander Baran, Jepyskop Andrej Balyns'kyy i cerkovne vidrodZennja na
Zakarpatti [Bishop Andrij Bayns'’kyj and the Religious Revival in Transcarpathia). In
§ibliolheca Logos, Vol. XXXIII (Yorkton, Saskachewan, 1963) (63 pp.); Andrij
Slepec’kyj, “Mukativs'kyj jepiskop Andrij Fedorovye Bagyns'kyj ta joho poslannja™[The
Mukagevo Bishop Andrij Fedorovy¢ Batyns'kyj and his Epistles], Naukovyj zbirnyk
muzeju ukrajins'koji kul'tury v Svydnyku, Vol. 111 (Bratislava-Predov, 1967), pp. 223-241
{documents).

$Sandor Cziple, A mdrmarosi piispékség kérdése [The Question of the Bishopric of
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istence of the “old faith” until well into the eighteenth century.8!

A significant number of Subcarpathian-born intellectual leaders
made their careers abroad, particularly in the Russian empire. The
Russians were already interested in Subcarpathian Rus’ during the reign
of Peter the Great.’2 Published documents reveal that their interest in
the area increased in the early part of the nineteenth century.®3 At that
time, Subcarpathian personages such as Ivan S. Orlaj, Myxajlo A.
Baludjans’kyj, Jurij I. Venelyn, Vasyl’ G. Kukolnyk, and Petro D. Lodij
emigrated to Russia, where they played an important role in scholarly
and educational affairs. In her comprehensive discussion of this
phenomenon, Tamara Bajcura suggests that attractive opportunities in
Russia, as well as unfavorable political and religious conditions in
Hungary, were responsible for Subcarpathia’s “first emigration.”4 In
turn, those leaders who remained at home came to have a greater
awareness of both Russia and the Ukraine. Several studies, with
emphasis on figures like Myxayl Lugkaj, Ivan Fogarasij, and Bishop

Maramaros] (Budapest, 1910); Alexander Baran, Eparchia Maramorosiensis eiusque
Unio. In Analecta Ordinis Sancti Basilii Magni, 2nd ser., Sect. 1, Vol. X111 (Rome, 1962)
(xii, 107 pp.).

&tAleksej L. Petrov, ‘“Duxovno-polemideskija soinenija lereja Mixaila
Orosvigovskago Andrelly protiv katoli€estva i unii; Teksty” [The Spiritual-Polemical
Works of the Priest Mixail Andrella of Rosvigovo against Cathoiicism and the Union:
Texts), Materialy dlja istorii ugorskoj Rusi, Vol. IX (Prague: Nakladem Kralovskeé &eske
spoletnosti nauk, 1932) (viii, 300 pp.); Aleksej L. Petrov, * ‘Staraja véra’ i unija v XVII-
XVHI vv.” [The “Old Faith™ and the Union in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries],
Materialy dlja istorii ugorskoj Rusi, Vols. I-11. In Vladimir 1. Lamanskij (ed.), Novyj
sbornik statej po slavjianovédeéniju (St. Petersburg, 1905), pp. 183-257, and Sbornik statej
posvja$éennyx pocitateljami V. I. Lamanskomu, Pt.2(St. Petersburg, 1908), pp. 941-1028
(documents).

82Aleksej L. Petrov, “K istorii ‘russkix intrig’ v Ugrii v XVI1I veke” [On the History of
the “Russian Intrigues” in Hungary in the Eighteenth Century), Karpatorusskij Sbornik
(Uzhorod: Izdanie Podkarpatorusskago narodoprosvétitel'nago sojuza, 1930), pp. 123-
136; Anton V. Florovskij, “Karpatoross 1. A. Zejkan—nastavnik imperatora Petra [1-go”
[The Carpatho-Russian 1. A. Zejkan, Tutor of Emperor Peter 11}, ibid., pp. 112-122;
Anton V. Florovskij, “1. A. Zejkan—pedagog iz Zakarpat’ja: stranica iz istorii russko-
zakarpatskix kul'turnyx svjazej pri Petre Velikom” [I. A. Zejkan, a Pedagogue from
Transcarpathia: A Chapter in the History of Russian-Transcarpathian Cultural Relations
during the Reign of Peter the Great), in Russkaja literatura XVIII veka i slavjanskie
literatury (Moscow: Akademija nauk SSSR, 1963), pp. 105-122; Anton V. Florovskij,
“Russo-Austrian Conflicts in the Early Eighteenth Century,” Slavonic and East European
Review, Vol. XLVII (London, 1969), pp. 94-119.

81larion S. Svéncickij, Materialy po istorii vozroZdenija Karpatskoj Rusi: 1. SnoSenija
Karpatskoj Rusi s Rossiej v I-oj poloviné X1X-ago véka [Materials on the History of the
National Revival in the Carpathian Rus” 1. Relations of Carpathian Rus’ with Russia in
the First Half of the Nineteenth Century] (2 vols., L'viv, 1905-9), Vol. I (212 pp.)
(documents); Myxajlo Ter§akovec (ed.), “Do istoriji moskofil'stva v Uhors’kij Rusy” [On
the History of Muscophilism in Hungarian Rus’], Ukrajins’ko-rus’kyj arxiv Naukovoho
tovarystva imeny Sevienka, Vol. 111 (L'viv, 1907), pp. 267-285 (6 documents).

84Tamara Bajcura, Zakarparoukrainskaja intelligencija v Rossii v pervoj polovine XIX
veka [Transcarpathian Ukrainian Intelligentsia in Russia during the First Half of the
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Vasylij Popovy¢, have been devoted to cultural developments in Sub-
carpathian Rus’ during the first half of the nineteenth century.8s

7. 1848-1918

During the seventy years from 1848 to 1918 Subcarpathian Rus’ first
underwent a period of cultural autonomy and national awakening, after
which it was subjected to an intensifying policy of “Magyarization”—a
trend which became especially pronounced in the decades before the
First World War. Despite the legal repeal of serfdom in 1848, the
economic status of the Rusyn peasant continued to worsen as a result of
an increase in population, a series of poor harvests, and widespread un-
employment. After 1867, when the governments in Vienna and
Budapest succeeded in reaching a political modus vivendi, the question
of national minorities became a problem of great concern throughout
the empire. A six-volume collection of documents dealing with the
national minority problem in Hungary is nearing completion, and more
than 100 items related specifically to the Rusyns have been published in

Nineteenth Century] (Bratislava-Pre$ov: Slovac’ke pedahohitne vydavnyctvo. Viddil
ukrajins’koji literatury, 1971) (227 pp. and a full bibliography). See also Tamara Bajcura's
biography of Jurij Ivanovy¢ Venelin (Bratislava-Presov: Slovac’ke pedahohi¢ne
vydavnyctvo. Viddil ukrajins'koji literatury, 1968) (172 pp., full bibliography); and
Myxajlo Lelekag, “Kul'turni zvjazky Zakarpattja z Ukrajinoju i Rossijeju v XVII-XVIil
st.” [The Cultural Relations of Transcarpathia with the Ukraine and Russia in the
Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries], Naukovi zapysky, Vol. 1X (Uzhorod, 1954), pp.
141-164; llarion S. Svéncickij, “Obzor sno3enij Karpatskoj Rusi s Rossiej v 1-0j polovine
X1X v." [Survey of the Relations of Carpathian Rus’ with Russia in the First Half of the
Nineteenth Century], fzvéstija otdélenija russkago jazyka i slovesnosti Imperatorskoj
akademii nauk, Vol. X1, No. 3 (St. Petersburg, 1906), pp. 257-367; Arkadij N. Fat&ev,
“Akademiteskaja i gosudarstvennaja dejatel’'nost’ M. A. Baludjanskago v Rossii” [The
Academic and Political Activity of M. A. Baludjanskij in Russia), Karpatorusskij sbornik
(Uzhorod: Izdanie Podkarpatorusskago narodoprosvétitel’'nago sojuza, 1930), pp. 146-
208 (reprinted in lzdanie Kul'turno-prosvéiitel’nago obslestva imeni Aleksandra
Duxnoviéa, No. 76. Uzhorod, 1931) (64 pp.); Lajos Tardy, Balugydnszky Mihdly [Mixail
Baludjanskij] (Budapest: Akadémiai kiado, 1954) (256 pp.); Evdokija M. Kosadevskaja,
Mixail Andreevié¢ Balug'janskij i Peterburgskij universitet pervoj Cetverti XIX veka
[Mixail Andreevi¢ Baludjanskij and St. Petersburg University during the First Quarter of
the Nineteenth Century](Leningrad: [zdatel'stvo Leningradskogo universiteta, 1971)(272
pp.).

*Vasylij HadZega, “Myxayl Lutkaj, Zytjepys y tvory” [Myxayl Lu¢kaj, His Life and
Work], Naukovij zbornyk tovarystva “Prosvita,” Vol. VI (Uzhorod, 1929), pp. 1-128;
Ivan Pan’kevy¢, “Xto buv Ivan Berezanyn—Myxajlo Lugkaj &y Ivan Fogarasij?” [Who
Was Ivan Berezanyn—Myxayl Lugkaj or Ivan Fogarasij?], ibid., Vol. VII-VIII (U%horod,
1931), pp. 168-188; Vasylij Hadzega, “Joan Fogarasij,” Podkarpatska Rus’, Vol. V,No. 10
(Uzhorod, 1928), pp. 207-224; Julij P. Rusak [Julij GadZega], “Mukagevskaja eparxija i
jea bor'ba za prava russkago jazyka 1 narodnosti vo vremja episkopa Vasilija Popovita”
[The MukaZevo Eparchy and its Struggle for the Russian Language and National Rights
during the Era of Bishop Vasilij Popovit], Karpatorusskij sbornik (Uzhorod: 1zdanie
Podkarpatorusskago narodoprosvétitel'nago sojuza, 1930), pp. 50-68.
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the first five volumes of this study.8¢ For the decades immediately
preceding the First World War detailed statistical information
elucidating the demographic, employment, and educational aspects of
each nationality is available in three published Hungarian census
reports.’

With regard to secondary literature, the period as a whole has been
treated in three monographs. The first, by Jozsef Perényi, is the initial
product of Hungarian Marxist historiography. Making use of archival
material found in Budapest, the author discusses the inability of the serfs
to liberate themselves economically in the years after 1848; the
Russophile cultural dominance influenced by the activities of the Sub-
carpathian activist Adol'f Dobrjanskij; and peasant protests, which
assumed the form of emigration or conversion to Orthodoxy.8% Soviet
Marxist historiography is represented by the massive two-volume study
of Ivan G. Kolomiec on the Subcarpathian peasants. Drawing on local
archival sources and documenting his study profusely with statistical in-
formation, K olomiec concentrates primarily on the miserable economic
status of the Rusyn peasantry during the transitional stage from
feudalism to capitalism.® The third monograph is by Ivan Zeguc, who
focuses primarily on national developments: the confluence of
Russophile, Ukrainophile, and local currents during the Subcarpathian
national awakening and the simultaneous increase in “Magyarization”
after 1867.90

86Gabor G. Kemeny (ed.), Iratok a nemzetiségi kérdés 1orténetéhez Magyarorszdgon a
dualizmus kordban [Documents on the History of the Nationality Question during the
Period of Dualism], Vol. I: 1867-1892; Vol. 11: 1892-1900; Vol. 111: 1900-1903; Vol. 1V:
1903-1906; Vol. V: 1906-1913 (Budapest: Tankdnyvkiad6, 1952-71).

874 magyar korona orszagaiban az 1891. év elején végrehajiott népszimlilds
eredményei [Results of the Census taken in the Lands of the Hungarian Crown at the
Beginning of 1891), Pt. 1. In Magyar statisztikai kzlemények, new ser., Vol. | (Budapest,
1893); A magyar korona orszdgainak 1900 évi népszdmldldsa[Census of the Population in
the Lands of the Hungarian Crown in 1900], 10 parts. In Magyar statisztikai kézlemények,
new ser., Vols. I, 11, V, IX, XII-XVI, XVIII, and XXVII (Budapest, 1902-9); A magyar
szent korona orszdgainak 1910 évi népszdmidldsa[Census of the Population in the Lands
of the Hungarian Holy Crown in 1910], 6 parts. In Magyar siatisziikai kozlemények, new
ser., Vols. XLII, XLVIIL, LI, LVI, LXI, and LXIV (Budapest, 1912-20). See also Pal
Balogh, A népfajok Magyarorszagon[The Races of Hungary] (Budapest: Kiadjaam. kir.
vallas es k6zoktatasudyi ministerium, 1902) (vii, 1,113 pp.); and the criticism of the above
works by S. Tomasivs'kyj in reference 36.

s8Jozsef Perényi, Iz istorii zakarpatskix ukraincev 1849-1914 [On the History of the
Transcarpathian Ukrainians (1849-1914)]. In Studia Historica Academiae Scientiarum
Hungaricae, Vol. X1V (Budapest, 1957) (159 pp.).

®Ivan G. Kolomiec, Social'no-ékonomiceskie otnosenija i obscestvennoe dviZenie v
Zakarpat'e vo vtoroj polovine XIX stoletija [Socioeconomic Relations and Social
Movement in Transcarpathia in the Second Half of the Nineteenth Century] (2 vols.,
Tomsk: Izdatel'stvo Tomskogo universiteta, 1962) (404 and 667 pp.) (full bibliography).

9%]van Zeguc, Die nationalpolitischen Bestrebungen der Karpaio- Ruthenen 1848-1914.
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The situation of the Rusyns living in Hungary was improved by the
1848 revolution and particularly by the activities of alocal leader, Adol'f
Dobrjanskij.®* Dobrjanskij, who was in close contact with the
Russophiles in Galicia, was appointed Austrian liaison officer to the
Russian army sent in 1849 to crush rebellious Hungary.?? Later, when
the government in Vienna supported the Slavic nationalities in opposi-
tion to the Budapest regime, Dobrjanskij proposed that the Subcar-
pathian and Galician Rusyns unite to form a single unit in a federalized
Austrian monarchy.?> However, the establishment of a neoabsolutist
regime in Austria under Alexander von Bach and the Compromise of
1867 with Hungary doomed the short-lived political and cultural
autonomy of Subcarpathian Rus’.94

The majority of Rusyns, however, were little affected by Dob-
rjanskij’s ephemeral plans or by the subsequent activities of a small
group of local intelligentsia to attain cultural autonomy. The Rusyn
peasantry was dependent on an underdeveloped land and economically
subjected to the Magyar landlords, Jewish merchants, and local Greek
Catholic clergy. A few Hungarian publicists blamed the Jews mainly for

In Verdffentlichungen des Osteuropa-Institutes Miinchen, Vol. XXVI1l (Wiesbaden:
Otto Harrassowitz, 1965) (145 pp.) (full bibliography).

StIrina N. Mel'nikova, “Zakarpatskaja Ukraina v revoliucii 1848 goda”
[Transcarpathian Ukraine in the 1848 Revolution], Ulenye zapiski Instituta
slavjanovedenija, Vol. 1 (Moscow-Leningrad, 1949), pp. 241-292 (reprinted in Pre$ov by
Kul'turnyj sojuz ukrajins'’kyx trudjad¢yx in [952) (152 pp.); Georgij Vernadskij,
“Ugorskaja Rus’ i eja vozroZdenie v sereding X1X v&ka” [Hungarian Rus’ and its Revival
in the Mid-Nineteenth Century], Golos minuvsago, Vol. 111, No. 3 (Moscow, 1915), pp. 5-
17; Mixal Danylak, Halyc'ki, bukovyns'ki, zakarpais’ki ukrajinci v revoljuciji 1848-1849
rokiv [Galician, Bucovinian, and Transcarpathian Ukrainians in the Revolution of 1848-
1849] (Bratislava-PreSov: Slovac’ke pedahohiéne vydavnyctvo. Viddil ukrajins’koji
literatury, 1972) (216 pp.).

20n the favorable effect of the Russian military presence, see 1. O. Panas,
“Karpatorusskie otzvuki russkago poxoda v Vengriju 1849 goda™ [The Carpatho-Russian
Response to the Russian Campaign in Hungary in 1849], Karpatorusskij sbornik
(Uzhorod: 1zdanie Podkarpatorusskago narodoprosvétitel’nago sojuza, 1930), pp. 209-
229.

9Stepan Dobo3, Adolf Ivanovi¢ Dobrjanskij: ocerk Zfizni i dejatel'nosti [Adol'f 1.
Dobrjanskij: A Sketch of His Life and Activities] (Bratislava: Slovenské vydavatel’stvo
krasnej literatury, 1956) (167 pp.); Florian Zapletal, A. I. Dobrjanskij a nasi Rusini r.
1849-51 [A. 1. Dobrjanskij and Our Rusyns, 1849-1851] (Prague, 1927) (96 pp.).

%4 'udovit Haraksim, “Die Russinen und der Ausgleich,” in Der dsterreichisch-
ungarische Ausgleich 1867 (Bratislava: Vydavatel'stvo Slovenskej akadémie vied, 1971),
pp. 746-763; Mykola Rusynko, “Vyslanstva Rusyniv Uhors’kyx u Vidni 1849 r.” {The
Hungarian Rusyn Delegation in Vienna in 1849), Naukovyj zbirnyk muzeju ukrajins'koji
kul'tury v Svydnyku, Vol. V1, Pt. | (Bratislava-Presov, 1972), pp. 63-95; Dimitrij N.
Vergun, “Opatieni rakouského ministra Alexandra Bacha k ochromeni karpatského
obrozeni r. 1849-50 (Na zakladé novych dokumentt)” [The Measures of Austrian
Minister Alexander Bach to paralyze the Carpathian Revival in 1849-50. Based on New
Documents), Zapiski nauéno-izslédovatel’'skago ob’edinenija Russkago svobodnago uni-
versiteta, Vol. V111 (Prague, 1938), pp. 227-240.
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the wretched condition of the Rusyn peasants.®5 One government of-
ficial, Edmund Egan, moved by the unfortunate plight of the Rusyns,
created the so-called “Highlands Commission” (1898-1903) to improve
the living standard of the peasant. He wrote a revealing essay providing
us with valuable insights into economic conditions in the area during the
late nineteenth century.®¢ Soviet historians have also written several
studies which document the miserable conditions of both the Rusyn
peasantry and the incipient proletariat.9?

The peasant attempted to escape his fate by emigration to America,
by conversion from Greek Catholicism to Orthodoxy, or by the con-
sumption of inordinate amounts of alcohol. Rusyn emigration, which
was particularly heavy from the comitats of Siros and Zemplén, is
analyzed in articles by Oleksander Mycjuk and Ladislav Tajtak.9® The
return to Orthodoxy had social and political as well as religious im-

plications, since a rejection of Greek Catholicism quite often symbolized

95Mikl6s Bartha, Kazdr foldon [The Khazar's Land] (Kolozsvar, 1901) (328 pp.) (a
Czech edition was published under the title of V zemi Chazari [In the Land of the
Khazars] [Mukaéevo: Novotny a Bartosek, 1927][175 pp.)); Victor Aradi, “Tanulméanyok
a nemzetiségi kérdés korébol” [Studies concerning the Race Question), Huszadik szdzad,
Vol. XXVIII (Budapest, 1913), pp. 263-276 and 378-391.

9Edmund Egan, Ekonomicne poloZenje rus’kyx selian v Uhorséyni [Economic
Conditions of the Rusyn Peasants in Hungary] (L'viv, 1901) (40 pp.) (reprinted in
Ukrainian and in Czech under the title Hospoddfsky stav rusinskych venkovanii v Uhrdch
[Economic Conditions of the Rusyn Peasants in Hungary] [Prague: Ustfedni jednoty
hospodatskych druzstev, 1922] {95 pp.]). See also Frigyes Paris, Tdjékoztato a ruthén
actiondl valé miikédésem fel51 [On My Activities in Regard to the Ruthenian Action]
(Budapest, 1904) (54 pp.).

97Vasyl' L. I'ko, “Z istoriji obezzemelennja seljan Zakarpattja v druhij polovyni X1X st.”
(On the History of the Land Deprivation of the Transcarpathian Peasants in the Second
Half of the Nineteenth Century], Naukovi zapysky, Vol. XX1X (Uzhorod, 1957), pp. 63-
90; Vasy!’ I. II’ko, “Z istoriji seljans’kyx ruxiv na Zakarpatti v druhij polovyni X1X st.”
[On the History of the Peasant Movements in Transcarpathia in the Second Half of the
Nineteenth Century], ibid., Vol. XXXV (1958), pp. 19-29; Vasy!’ . Netotajev, “Z istoriji
formuvannja robitny&oho klasu na Zakarpatti v 2-ij polovyni XIX i na zatatku XX st.”
[On the History of the Formation of the Working Class in Transcarpathia in the Second
Half of the Nineteenth and the Beginning of the Twentieth Century], ibid., Vol. XLI11
(1960); Maria Mayer, “A XIX. szazadvégi karpatukran agrirnépesség tarsadalmi
szerkezetének statisztikai abrazolasa” [A Statistical Description of the Social Structure of
the Carpatho-Ukrainian Peasantry at the End of the Nineteenth Century], Torténelmi
szemle, Vol. 1V, No. 3 (Budapest, 1961), pp. 330-346; Petro K. Smijan, Revoljucijnyj ta
nacional’no-vyzvol'nyj rux na Zakarpatti kincja XIX—podatku XX st. [The
Revolutionary and National Liberation Movement in Transcarpathia at the End of the
Nineteenth and Beginning of the Twentieth Century] (L'viv: Vydavnyctvo L'vivs’koho
universytetu, 1968) (209 pp.); Vasyl’ 1. II'’ko, Zakarpats'ke selo na pocatku XX st.: 1900-
1919 rr. [The Transcarpathian Village at the Beginning of the Twentieth Century] (L'viv:
Vydavnyctvo L'vivs'’koho universytetu, 1973) (182 pp.).

9s0Oleksander Mycjuk, “Z emihraciji uhro-rusyniv pered svitovoju vijnoju” [On the
Emigration of the Uhro-Rusyns before the World War], Naukovyj zbirnyk tovarystva
“Prosvita,” Vol. XI1I-X1V (Uzhorod, 1937-38), pp. 21-32; Ladislav Tajtak, “Pereselennja
ukrajinciv Sxidnoji Slova¢yny do 1913 r.”[The Emigration of Ukrainians from Eastern



A GUIDE TO SUBCARPATHIAN RUS’ 229

both a refusal to pay church dues and opposition to the policy of
“Magyarization.”??

The traditional Russian interest in Subcarpathian Rus’ was inten-
sified during the late nineteenth century, especially through the activities
of the Pan-Slavist Vladimir A. Bobrinskij and of no less important a
figure than the tsarist minister Konstantin P. Pobedonoscev.!% Pub-
lished documents attest to continued Rusyn-Great Russian contacts
during this period.!®! Consequently, the Budapest government equated
Orthodoxy with tsarist Russia, and, to defend itself against any future
“threat” from the East, increased its efforts to “Magyarize” the Rusyns.
Several authors have discussed the Hungarian policy of “Magyariza-
tion” on the eve of the First World War as well as the religious con-
spiracy trials, the most infamous of which was the one in 1913-1914 of
ninety-six Rusyn peasants unjustly accused of treason because they had
become converts to Orthodoxy.!? In recent years Marxist historians

Slovakia before 1913), Duklja, Vol. 1X, No.4(Pre$ov, 1961), pp. 97-103; Ladislav Tajtak,
“Vychodoslovenské vyst'ahovalectvo do prvej svetovej vojny” [Eastern Slovak
Emigration before the First World War], Nové obzory, Vol. 11 (Pre3ov, 1961), pp. 221-
247, Marija Majer, “Zakarpats’ki ukrajinci na perelomi stoli” [Transcarpathian
Ukrainians at the Turn of the Century], in Zovten' i ukrajins’ka kul'tura (Pre$ov:
Kul'turnyj sojuz ukrajins’kyx trudjadtyx, 1968), pp. 49-73.

YVasyl' 1. Netotajev, “Kolonial'na polityka uhors’koho burZuaznoho urjadu na
Zakarpatti v kinci XIX i na poatku XX st.” [The Colonial Policy of the Hungarian
Bourgeois Government in Transcarpathia at the End of the Nineteenth and Beginning of
the Twentieth Century], Naukovi zapysky, Vol. XXXVI (Uzhorod, 1958), pp. 30-54;
Vasyl' 1. Netotajev, “Zakarpattja naperedodni perfoji svitovoji vijny 1908-1914 rr.”
[Transcarpathia on the Eve of the First World War, 1908-1914), ibid., Vol. XXIX (1957),
pp. 91-136.

10Vladimir A. Bobrinskij, PraZskij s'ézd: Cexija i Prikarpatskaja Rus’[The Prague
Congress: Bohemia and Carpathian Rus’](St. Petersburg: Svét, 1909) (127 pp.); Robert F.
Byrnes, Pobedonostsev: His Life and Thought (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University
Press, 1968) (xiii, 395 pp.).

" Marion S. Svéncickij, Materialy po istorii vozroZdenija Karpatskoj Rusi: 1.
Karpatorusskoe slavjanofil'stvo. Ugrorusskoe dviZenie perioda vozroZdenija [Materials
on the History of the National Revival in Carpathian Rus II. Carpatho-Russian
Slavophilism. The Ugro-Russian Movement in the Era of Revival]. In Naucno-literturnyi
sbornik Galicko-russkoj maticy za 1908 god, Vol. VI, No. 3-4 (L’viv, 1909) (159 pp.)
(documents); Olena Rudlovéak, “Za zavisoju mynuloho: materijaly do vzajemyn
Zakarpattja z Rosijeju” [Beyond the Veil of the Past: Materials on the Relations of
Transcarpathia with Russia], Duklja, Vol. XVIII, No. 34 (Presov, 1970), pp. 60-67 and
59-68.

12K onstantin Beskid, Marmarossky proces: obrdzky z byvalého mad'arského rdje.
Monstrosni proces v Marmarosské Sihoti[ The Maramaros Trial: Scenes from the Former
Hungarian Paradise. The Monstrous Trial in Maramaros Sihot} (Xust, 1926) (55 pp.);
Miroslav Grabec, K istorii marmaro$skago processa ( Délo 94-x)[On the History of the
Méaramaros Trial: The Affair of the 94] (Uzhorod: lzdanie Karpatorusskoj trudovoj
partii, 1934) (56 pp.); Jozsef Rédei, “A rutének vallasos tomegmozgalmai”[The Religious
Mass Movements of the Rusyns], Huszadik szdzad, Vol. XXX (Budapest, 1914), pp. 463-
476, Victor Aradi, A rutén skizmapér [The Ruthenian Schismatic Controversy]. In
Nemzetiségi aktualitdsok kényvidra, Vol. 1 (Budapest, 1914) (80 pp.); Gabor Daras, A
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have discounted the Rusyn hope for aid from “reactionary” tsarist
Russia as illusory.!0

The first glimmer of a national awakening appeared in Subcarpathian
Rus’ during the decades after 1848. The most outstanding leader of the
movement was Aleksander Duxnovy¢, whose complete works are
currently being republished.!® In 1866 a Rusyn cultural organization
was founded, and the following year its first periodicals appeared. Both
these developments are the subject of individual studies.!? Local
authors still preferred to write in the Russian language,!% although by
the 1880’s some began to use a language based on the local dialects. The
disputes among the Rusyns regarding their language and cultural orien-

Ruténfold elszakitdsdnak elb6zményei (1890-1920) [On the Eve of the Separation of
Ruthenia] (Ujpest: Vérdsmarty irodalmi tarsasag, 1936) (137 pp.); René Martel, “La
politique slave de la Russie d’avant guerre,” Affaires éirangéres, Vol. V1(Paris, 1936), No.
10, pp. 623-634; and Vol. VII (Paris, 1937), No. 1, pp. 58-64; Karoly Gulya, A
magyarorszdgi ruthén kérdés 1910-1914 kézor [The Hungarian Rusyn Question, 1910-
1914]. In Acta Historica, Vol. XXXI (Szeged, 1968) (20 pp.).

1w3Marija Majer, “Stanovy$te trudjaityx Zakarpattja v roky peroji svitovoji vijny”
[The Conditions of the Working Class of Transcarpathia in the Years of the First World
War), in Ukrajins’ko-uhors’ki istoryéni zv’jazky (Kiev: Vydavnyctvo “Naukova dumka,”
1964), pp. 217-228. See also Jurij Kagij, “Zv'jazky naselennja Zakarpattja z rosijs’kym
vij’kom v roky perSoji svitovoji vijny” [The Relations of the Inhabitants of
Transcarpathia with the Russian Military during the First World War), Arxivy Ukrajiny,
No. 6 (Kiev, 1965), pp. 41-47.

140leksandr Duxnovyé, Tvory [Works] (2 vols., Bratislava-PreSov: Slovac’ke
pedahohiZne vydavnyctvo. Viddil ukrajins’koji literatury, 1967-68) (790 and 733 pp.) (two
volumes are still to appear). For a critical analysis of Duxnovy¢, see the historical
introduction to Vol. I of the above by Olena Rudlovtak; Myxajlo Rytalka, O. V.
Duxnovy¢: pedahoh i osvitnij dija¢[O. V. Duxnovy¢: Pedagogue and Cultural Leader]
(Bratislava: Slovenské vydavatel'stvo krasnej literatury, 1959) (486 pp.) (full bibliography
and documents), Oleksandr Duxnovy(: zbirnyk materijaliv naukovoji konferenciji
prysvialenoji 100 ri¢éju z dnja smerti (1865-1965){O. Duxnovy&: Anthology of Materials
from the Scholarly Conference dedicated to the Hundredth Anniversary of his Death,
1865-1965] (PreSov: Kul'turnyj sojuz ukrajins’kyx trudjaséyx, 1965) (406 pp.) (full
bibliography). See also Nikolaj A. Beskid, Duxnoviéi [Duxnovyé] (Homestead, Pa.:
Izdanie redakcii “Amerikanskogo russkogo véstnika,” 1934) (127 pp.). Hungarian writers
have strongly criticized Duxnovyé for his supposed Russophilism. See especially Tivadar
Bacsinszky, Orosz-ruszin kapcsolatok a XIX szdzad kézepén [Russian-Rusyn Relations
in the Mid-Nineteenth Century]. In Literaturno-naukova biblioteka, No. 7 (Uzhorod:
Vydanja Podkarpatskoho ob%testva nauk, 1942) (ii, 108 pp.).

WsJulij Gadzega, Istorija Obs$Cestva sv. Vasilija Velikago [The History of the Society of
St. Basil the Great). In Jzdanie kul'turno-prosvétitel'nago obs¢estva imeni Aleksandra
Duxnoviéa, No. 15 (Uzhorod, 1925) (47 pp.). For a survey of the periodical press, see
Gyorgy Boor, A Magyarorszdgi idbszaki sajté a XIX szdzadban [Periodical Journals of
Rusyns in Hungary during the Nineteenth Century] (Kolozsvar: A Ferenc Jozsef
tudomanyegyetem torténeti intézete, 1943) (53 pp.); and Olena Rudloveak, “Do pytan’
Zurnalistyky v ukrajinciv Sxidnoji Slova&yny,” Duklja, Vol. X, No. 3(Pre$ov, 1962), pp.
64-69.

106V]adimir A. Francev, “lz istorii bor’by za russkij literaturnyj jazyk v Podkarpatskoj
Rusi v polovine XIX st.” [On the History of the Struggle for the Russian Literary
Language in Subcarpathian Rus’ in the Mid-Nineteenth Century), Karpatorusskij sbornik
(Uzhorod: Izdanie Podkarpatorusskago narodoprosvétitel’'nago sojuza, 1930), pp. 1-49.
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tation, as well as the increasing threat of “Magyarization,” were dis-
cussed in several works by local authors.!®” Moreover, Russian and
Galician Russophile and Ukrainophile scholars became particularly
concerned with their Subcarpathian brethren. All criticized the
Hungarian government, although the Russophiles favored Rusyn
leaders who supported the idea of cultural unity with Russia, while
Ukrainophiles praised the wisdom of those populist writers who wrote
in a more accessible dialectal language and who strove to identify with
Ukrainianism.!® Several scholars have also focused on the important

See also studies on individual authors by Dimitrij N. Vergun, A. E. Fencik i ego mésto v
russkoj literature [A. E. Fencik and his Place in Russian Literature]. In /zdanie kul’turno-
prosvétitel'nago obscestva imeni Aleksandra Duxnovi¢a, No. 22 (Uzhorod, 1926) (22 pp.);
Nikolaj A. Beskid, Julij I. Stavrovskij- Popradov. Inibid., No. 50 (Uzhorod, 1929) (95 pp.);
Aleksander V. Popov, Ivan Antonovié Sil'vaj i Ivan Ivanovi¢ Rakovskij: kritiko-
biografiteskij ocerk [lvan A. Sil'vaj and Ivan I. Rakovskij: A Critical Biographical
Survey] (Mukagevo: lzdanie Narodoprosvétitel'noj rady NiZne-Veretanskago okruga,
1929) (48 pp.); Evgenij Nedzel'skij, “lvan Antonovi¢ Sil'vaj (Uriil Meteor),” in Ivan A.
Sil'vaj, Izbrannye proizvedenija (Bratislava: Slovackoe izdatel'stvo xudoZestvennoj
literatury, 1957), pp. 13-76; Andrej Slepeckij, “Tvorleskoe nasledie Aleksandra
Pavlovita” [The Creative Legacy of Aleksander Pavlovit], Sbornik pedagogickej fakulty
univerzity P. J. Safdrika v PreSove, Vol. 1V, No. 2 (Bratislava, 1965), pp. 41-96 (full
bibliography). See also reference 104.

107 Anatolij Kralickij, “O sovremennom poloZenii russkix v Ugrii” [On the Present
Situation of the Russians in Hungary), Slavjanskij sbornik, Vol. I (St. Petersburg, 1875),
pp. 44-54; Adol'f 1. Dobrjanskij, O sovremennom religiozno-politideskom poloZenii
avstro-ugorskoj Rusi [On the Present Religious and Political Situation in Austro-
Hungarian Rus’] (Moscow, 1885) (52 pp.); Ivan A. Sil'vaj (Uriil Meteor), Izbrannye
proizvedenija [Selected Works] (Bratislava: Slovenské vydavatel'stvo krasnej literatury,
1957) (410 pp.).

!%The Russophile viewpoint is presented in Vladimir Terleckij, Ugorskaja Rus’ i
vozroZdenie soznanija narodnosti meZdu russkimi v Vengrii [Hungarian Rus’ and the
Renaissance of National Consciousness among the Russians of Hungary](Kiev, 1874) (52
pp.); A. P. Liprandi, “Zabytyj ugolok Russkoj zemli: Ugorskaja Rus’ ” [A Forgotten
Corner of the Russian Land: Hungarian Rus’], Russkaja beseda, Vol. 11, No. 4 (St.
Petersburg, 1896), pp. 74-94; “Nacional'noe dviZenie v Ugorskoj Rusi” [The National
Movement in Hungarian Rus’], Galicko-russkij véstnik, Vol. 1, No. 1 (St. Petersburg,
1894), pp. 19-24; Putnik [Viadimir A. Francev], “Sovremennoe sostojanie Ugorskoj Rusi”
[The Present Condition of Hungarian Rus’], Russkij véstnik, Vol. CCLXV (Moscow,
1900), pp. 628-655; Vladimir A. Francev, “Iz epoxi vozrozdenija Ugorskoj Rusi” [From
the Period of Awakening in Hungarian Rus’], Nauéno-literaturnyj sbornik Galicko-
russkoj maticy, Vol. 1, No. 1 (L'viv, 1902), pp. 1-14; Aleksej L. Petrov, Ob étnografidesko;
granicé russkago-naroda v Avstro- Ugrii, o somnitel’noj ‘vengerskoj’ nacii i o nedélimosti
Ugrii [On the Ethnographic Boundary of the Russian People in Austria-Hungary; on the
Dubiousness of a *“*Hungarian Nation” and the Indivisibility of Hungary] (Petrograd,
1915) (46 pp.); Aleksej L. Petrov, Mad'jarskaja gegemonija v Ugrii (Vengrii) i Ugorskaja
Rus’[The Hungarian Hegemony in Hungary and Hungarian Rus’] (Grad sv. Petra, 1915)
(24 pp.) (originally published in Slavjanskoe obozrénie, Nos. 4 and 5-6 [St. Petersburg,
1892], pp. 567-572 and 160-172). The Ukrainophile viewpoint is found in Vasyl’ Lukyg,.
Uhors’ka Rus’, jey rozvdj y teperisnij stan [Hungarian Rus’, Its Development and Present
State] (L'viv, 1887) (30 pp.); Ivan Franko and Volodymyr Hnatjuk, “I my v Jevropi:
protest halyc’kyx rusyniv proty madjars’koho tysjaZolittja” [We are also in Europe: A
Protest by Galician Rusyns against the Hungarian Millennium], Zytja i slovo, Vol. V, No.
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problem of Subcarpathian relations with Galicia and Slovakia.!® The
rapid decline of the Subcarpathian press and the general retardation of
Rusyn cultural life in the last decades before the First World War are
outlined in works by the contemporary Subcarpathian cultural leader
Avhustyn Volo$yn and more recently by the Hungarian academician
Maria Mayer.!1°

8. 1918-1938

The dislocations caused by the First World War, the political dissolu-
tion of Austria-Hungary, and the national and social revolutions that
occurred throughout East-Central Europe during the last months of
1918 and early in 1919 had a profound effect on the future of Subcar-

pathian Rus’. In May, 1919, the area was officially incorporated into
Czechoslovakia as an autonomous province—an act that was inter-

nationally legalized in September by the Treaty of Saint-Germain.

I (L'viv, 1896), pp. 1-9; Volodymyr Hnatjuk, “Uhrorus’ka mizerija” {Uhro-Rusyn
Misery}, ibid., Vol. VI, No. 1 (1897), pp. 46-62. Perhaps the most penetrating
contemporary analysis was offered by the Ukrainian publicist Myxajlo Drahomanov in
his “Les paysans russo-oukrainiens sous les liberaux hongrois,” Le Travailleur, Vol. 1, No.
4 (Paris, 1887); Myxajlo Drahomanov, Spravy Uhors’koj Rusy[Reports from Hungarian
Rus’) (L'viv, 1895) (15 pp.) (originally in Narod [L’viv, 1895]); Myxajlo Drahomanov,
Avstro-rus’ki spomyny. 1867-1877 (Austro-Rusyn Memoirs] (L'viv, 1889-92) (456 pp.)
(reprinted in Myxajlo P. Drahomanov: literaturno-publicystyéni praci [2 vols., Kiev:
Vydavnyctvo “Naukova dumka,” 1970], Vol. II, pp. 151-288). See also references 32, 33,
and 36.

1WKyrylo Studyns’kyj, “Aleksander Duxnovy? i Halyéyna: studija” [Aleksander
Duxnovyt and Galicia: A Study], Naukovyj zbornyk tovarystva “Prosvita,” Vol. 111
(Uzhorod, 1924), pp. 28-103; Michal Danilak, “Styky haligskych a zakarpatskych
Ukrajincov v 2. polovici XIX. stori¢ia” [Relations between Galician and Transcarpathian
Ukrainians in the Second Half of the Nineteenth Century], in Zovten’ i ukrajins’ka
kul’tura (Presov: Kul'turnyj sojuz ukrajins’kyx trudjas¢yx, 1968), pp. 35-48; Jurij Bata,
“Utast’ zakarpats'kyx ukrajinciv u dyskusiji pro $ljaxy rozvytku literatury v zaxidnyx
zemljax Ukrajiny v kinci 40-x i na potatku 50-x rr. XIX stolittja” [The Participation of
Transcarpathian Ukrainians in the Discussion on the Direction of the Development of
Literature in the Western Lands of the Ukraine at the End of the 1840°s and Beginning of
the 1850°s], Sbornik filozofickej fakulty univerzity Pavila Jozefa Safdrika v Presove, Vol. 1
(Bratislava, 1960), pp. 48-65; Helena Rudlovtakova, “K otdzkam vzajomnych kultirnych
stykov Slovakov a zakarpatskych Ukrajincov v polovici minulého storogia” [On the
Question of Mutual Cultural Relations between Slovaks and Transcarpathian Ukrainians
around the Middle of the Last Century], ibid., Vol. V (1965), pp. 149-165; A. Rot, “Pro
kul'turni zv'jazky &exiv i slovakiv iz zakarpats’kymy ukrajincjamy” [On the Cultural
Relations of Czechs and Slovaks with Transcarpathian Ukrainians], in Z istoriji
dexoslovac’ko-ukrajins’kyx zv'jazkiv (Bratislava: Vydatel'stvo Slovenskej akadémie vied,
1959), pp. 307-342; Myxajlo Mol'nar, Slovaky i ukrajinci: pryéynky do slovac’ko-
ukrajins’kyx literaturnyx vzajemyn z dodatkom dokumentiv (Slovaks and Ukrainians:
Materials on Slovak-Ukrainian Literary Relations. With an Appendix of Documents)
(Bratislava-Pre3ov: Slovac’ke pedahohiéne vydavnyctvo. Viddil ukrajins'koji literatury,
1965) (404 pp.) (documents).

1wAvhustyn VoloSyn, Spomyny [Memoirs]. In KnyZky Rusyna, No. 10 (Uzhorod,
1923) (95 pp.); Avhustyn Volo3yn, “Oborona kyrylyky: jak oboronjalysja pidkarp. rusyny
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Reliable statistical material from these years can be obtained from
detailed surveys that were prepared by the Czechoslovak Office of
Statistics.!!! As for secondary literature, most of the publications deal-
ing with the Czechoslovak period of Rusyn history have usually been
highly partisan tracts in defense of some national (Ukrainian, Russian,
Czech, or Hungarian), religious (Greek Catholic or Orthodox), or
socio-political (communist or non-communist) viewpoint. Of the
general accounts, the best is by Carlile A. Macartney, the English
specialist on Hungary. In a lengthy chapter of his book Hungary and
Her Successors, Macartney surveys the history of the “Ruthene ques-
tion” and concentrates his attention on the political, administrative,
cultural, national, and economic problems faced by the Czechoslovak
government in its eastern province.!!2 A monograph devoted especially
to Subcarpathian Rus’ has been written by the French specialist on
Ukrainian affairs René Martel. He stresses cultural and economic im-
provements in the area instigated by the Prague regime—
accomplishments which were considered the best guarantee for an
auspicious future for the Rusyns.!!3 General discussions of interwar
conditions favorable to the policies of the government in Prague were
written by Oscar Jaszi, the former Hungarian minister of national
minorities in the Mihaly Karolyi government, and by Avhustyn Volo-
$yn, the popular Ukrainophile national leader.!"* Political
developments, especially the activities of American immigrant groups,
are sketched in a short study by Walter K. Hanak.!!s The Agrarian Party
activist Jan Brandejs and the Communist Oleksandr Badan have both

proty ostann'oho ataku madjaryzaciji pered perevorotom?” [The Defense of the Cyrillic
Alphabet: How the Subcarpathian Rusyns struggled against the Last Attack of
“Magyarization” before the Revolution], Naukovyj zbirnyk tovarystva " Prosvita,” Vol.
XHI-XIV (Uzhorod, 1937), pp. 85-117; Maria Mayer, “Beitrige zur Geschichte der
Ruthenen (Karpatoukrainer) um die Jahrhundertwende,” Acta Historica Academiae
Scientiarum Hungaricae, Vol. X1X, No. 1-2 (Budapest, 1973), pp. 115-150.

W Ceskoslovenskd statistika—La statistique tchécoslovague (180 vols., 17 series,
Prague, 1922-48). Of the seventeen series, the most pertinent are: I. Elections;
I1. Education; VI. Population Census; VII. Public Finance; XII. Agriculture; XIV.
Movement of the Population.

112Carlile A. Macartney, “Ruthenia,” in his Hungary and Her Successors: The Treaty of
Trianon and its Consequences, 1919-1937 (London: Oxford University Press, 1937), pp.
200-250.

I3René Martel, La Ruthénie subcarpathique (Paris: Paul Hartmann, 1935) (188 pp.).

H4Qscar Jaszi, “The Problem of Sub-Carpathian Ruthenia,” in Robert J. Kerner (ed.),
Czechoslovakia (Berkeley, Calif.: University of California Press, 1940), pp. 193-215;
Augustin Volosin, “Carpathian Ruthenia,” The Slavonic and East European Review, Vol.
X1l (London, 1935), pp. 372-378. See also Zden&k Peika, “Podkarpatskd Rus”
[Subcarpathian Rus’], in Slovnik vefejného prdva ceskoslovenského (5 vols., Brno:
Polygrafia-Rudolf M. Rohrer, 1929-48), Vol. 111, pp. 107-115.

1sWalter K. Hanak, The Subcarpathian Ruthenian Question, 1918-1945 (Munhall,
Pa.: Bishop Basil Takach Carpathian-Russian Historical Society, 1962) (48 pp.).
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written useful articles describing internal politics and the many parties
founded in Subcarpathian Rus’.!16

The incorporation of Subcarpathian Rus’ into Czechoslovakia has
been the subject of many studies. The actual deed was accomplished at
the Uzhorod National Council on May 8, 1919, but before the possibili-
ty of such an action was even considered by the leaders in the area itself
Rusyn immigrants in the United States had been debating the future of
their “old world homeland.” Initially, these émigrés were divided into
pro-Hungarian, pro-Russian, pro-Ukrainian, and pro-autonomist fac-
tions, but by late 1918 the advocates of a Czechoslovak solution had
gained the strongest support. Studies by Petr Hatalak, Victor S.
Mamatey, Joseph Danko, and Paul R. Magocsi outline the intricacies
of immigrant political activities in 1917-1918.117 The final pro-Czech-
oslovak agreement is discussed by Gregory 1. Zsatkovich, the American-
Rusyn leader, and by Toma$ G. Masaryk, the republic’s first president,
in their respective memoirs.'!8 The Czechoslovak argument for Subcar-
pathian Rus’ is most succinctly stated in the official memorandum
presented at the Paris Peace Conference by the Czechoslovak
delegation,!®

116Jan Brandejs, “V{voj politickych pom&ri na Podkarpatské Rusi v obdobi 1918-
1935” [Political Developments in Subcarpathian Rus’ between 1918 and 1935}, in Jaroslav
Zatloukal (ed.), Podkarpatskd Rus (Bratislava: Klub pratel Podkarpatské Rusi, 1936),
pp. 72-88; Oleksandr Badan, “Klasy ta partiji na Zakarpats'kij Ukrajini” [Classes and
Parties in Transcarpathian Ukraine), Prapor marksyzmu, Vol. 11, No. 3(Xarkiv, 1928),
pp. 208-233. Each party and faction had its own newspaper. These newspapers are
valuable indicators of party policy. For a complete list of newspapers and their party
affiliates, see the reference to the %yvotko bibliography in note 20.

1WPetr Hatalak, Jak vznikla myslenka pFipojiti Podkarpatskou Rus k Ceskoslovensku
[How the Idea arose to unite Subcarpathian Rus’ with Czechoslovakia] (UZhorod: Statni
tiskarna, 1935) (38 pp.); Victor S. Mamatey, “The Slovaks and Carpatho-Ruthenians,” in
Joseph P. O’Grady (ed.), The Immigrants’ Influence on Wilson's Peace Policies
(Lexington, Ky.: University of Kentucky Press, 1967), pp. 224-249; Joseph Danko,
“Plebiscite of Carpatho-Ruthenians in the United States recommending Union of
Carpatho-Ruthenia with the Czechoslovak Republic,” Annals of the Ukrainian Academy
of Arts and Sciences, Vol. X1, No. 1-2 (New York, 1964-68), pp. 184-207 (6 documents);
Paul R. Magocsi, *“The Political Activity of Rusyn-American Immigrants in 1918,” East
European Quarterly, Vol. X, No. 2 (Boulder, Colorado, 1976). See also the earlier
unsigned article, “Podkarpatiti Rusini v Americe pfed valkou a za valky” [Subcarpathian
Rusyns in America before and during the War), Nase revoluce, Vol. 1V (Prague, 1926-27),
pp. 267-279. .

Gregory 1. Zatkovié, Exposé byvieho gubernatora Podkarpatskoj Rusi, o
Podkarpatskoj Rusi [Exposé of the Former Governor of Subcarpathian Rus' on
Subcarpathian Rus’] (Homestead, Pa.: Rusin Information Bureau, 1921) (43 pp.); Toma$
G. Masaryk, The Making of a State: Memories and Observations, 1914-1918 (New York:
Frederick A. StoKes, 1927) (518 pp.).

115Czechoslovak Delegation, Mémoire No. 6: Problem of the Ruthenians of Hungary
(Paris, 1919) (13 pp.) (reprinted, together with other Czechoslovak memoranda, in “La
documentation internationale,” La Paix de Versailles, Vol. 1X: Questions territoriales, Pt.
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After the breakdown of Habsburg authority in many parts of the
monarchy in late October, 1918, developments in the Subcarpathian
region followed an uneven course. Numerous national councils were
formed. The most important of these councils, the one at Pre3ov,
favored union with Czechoslovakia. The council at Uzhorod which first
met in November, 1918, argued for remaining with Hungary. A council
convened at Xust advocated fusion with the Ukraine, while another
council at Jasinja took the initiative in establishing an independent
republic.!2¢ The memoranda and protocols of several of these councils
are included in an anti-Czech pamphlet by Myxajlo Tvorydlo and ina
series of articles by Zdenék Peska and Josef Markov.!2!

In December, 1918, the Mihaly Karolyi government in Hungary
made an attempt to maintain its authority in the area by creating an
autonomous region: Rus’ka Krajna. Autonomy for Rus’ka Krajna was
also fostered by the Communist regime that came to power in Budapest
on March 21, 1919, and which governed parts of Subcarpathian Rus’
(Mukatevo and Berehovo) until late April, 1919. The period of com-
munist rule obviously has been of particular interest to Soviet
historiography.!22 The critical months from November, 1918, to May,
1919, have been covered in monographs by Vitalij V. Usenko and Petro
K. Smijan. Both writers argue that the Bolshevik Revolution in Russia
had tremendous political and social influence on Subcarpathian Rus’.
According to them, the majority of the local population desired to unite
with a Soviet Ukraine. Only external pressure from American, British,

1 [Paris: Les éditions internationales, 1939], pp. 2-153). For a Czechoslovak view of the
Peace Conference, together with texts of Bene¥’ proposals on Subcarpathian Rus’, see
David Hunter Miller, My Diary at the Conference of Paris (21 vols., New York, 1924),
especially Vols. 1V, XII, XIV, and XVII.

120Paul R. Magocsi, “The Subcarpathian Ruthenian Decision to unite with Czecho-
slovakia,” Slavic Review, Vol. XXXI1V, No. | (Seattle, Wash., 1975); Julij Rusak [Julij
Gadzega), Vospominanija [Memoirs] (Uzhorod, 1938) (111 pp.). The little-known
developments in Jasinja and the surrounding Hucul region are discussed by Avhustyn
Stefan in Ukrajins’ke vijs’ko v Zakarpatti [The Ukrainian Military in Transcarpathia]
(Toronto and New York: “Visti Kombatanta,” 1969) (28 pp.). Independence in Jasinja is
also the subject of a novel by Zdentk M. Kud&j: Horalskd republika: romdn z
Podkarpatské Rusi [The Mountainous Republic: A Novel about Subcarpathian Rus')
(Prague: “Sfinx™ Bohumil Janda, 1932) (327 pp.).

210rtoskop [Myxajlo Tvorydlo), DerZavni zmahannja Prykarpats’koji Ukrajiny
[Subcarpathian Ukraine’s Aspirations for Sovereignty] (Vienna: Vydavnyctvo “Nova
Hromada,” 1924) (39 pp.); Zden&k Petka and Josef Markov, “Ptispévek k dstavnim
d&jinAm Podkarpatské Rusi” [A Contribution to the Constitutional History of
Subcarpathian Rus’], Bratislava, Vol. IV-V (Bratislava, 1930-1931), pp. 419-422 and 511-
535. See also Protokoly obs¢ago sobranija podkarpatskix russkix rad i pervyx 5-ti
2asédanij Central'noj Russkoj Narodnoj Rady [Protocols of the General Meeting of
Subcarpathian Russian Councils and the First Five Sessions of the Central Russian
National Council] (Uzhorod: Akcijnoe tovaristvo “Unio,” 1919) (20 pp.).

122Myxajlo V. Trojan, “Ustanovlennja radjans’koji vlady na Zakarpatti ta borot’ba za
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and French “imperialists,” combined with a local leadership dominated
by social-democratic and bourgeois class traitors, led to the demise of
the short-lived Soviet government of Rus’ka Krajna.!Z3 By the summer
of 1919 the whole Subcarpathian region was occupied by Czechoslovak
and Romanian armies.!24

One of the more persistent problems that plagued Subcarpathian
Rus’ during the twenty years of Czechoslovak rule was the question of
national identification. Neither the government in Prague nor the local
intelligentsia could agree on whether the inhabitants should be con-
sidered Ukrainians, Russians, or members of an independent Rusyn

jiji zmicnennja v 1919 r.” [The Establishment of Soviet Rule in Transcarpathia and the
Struggle for its Consolidation in 1919}, Naukovi zapysky, Vol. XXXVI (Uzhorod, 1958),
pp. 55-70; Borys 1. Spivak and Myxajlo V. Trojan, 40 nezabuinix dniv: z istoriji borot’by
za vladu Rad na Zakarpatiti v 1919 roci [Forty Unforgettable Days: On the Struggle for
Soviet Rule in Transcarpathia in 1919] (Uzhorod: “Karpaty,” 1967) (117 pp.). For a
western survey of the Soviet period, see Eva S. Balogh, “Nationality Problems of the
Hungarian Soviet Republic,” in Ivan Volgyes (ed.), Hungary in Revolution,.1918-1919
(Lincoln, Nebr.: University of Nebraska Press, 1971), pp. 89-120. Documentary material
can be found in Sljaxom Zovtnja: zbirnyk dokumentiv [On the Road to October: A
Collection of Documents], Vol. 1: [917-1923 (Uzhorod: Zakarpats’ke oblasne
vydavnyctvo, 1957) (555 pp.) (316 documents); and Pid praporom Velykoho Zovinja:
borot’ba trudjaséyx Zakarpattja za Radjans’ku viadu v 1919 r.: zbirnyk dokumentiv
[Under the Banner of the Great October: The Struggle of the Workers of Transcarpathia
for Soviet Rule in 1919. A Collection of Documents] (Uzhorod: Zakarpats'ke oblasne
vydavnyctvo, 1959) (208 pp.) (156 documents).

123Vitalyj V. Usenko, Vplyv Velykoji Zovtnevoji socialistyénoji revoljuciji na rozvytok
revoljucijnoho ruxu v Zakarpatti v 1917-1919 rr. [The Influence of the Great October
Socialist Revolution on the Development of the Revolutionary Movement in
Transcarpathia in 1917-1919] (Kiev: Vydavnyctvo Akademiji nauk Ukrajins’koji
Radjans’koji SocialistyZnoji Respubliky, 1955) (196 pp.); Petro K. Smijan, Zovtneva
revoljucija i Zakarpattja: 1917-1919 rr. [The October Revolution and Transcarpathia,
1917-1919] (L'viv: Vydavnyctvo L'vivs'’koho universytetu, 1972) (167 pp.); Vasyl’
Netotajev and Myxajlo Lelekat, “Z istoriji borot'by za vladu Rad i proty intervenciji sSA
ta Antanty na Zakarpattiv 1918-1919 rr.” [On the History of the Struggle for Soviet Rule
and against the Intervention of the United States and the Entente in Transcarpathia, 1918-
1919], Naukovi zapysky, Vol. IX (Uzhorod, 1954), pp. 261-322; Mykola N. Klympotjuk,
Pidstupy amerykans’kyx imperjalistiv na Zakarpati [The Machinations of American
Imperialists in Transcarpathia} (UZzhorod, 1952) (72 pp.).
, '?Irina N. Melnikova, “Kak byla vkljutena Zakarpatskaja Ukraina v sostav
Cexoslovakii v 1919 g.” [How the Transcarpathian Ukraine was incorporated into
Czechoslovakia in 1919), Ucenye zapiski Institut slavjanovedenija, Vol. 111 (Moscow,
1951), pp. 104-135; Irina N. Mel'nikova, “Ustanovlenie diktatury éeskoj imperialistiteskoj
buriuazii v Zakarpatskoj Ukraine v 1919-1920 gg.” [The Establishment of the
Dictatorship of the Czech Imperialist Bourgeoisie in the Transcarpathian Ukraine, 1919-
1920), ibid., Vol. IV (1951), pp. 84-114; N. P. BaZenova, “Z istoriji borot’by trudja¥tyx
Zakarpattja proty inozemnoji vojennoji okupaciji v 1919-1920 rr.” [On the History of the
Struggle of the Workers of Transcarpathia against Foreign Military Occupation in 1919-
1920), Naukovi' zapysky, Vol. XXIX (Uzhorod, 1957), pp. 137-163. Though literary in
nature, an excellent description of conditions during the initial years of the Czechoslovak
administration can’ be found in the novel by Ivan Olbracht, Nikola Suhaj loupeinik
(Prague: “Sfinx” Bohumil Janda, 1933) (282 pp.) (French, German, and English
translations are available) (225 pp.).
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nationality. The question of national identity has been analyzed from
the standpoint of internal cultural developments and international
politics in two studies by Paul R. Magocsi.!25 Avhustyn Stefan has made
the most objective contribution dealing with Ukrainian activities, but
his recognition of the Czechoslovak accomplishments has been little ap-
preciated by other Ukrainian authors.!26 Pro-Ukrainian Marxist writers
suggest that the Subcarpathian bourgeoisie betrayed the lower classes
by adopting a Russophile, Magyarophile, or Czechophile orien-
tation.!?’ Local Russophile publications accuse the Prague government
of artificially introducing a spirit of Ukrainianism into the province, but
they, nevertheless, recognize the enormous cultural and economic
progress achieved in Subcarpathian Rus’.!28

That the language question, intimately associated with the problem of
national identity, was to a large degree influenced by the contemporary
political situation becomes evident in the polemical literature produced
by Subcarpathian Russophiles and Ukrainophiles.!? Studies of a more
scholarly nature have been done by Georgij Gergvskij, who emphasizes
the Russian aspect, and by Franti§ek Tichy, who writes about the
Church-Slavonic, Ukrainian, Great Russian, and dialectal elements

125Paul R. Magocsi, “The Development of National Consciousness in Subcarpathian
Rus’, 1918-1945" (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Princeton University, 1972) (xx, 394
pp.) (full bibliography); Paul R. Magocsi, “The Role of Education in the Formation of a
National Consciousness,” East European Quarterly, Vol. VII, No. 2 (Boulder, Colo.,
1973), pp. 159-165.

126See the reference to Augustin Stefan in note 49. See also Jurij Borzava [Sevastijan
Sabol), Vid Uhorskoji Rusy do Karpais'koji Ukrajiny [From Hungarian Rus’ to
Carpatho-Ukraine] (Philadelphia, Pa.: Vydavnyctvo “Karpats'kyj Holos,” 1956) (56 pp.);
Jaroslav Orshan-Tschemerynsky, Karpathen-Ukraine (New York: Ukrainian Press
Service, 1938) (67 pp.); M. Danko, “Comment I'Ukraine subcarpathique lutte pour son
emancipation,” Voix des peuples, Vol. V, No. 3 (Geneva, 1938), pp. 187-192; and Vincent
Shandor, “Carpatho-Ukraine in the International Bargaining of 1918-1939," The
Ukrainian Quarterly, Vol. X, No. 3 (New York, 1954), pp. 235-246.

1277Oleksandr Badan, “Nacional’ne pytannja na Zakarpats'kij Ukrajini® [The
Nationality Question in the Transcarpathian Ukraine], Cervonyj §ljax, Vol. VI, No. |
(Xarkiv, 1928), pp. 130-150.

2] osif Kaminskij, Nacional'noe samosoznanie nasego naroda [The National Self-
consciousness of Qur People]. In./lzdanie kul'turno-prosvétitel'nago obslestva imeni
Aleksandra Duxnovi¢a, No. 13 (Uzhorod, 1925) (11 pp.); Aleksander V. Popov (ed.),
Karpatorusskija dostiZenija [Carpatho-Russian Achievements] (Mukagevo, 1930) (303
pp.). See also note 34.

!%For the Russophile interpretation, see Igor 1. Gus'naj, Jazykovyj vopros v
Podkarpatskoj Rusi [The Language Question in Subcarpathian Rus’] (Presov, 1921) (32
pp.); and N. Zorkij, Spor o jazyké v Podkarpaiskoj Rusi i Ceskaja akademija nauk. Kak
osvédomljaet dr. Ivan Pan’kevié leskuju publiku o nasix jazykovyx délax [The Dispute
about Language in Subcarpathian Rus’ and the Czech Academy of Sciences: How Dr.
Ivan Pan’kevyt informs the Czech Public about Our Language Matters] (UZhorod, 1926)
(80 pp.). For the Ukrainophile viewpoint, see Avhustyn Volo$yn, O pys'mennom jazjci
podkarpatskyx rusynov [On the Literary Language of the Subcarpathian Rusyns]. In
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that make up the Rusyn literary language.!3® The best survey of the
language question in both Subcarpathian Rus’ and eastern Slovakia is
by Mykola Stec’, who systematically analyzes the linguistic proposals of
the competing movements and their political implications.!3! Those
concerned with purely linguistic questions should consult the com-
prehensive bibliography by Olena PaZur and the solid studies of Ivan
Pan’kevy¢, Josyf Dzendzelivs’kyj, and Laszlo Dezs8.!32

Opposition to the Czechoslovak regime in Subcarpathian Rus’ was
most adamantly expressed by Hungarian publicists who, like the
Budapest government, refused to accept the finality of the boundaries
delimited in the Treaty of Trianon (1920). According to these writers,
since the Rusyns had always been loyal to Hungary, the problems en-
countered by the Czechoslovak regime were a result of Subcarpathia’s

Vydavnyctvo tovarystva “Prosvita,” No. 1 (Uzhorod, 1921) (42 pp.); Za ridne slovo:
polemika z rusofilamy [For the Mother Tongue: A Polemic with the Russophiles], Pt. 1
(Mukatevo: Ugytel's’ka Hromada, 1937) (116 pp.); Jizak, Ukrajinec & russkij? Lekciji
dlja naroda [Ukrainian or Russian? Lectures for the People] (Mukatevo: Ugytel's’ka
hromada, 1938) (87 pp.).

130Georgi) Gerovskij, “Jazyk Podkarpatské Rusi” [The Language of Subcarpathian
Rus’], in gesk_oslovenské viastivéda (10 vols., Prague: “Sfinx” Bohumil Janda, 1929-34),
Vol. IIlI, pp. 460-517; Frantisek Tichy, Vyvoj soucasného spisovného jazyka na
Podkarpatské Rusi [The Development of the Contemporary Literary Language in
Subcarpathian Rus’). In Knihovna sboru pro vyzkum Slovenska a Podkarpatské Rusi,
No. 11 (Prague: Orbis, 1938) (xii, 215 pp. and 10 facsimiles). On Rusyn dialects in eastern
Slovakia, see Georgij Gerovskij, “Narodnaja re¢ Prjaseviéiny” [The National Speech of
the PreSov Region], in Ivan S. glepeckij (ed.), Prjasevicina (Prague: Xutor, 1948), pp. 94-
144,

131Mykola Stec’, Literaturna mova ukrajinciv Zakarpattja i Sxidnoji Slovacéyny pislja
1918 [The Literary Language of the Ukrainians of Transcarpathia and Eastern Slovakia
after 1918]. In Pedahohiényj Zbirnyk, No. 1. Serija movoznavéa (Bratislava: Slovac'ke
pedahohitne vydavnyctvo, 1969) (171 pp.) (full bibliography). On orthography, see
Mykola Stec’, “Rozvytok ukrajins’koho pravopysu na Zakarpatti i v Sxidnij Slova¢tyni”
[The Development of the Ukrainian Script in Transcarpathia and in Eastern Slovakia],
Naukovyj zbirnyk muzeju ukrajins’koji kul'tury v Svydnyku, Vol. 1V, Pt. 1 (Presov, 1969),
pp. 279-292.

120lena Pazur, Bibliohrafija pro doslidZennja ukrajins’kyx hovoriv Sxidnoji
Slovaélyny [Bibliography for Research on the Ukrainian Dialects of Eastern Slovakia)
(PreSov: DerZavna naukova biblioteka, 1972) (60 pp.); Ivan Pan'kevyg, Ukrajins’'ki
hovory Pidkarpats’koji Rusy i sumeinyx oblastej [The Ukrainian Dialects of
Subcarpathian Rus’ and Adjacent Territories). In Knihovna sboru pro vyzkum Slovenska
a Podkarpaitské Rusi, No. 9 (Prague: Orbis, 1938) (xxxiii, 549 pp.); Ivan Pan’kevyg, Narys
istoriji ukrajins’kyx zakarpats’kyx hovoriv: Fonetyka [Historical Outline of the
Transcarpathian Ukrainian Dialects: Phonetics). In Acta Universitatis Carolinae—
Philologica, Vol. 1 (Prague, 1958) (131 pp.). For full bibliographies and other articles on
his work, see the special volume dedicated to Pan’kevye: Naukovyj zbirnyk muzeju
ukrajins’koji kul'tury v Svydnyku, Vol. 1V, Pt. 1-2 (PreSov, 1969-70) (267 and 219 pp.);
Josyf O. Duzendzelivs'kyj, Linhvistyényj atlas ukrajins’kyx narodnyx hovoriv
Zakarpats’koji oblasti URSR (Leksyka)[Linguistic Atlas of the Ukrainian Folk Dialects
of the Transcarpathian Province: Vocabulary], Pt. 1. In Naukovi zapysky, Vol. XXXIV
(Uzhorod, 1958) (16 pp. and 133 maps); and Pt. 2. In Naukovi zapysky, Vol. XLII
(Uzhorod, 1960) (10 pp. and 166 maps) (full bibliography); Josyf O. Dzendzelivs'kyj,
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unnatural separation from the Hungarian plain.!33 This interpretation
has recently reappeared in a pamphlet by Charles J. Hokky, a former
Hungarian senator from Subcarpathian Rus’.134 In the 1930’s German,
Italian, and Polish writers joined the chorus of criticism against Czech-
oslovak rule in the far eastern province.!35 The attitude of Hungary and
Poland toward the Subcarpathian problem is discussed in two studies
by Stefan Fano.!3

Criticism of the Czechoslovak administration in Subcarpathian Rus’
also came from Rusyn immigrant circles in the United States. These
groups were primarily concerned about problems of autonomy, the
province’s western border, and increasing “Czechization.” Gregory
Zsatkovich, the Rusyn-American leader who had served as the first
governor of Subcarpathian Rus’ until 1921, blamed the officials at

“Stan i problemy doslidzennja ukrajins’kyx hovoriv Zakarpats'koji oblasti URSR ta
Sxidnoji Slova&yny” [The Status and Problems of Research of the Ukrainian Dialects in
the Transcarpathian Province of the UkrSSR and in Eastern Slovakia), Zovten’ i
ukrajins’ka kul'tura (Pre3ov: Kul'turnyj sojuz ukrajins’kyx trudja¥tyx, 1968) pp. 255-283;
and Laslo DeZe, Ocerki po istorii zakarpatskix govorov [Essays on the History of the
Transcarpathian Dialects] (Budapest: Akadémiai kiadd, 1967) (306 pp.) (full
bibliography).

133Parti politique ruthéne de la Hongrie, Aide-mémoire adressé aux puissances alliées et
associées (Vienna, 1919) (18 pp.) (reprinted with other pertinent documents in The
Hungarian Peace Negotiations: An Account of the Work of the Hungarian Peace
Delegation at Neuilly S/S. from January to March 1920, Vol. 1[Budapest, 1921], pp. 458-
492); Etienne de Csaky, La question ruthéne. In Questions de I'Europe orientale, No. 7
(Budapest-Paris; Ferdinand Pfeiffer and H. le Soudier, 1920) (35 pp.); La situation des
minorités en Slovaquie et en Russie-Subcarpathique: Mémoire a la Société des Nations
(Berlin: Carl Heymanns Verlag, 1923) (67 pp.); Akos Arky, A Ruszinszkéi magyarsdg és
Ruszinszkd autonomidja [Ruthenia’s Hungarianism and Ruthenia’s Autonomy]
(Budapest, 1928) (19 pp.); Akos Arky, Ruszinszkd kiizdelme az autondmidért 1918-1927
[Ruthenia’s Struggle for Autonomy, 1918-1927] (Budapest: A “Studium” kiadasa, 1928)
(55 pp.); Gyorgy Ol&h, Jajkidltés a Ruténféldrdl [Cry of Anguish from Ruthenia)
(Budapest: A magyar nemzeti szovetség kiadasa, 1928) (62 pp.); Albert Bereghy, Ruthén
kérdés és az integritds [The Ruthenian Problemand Integrity] (Budapest, 1933)(51 pp.);
Aldo Dami, Les nouveaux martyrs: destin des minorités (Paris: Fernand Sorlot, 1936)
(277 pp.); Jbzsef 1les, A Ruszinszkdi kérdés [ The Question of Ruthenia). In Az Orszdgos
nemzeti klub kiadvdnyai, No. 26 (Budapest, 1939) (20 pp.). '

34Charles J. Hokky, Ruthenia, Spearhead toward the West (Gainesville, Fla.:
Danubian Research and Information Center, 1966) (78 pp.).

3sErnst Flachbarth, “Die vélker- und staatsrechtliche Lage Karpatorusslands,” Nation
und Staat, Vol. 11 (Vienna, 1928), pp. 228-235; Philip Paneth, Umbruch im Osten: ein
Tatsachenbericht aus Karpatorussland (Vienna: Renaissance Verlag, 1937); Félix de
Gerando, Le complot rouge en Ruthénie (Paris: Jouve et Cie., 1930) (125 pp.); Antoine
Scrimali, La Ruthénie subcarpathique et l'état tchécoslovaque (Paris: La Technique du
Livre, 1938) (94 pp.); Zygmunt Zawadowski, Rus Podkarpatcka i jej stanowisko prawno-
polityczne [Subcarpathian Rus’ and its Legal-Political Status] (Warsaw: Zaklady
graficzne Straszewiczéw, 1931) (79 pp.).

136Stefan Fano, “Protiteskoslovenske ostrie pol'sko-mad’arského zblizovania v rokoch
1934-1936" [The Anti-Czechoslovak Aspect of the 1934-36 Polish-Hungarian
Rapprochement], Slovansky pfehled, Vol. LV1, No. 5(Prague, 1970), pp. 342-347; Stefan
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Prague for their unwillingness to grant autonomy.!3’” Discontented
émigreé groups, frequently misinformed about the actual situation in the
province, submitted numerous memoirs to the League of Nations.!38
The carefully composed, statistically documented Czechoslovak
responses to these protests represented the first official expression of the
central government’s policies in the area.!® While some officials in
Prague originally regarded their presence in Subcarpathian Rus’ as tem-
porary, it became evident by the 1930°s that the Czechoslovak regime
did not intend to give up the province. In animportant speech delivered
in UZhorod, Minister of Foreign Affairs Eduard Bene§ emphasized the
Czechoslovak government’s contributions to economic and cultural
developments in Subcarpathian Rus’. He also pointed out the need for

the Czechoslovak Republic’s retention of the Subcarpathian area
because of its common border with friendly Romania.!40

The question of autonomy remained the primary political concern of
many speeches delivered in the Czechoslovak parliament by deputies
and senators from the eastern province. The complete verbatim record
of the speeches of the Subcarpathian representatives, as well as of the
writings which they submitted to the parliament, are available in both
the original language and Czech translation.!* The various proposals
for autonomy suggested by local politicians and an explanation of the

Fano, “Zakarpatska Ukrajina v politike susedov a fadistickych mocnosti 1933-1939”
[Transcarpathian Ukraine in the Policy of the Neighboring and Fascist Powers]
(habilitation thesis) (Bratislava: Ustav dejin eurépskych socialistickych krajin Slovenskej
akadémie vied, 1971) (vii, 291 pp.). See also the earlier polemic, Laszl6 Balogh-Beéry, A
magyar-lengyel kéz0s hatdr és a ruthén teriilet [The Hungarian-Polish Common Border
and the Rusyn Territory]. In Magyar-lengyel kizlemények, No. 2 (Budapest, 1936) (63

p.).

137See note 118.

138See Michael Yuhasz, Wilson's Principles in Czechoslovak Practice: The Situation of
the Carpatho- Russian People under the Czech Yoke (Homestead, Pa., 1929) (61 pp.).

19Ministre des affaires étrangeres de la République tchéchoslovaque, Mémoire
concernant la Russie subcarpathique: territoire ruthéne du sud des Carpathes (Prague,
1921) (39 pp.); La Russie subcarpathique au point de vue de la question des nationalités
(Prague, 1922) (23 pp.). For a list of the protests to the League of Nations and the Czech
responses, see the Dami reference in note 47 (pp. 231-232).

t0Eduard Benes, Exposé sur le probléme de la Russie subcarpathique et sonrapport é la
République tchécoslovaque (Prague, 1934) (60 pp.). Czech, Ukrainian, and Russian
editions are available.

14 Tésnopisecké zprdvy o schizich poslanecké snémovny Ndrodniho shromdidéni
republiky Ceskoslovenské [Stenographic Protocols of the Sessions of the House of
Deputies in the National Parliament of the Czechoslovak Republic] (45 vols., Prague,
1920-38); Tésnopisecké zprdvy o schizich Sendtu Ndrodniho schromd?déni republiky
Ceskoslovenské [Stenographic Protocols of the Sessions of the Senate in the National
Parliament of the Czechoslovak Republic] (29 vols.,, Prague, 1920-37); Tisky k
tésnopiseckym zpravdm o schuzich poslanecké snémovny Ndrodniho shromdZdént
republiky Ceskoslovenské [Publications annexed to the Stenographic Protocols of the
Sessions of the House of Deputies in the National Parliament of the Czechoslovak
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“temporary law” of 1937 appeared as separate pamphlets.!42 Finally, the
legal aspect of autonomy was surveyed in a monograph by Hans
Ballreich.!43

The status of the more than 100,000 Rusyns living in eastern Slovakia
was also a source of friction between Subcarpathian leaders and the
Prague government. The fate of the Rusyns in this region had begun to
differ from that of their brethren farther east at the beginning of the
nineteenth century, when a separate Greek Catholic diocese was es-
tablished with a seat in PreSov.!44 The complex ethnographic inter-
mingling of Slovaks and Rusyns in the area has been competently
analyzed in studies by Aleksej Petrov, Volodymyr Hnatjuk, and Stepan
Toma$ivs'kyj.!45 There is an extensive polemical literature about the
Slovak-Rusyn problem. The most interesting writings are those by Jan
Husek, who predicted the eventual national assimilation of the Rusyns,
and by Ondrej Halaga, who warned against the simplistic notion that all

Republic] (67 vols., Prague, 1920-38); Tisky k tésnopiseckym zprdvam o schizich Sendtu
Ndrodniho shromdZdéni republiky Ceskoslovenské [Publications annexed to the
Stenographic Protocols of the Sessions of the Senate in the National Parliament of the
Czechoslovak Republic] (32 vols., Prague, 1920-38). Unfortunately no index is provided
for any of the series. Several speeches by Communist members of parliament can be found
in Sljaxom Zovtnja; promovy ta interpeljaciji deputativ-komunistiv u dexoslovac’komu
parlamenti pro Zakarpais'ku Ukrajinu, 1921-1938 rr.{On the Road to October: Speeches
and Inquiries of the Communist Representatives in the Czechoslovak Parliament about
Transcarpathian Ukraine, 1921-1938] (Uzhorod: Zakarpats’ke oblasne vydavnyctvo,
1959) (619 pp.) (138 documents).

\42}osif Kaminskij, Zakonoproekt ob avionomii Podkarpatskoj Rusi{Law Project for
an Autonomous Subcarpathian Rus'] (Uzhorod, 1931) (33 pp.); Zakonoproekt
Central'noj Russkoj Narodnoj Rady o konstitucii avtonomnoj Podkarpatskoj Rusi[Law
Project of the Central Russian National Council for the Constitution of an Autonomous

Subcarpathian Rus’] (Uzhorod, 1937) (48 pp.); Petr Sova, Zakonoproekt ob avionomii
Podkarpatskoj Rusi [Law Project for an Autonomous Subcarpathian Rus’] (Uzhorod:

Komissija Republikanskoj zemled&'¢eskoj partii, 1938) (13 pp.); Zdenék Pedka, Nové
zfizeni Podkarpatské Rusi [The New Constitution of Subcarpathian Rus’]. In
Ndrodnostni otdzky, No. 13 (Prague: Orbis, 1938) (25 pp.).

‘SHans Ballreich, Karpathenrussland: ein Kapitel tschechischen Nationalitétenrechts
und tschechischer Nationalititenpolitik (Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1938) (104 pp.). See
also Ladislav Sugko, “Rokovania o autonémii Zakarpatskej Ukrajiny od roku 1936 do
leta 1938” [The Debate about Autonomy for Transcarpathian Ukrainia from 1936 to the
Summer of 1938], Nové obzory, Vol. XV (Presov, 1973), pp. 33-59.

144Qleksandr Baran, “Podil Mukativs'koji Eparxiji v XIX stori¢&i”[The Partition of the
Mukaéevo Diocese in the Nineteenth Century], Analecta Sancti Basilii Magni, 2nd ser.,
Sect. 2, Vol. 1V (Rome, 1963), pp. 534-569; Aleksander V. Duxnovyg, Istorija prjasevskoj
eparxii[A History of the Pre3ov Eparchy] (St. Petersburg: Izdanie peterburgskago otdéla
slavjanskago komiteta, 1877) (102 pp.) (reprinted in Oleksandr Duxnovyé¢, Tvory [W orks]
(2 vols., Bratislava-PreSov: Slovac'’ke pedahohitne vydavnyctvo. Viddil ukrajins’koji
literatury, 1967], Vol. 11, pp. 451-528) (translated and annotated by Athanasius Pekar,
The History of the Eparchy of Prjasev. In Analecta Ordinis Sancti Basilii Magni, 2nd ser.,
Sect. 1, Vol. XXV (2nd ed., Rome, 1971) (viii, 102 pp.).

145Aleksej L. Petrov, Predély ugrorusskoj réc¢i v 1773 g. po officialnym dannym.
Izsledovanie i karty [The Boundaries of Ugro-Russian Speech in 1773 according to
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Greek Catholics belong to the Rusyn nationality.!46 Recently a solidly
researched “habilitation thesis” by Ivan Vanat has traced Rusyn
political developments in eastern Slovakia in the 1920s.147

It was the economic problems of the area and the enduring poverty of
the Rusyn peasantry, however, which embarrassed the Czechoslovak
regime the most. The general prosperity of the late 1920’s did not entire-
ly undo the results of years of Hungarian rule. By 1931 the full impact of
the world economic crisis had hit Subcarpathian Rus’. The result was
widespread unemployment, mortgage foreclosures on peasant hold-
ings, and costly strikes, all of which are documented in three volumes of
material published by the State Archive in UZzhorod.! Publicists,
shocked by conditions in the area, demanded more land for the peasants

and a decrease in the economic power of the Jews.!¥ Many Czech
writers investigated these problems, the most intelligent commentary

Official Data. Research and Maps), Materialy dlja istorii ugorskoj Rusi, Vol. VI, Pt. 1. In
Zapiski istoriCeskago-filologideskago fakul'teta Imperatorskago Sanki- Peterburgskago
universiteta, Vol. CV (St. Petersburg, 1911) (x, 337 pp.); and Pt. 2. In Shornik otdélenija
russkago jazyka i slovesnosti Imperatorskoj akademii nauk, Vol. LXXXVI (St.
Petersburg, 1909) (6 pp. and 7 maps); Aleksej L. Petrov, Ndrodopisnd mapa Uher podle
uredniho Lexikonu osad z roku 1773 [Ethnographic Map of Hungary according to the
Lexicon of Settlements in the Year 1773] (Prague, 1924) (139 pp.); Aleksej L. Petrov, “K
otazce slovensko-ruské etnografické hranice” [On the Question of the Slovak-Russian
Ethnographic Boundary], Ceskd revue, Vol. XVI (Prague, 1923), pp. 115-119 and 234-
243; Aleksej L. Petrov, “Narodnostni hranice Slovakt a Karpatorusli mezi sebou a s
mad’ary v XVIII st. podle sou¢asnych archivnich tdaji [The National Boundary between
Slovaks and Carpatho-Russians and between them and the Hungarians in the Eighteenth
Century according to Contemporary Archival Data), ibid., Vol. XVII (1924), pp. 82-89;
Volodymyr Hnatjuk, “Rusyny Prjadivs’koji eparxiji i jix hovory” {Rusyns of the Preov
Diocese and Their Dialects), Zapysky naukovoho tovarystva imeny Sevéenka, Vol.
XXXV-XXXVI, No. 3-4(L'viv, 1900), pp. 1-70; Volodymyr Hnatjuk, “Slovaky £y rusyny?
(Prytynok do vyjasnenja sporu pro nacional’nist’ zaxidnyx rusyniv)”[Slovaks or Rusyns:
A Contribution to the Explanation of the Argument on the Nationality of the Western
Rusyns], ibid., Vol. XLII, No. 4 (L'viv, 1901), pp. [-81. See also reference 36.

146Jan Husek, Ndrodopisnd hranice mezi Slovdky a Karpatorusy [The Ethnographic
Boundary between Slovaks and Carpatho-Russians]. In KniZnica *Pridov,” No. 2
(Bratislava, 1925) (512 pp.); Ondrej R. Halaga, Slovanské osidlenie potisia a
vychodoslovenski gréckokatolici [Slavic Settlement beyond the Tisza River and East
Slovak Greek Catholics] (KoSice: Vychodoslovensky kultirny spolok “Svojina,” 1947)
(135 pp.).

147]van Vanat, “Ukrajinské otazka na Slovensku v rokoch 1918-1929” [The Ukrainian
Question in Slovakia during the Years 1918-1929] (unpublished habilitation thesis, Uni-
verzita Komenského, [Bratislava], 1968) (349 pp.). See also Ivan Vanat, “Do kul'turno-
nacional’'nyx problem ukrajinciv Prjasivityny v period domjunxens’koji respubliky” [On
the Cultural-National Problems of the Pre§ov Region Ukrainians in the Era of the Pre-
Munich Republic], DruZno vpered, Vol. XVI1I, No. 6 (PreSov, 1967), pp. 18-19,

14 Sliaxom Zovinja: zbirnyk dokumentiv [On the Road to October: A Collection of
Documents], Vol. 11: 1924-1929 (Uzhorod: Zakarpats'ke oblasne vydavnyctvo, 1961)(574
pp.) (307 documents); Vol. I11: 1930-1933(1962) (531 pp.) (274 documents); Vol. 1V: 1934-
1938 (1964) (596 pp.) (217 documents).

1499 josef Dudykevy®, Na marginesi bidy Pidkarpatskoj Rusy: spostereZennja i zamitky
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appearing in a collection of essays by Ivan Olbracht.!5¢ Nevertheless,
several studies by technical experts employed in the province reveal that
by continuing to invest large sums in Subcarpathian Rus’ the Czech-
oslovak government was able to make progress in the fields of construc-
tion, communication, and conservation.!’! Jan Brandejs, the former
head of the agricultural department, has produced the most reliable ac-
count of agricultural policy and land reform.!s2 There were also signifi-
cant educational and cultural advances, the importance of which even
Soviet scholars have recognized.!s3

[On tne Margin of Poverty in Subcarpathian Rus" Observations and Remarks]. In
Vydavnyctvo “Ukrajins’koho Slova,” Pt. 2 (Uzhorod, 1937) (62 pp.); Eugen Holly, Im
Lande der Kabbalisten, der Religionskimpfe und des Hungers. Quer durch
Karpathorussland (Pressburg: Verlag Grenzbote, 1927) (53 pp.). For a discussion of the
Jews in particular, see Jean Mousset, “Le probleme juif en Russie subcarpatique,” Affaires
étrangéres, Vol. VIII, No. 8 (Paris, 1938), pp. 501-512; Yehuda Erez (ed.), Karpatorus’
[Carpathian Rus'] (Jerusalem-Tel Aviv: Encyclopedia of the Jewish Diaspora Publishing
Co., 1959) (590 pp.); Aryeh Sole, “The Jews of Subcarpathian Ruthenia: 1918-1938,” in
The Jews of Czechoslovakia, Vol. 1 (Philadelphia-New York: The Jewish Publication
Society of America—Society for the History of Czechoslovak Jews, 1968), pp. 125-154;
Randolph L. Braham, “The Destruction of the Jews of Carpatho-Ruthenia,” in
Hungarian-Jewish Studies (New York: World Federation of Hungarian Jews, 1966), pp.
223-235; Shlomo Rozman, Sefer zikhron kedoshim: Karpatoros- Marmorosh [Memorial
Book of the Dead: Carpatho-Rus’-Maramaros] (Rehovot, Israel, 1969) (543 pp.).
1%01van Olbracht, Hory a staleti(Mountains and Centuries] (Prague: Mglantrich, 1935)
(238 pp.) (recently republished, together with his novels entitled Nikola Suhaj loupenik
and Golet v udoli, in Zakarpatskd trilogie[ Transcarpathian Trilogy] (Prague: Melantrich,
1972). See also the essays by the Czech writer Stanislav K. Neumann, Encidny s Pop Ivana
[Edelweiss from Pop lvan] (Prague: Fr. Borovy, 1933) (iii, 126 pp.); Stanislav K.
Neumann, “Karpatské leto” [Carpathian Summer], in his éeskoslovenské cesta [A
Czechoslovak Excursion} (2 vols., Prague: Fr. Borovy, 1934-35) (139, 269 pp.); the article
of the local Ukrainophile Vasyl' GrendZa-Dons’kyj, “Po Pidkarpattju” [Through
Subcarpathia), in his Sljaxom ternovym: vybrani tvory (Bratislava-Presov: Slovac’ke
pedahohi¢ne vydavnyctvo. Viddil ukrajins’koji literatury, 1964), pp. 340-365; the
impressions of Karel Capek, Endre Ady, Erskine Caldwell, and others in Lehenda pro
holod [Legend about Hunger] (Uzhorod: “Karpaty,” 1969) (239 pp.); and the travel
accounts of Henry Baerlein, Over the Hills of Ruthenia(London: Leonard Parsons, 1923)
(245 pp.), and In Czechoslovakia’s Hinterland (1.ondon: Hutchinson and Co., 1938) (287

pp.).

15tGustav Bianchi (ed.), Publikace pro zem Podkarpatskd Rus 1919-1932 [Publication
for the Province of Subcarpathian Rus’, 1919-1932] (Uzhorod, 1932) (104 pp.); Jaromir
Musil (ed.), Technickd prdce v zemi Podkarpatoruské 1919-1933 [Technical Work in the
Province of Subcarpathian Rus’, 1919-1933]} (Uzhorod: Odbor spolku ¢eskoslovenskych
inZenyrl, 1933) (386 pp.); Antonin Kubart (ed.), Vodohospoddrské otazky Podkarpatské
Rusi 1927-1937 [Hydrological-Economic Questions in Subcarpathian Rus’, 1927-1937}
(Uzhorod: Meliora¢ni svaz pro Podkarpatskou Rus, 1937) (96 pp.).

152Jean Brandeis, “Ce que le gouvernement tchécoslovaque avait accompli au point de
vue agricole dans la Russie subcarpathique,” L'est européen agricole, Vol. V (Paris, 1935)
(44 pp.). See also Edvard Reich, K zvelebovacimu programu zemédélstvi na Podkarpatské
Rusi [On the Program for the Improvement of Agriculture in Subcarpathian Rus’]. In
Casové spisky ministerstva zemédélstvi, No. 80 (Prague: Ministerstvo zemédeélstvi, 1936)
(140 pp.).

138kolstvi na Podkarpatské Rusi v pritomnosti [The Educational System in
Subcarpathian Rus’ at Present] (Prague: Statni nakladatelstvi, 1933) (51 pp.); Cyril
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The Communist Party was one of the stronger political groups in
Subcarpathian Rus’ during the interwar period. Though Communist
Party activity was rarely mentioned before 1945,'5¢ Soviet publications
appearing since then have been devoted almost exclusively to that topic.
A number of articles and monographs have concentrated on the Com-
munist Party from its establishment in 1920 to its forced dissolution in
the autumn of 1938. The Party is regarded by Soviet writers as the sole
representative of “progressive” forces in the bourgeois republic and as
the first political organization to accept without reservation the Ukrai-
nian national explanation.!s5 Subcarpathian Rus’ is invariably regarded
as a colony where hardly anything positive took place before its “‘reuni-
fication” with the Soviet Ukraine in 1945. Despite their almost exclusive
concern with Communist activities, Soviet authors, basing their work
on local archival sources, do shed some light on other developments
during the interwar period.!5¢

Kochannyj, O Podkarpatské Rusi[About Subcarpathian Rus’]. In Obdanskd knihovna,
No. 83 (Prague: Vydavano péti ministerstva $kolstvi a narodni osvéty, 1929) (39 pp.);
Antonin Hartl, Kulturni #ivot osvobozené Podkarpatské Rusi[Cultural Life in Liberated
Subcarpathian Rus’]. In Letdky “Nové Svobody,” No. 2 (Prague: Nakladem grafického,
knihaFského a nakladatelského druzstva, 1924) (18 pp.); Antonin Hartl, Die literarische
Renaissance der Karpathoruthenen(Prague: Orbis, 1932) (27 pp.) (originally in the Prager
Rundschau, Vol. VI [1931]). The Soviet view appears in A. M. [hnat, “Stan osvity na
Zakarpatti v 20-30-x rr. XX st.” [The State of Education in Transcarpathia in the 1920’s
and 1930°s], in Velykyj Zovten’ i rozkvit vozz'jednanoho Zakarpatija (UZhorod:
“Karpaty,” 1970), pp. 212-221.

154Besides the anti-Communist tract by Gerando referred to in note 135, see the earlier
history by the Subcarpathian Marxist Oleksandr Badan: Zakarpats'ka Ukrajina:
social’no-ekonomicnyj narys [Transcarpathian Ukraine: A Socioeconomic Sketch]
(Xarkiv, 1929) (176 pp.).

155Pavlo Lisovyj and Myxajlo Babydoryé, Trybuna trudjaséyx. (Do 50-ri¢cja
“Zakarpais’koji Pravdy”) [The Workers’ Tribune: On the Fiftieth Anniversary of
“Transcarpathian Truth™] (Uzhorod: “Karpaty,” 1970) (154 pp.).

1%6Irina N. Mel'nikova, “Iz istorii revoljucionnogo dvizenija na Zakarpatskoj Ukraine v
1921-1924 gg.” [On the History of the Revolutionary Movement in the Transcarpathian
Ukraine, 1921-1924], Ucenye zapiski instituta slavianovedenija, Vol. VI{Moscow, 1952),
pp. 5-59; O. V. Xlanta, “Komunisty Zakarpattja—orhanizatory i kerivnyky klasovoji
borot’by trudjaiyx v period tym&asovoji vidnosnoji stabilizaciji kapitalizmu (1924-1929
rr.)" [The Communists of Transcarpathia—Organizers and Leaders of the Class Struggle
of the Workers during the Period of the Temporary, Relative Stabilization of Capitalism,
1924-1929], Naukovi zapysky, Vol. L (Uzhorod, 1963), pp. 22-40; O. V. Xlanta, “Z istoriji
kolonijal'noji polityky &es’koji burZuaziji na Zakarpatti v 20-x rokax XX st.” [From the
History of the Colonial Politics of the Czech Bourgeoisie in Transcarpathia during the
1920%s], ibid., Vol. XXXVI1 (1958), pp. 90-104; Jurij Ju. Slyvka, Revoljucijno-vyzvol'na
borot’ba na Zakarpatti v. 1929-1937 rr. [The Revolutionary Struggle for Liberation in
Transcarpathia, 1929-1937] (Kiev: Vydavnyctvo Akademiji nauk Ukrajins’koji
Radjans’koji Socialistyénoji Respubliky, 1960) (156 pp.); Viktor 1. Bjelousov, Na $ljaxu
do peremohy: z istoriji komunistynoji orhanizaciji Zakarpatis'koji Ukrajiny 1929-1939 rr.
[On the Road to Victory: From the History of the Communist Organization in the
Transcarpathian Ukraine, 1929-1939] (Uzhorod: Zakarpats’ke oblasne vydavnyctvo,
1958) (238 pp.); Mykola E. Rotman, Naperedodni druhoji svitovoji: z istoriji
zakarpats’koji komunistyénoji orhanizaciji 1933-1938 rokiv [On the Eve of the Second
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9. October, 1938-March, 1939

After the signing of the Munich Pact both Slovakia and Subcar-
pathian Rus’ were granted autonomy. In the latter area the Russophile
and Ukrainophile politicians resolved their conflicts temporarily to
form a united front, and in early October the first autonomous govern-
ment was set up under the leadership of the Russophiles Andrij Brodij
and Stefan Fencik. That these two figures had long been in the service of
Budapest and Warsaw was suspected at the time and is confirmed by
documents in the Hungarian archives.!’ By the end of the month the
Ukrainophile faction under Avhustyn Volo$yn gained control of the
autonomous province, which was soon renamed Carpatho-Ukraine.

During the five months of autonomy the administration of Carpatho-
Ukraine was dominated by local Ukrainophiles. The Czechoslovak
parliament legalized the autonomous status of the area, and in
February, 1939, elections for a diet were held on a single-slate ticket.
Moreover, Carpatho-Ukraine was briefly recognized by the Third
Reich, which had still not formulated a definite policy in regard to the
eastern territories of federated Czechoslovakia. The withdrawal of
recognition by Berlin, however, doomed the province’s autonomous
future; despite a hasty declaration of independence on March 15, the
whole province was occupied by Hungarian troops.

Several general studies have been devoted to the autonomous period.
Petro Stercho, a native of the region, traces the attitude of the Western
Powers toward Carpatho-Ukraine in great detail and attributes the loss
of independence to betrayal by Hitler.!s8 The Soviet interpretation of

these events is best expressed by Jurij Slyvka, who accused Volo$yn and
his circle of cooperating with Nazi Germany against the will of the

World War: On the History of the Transcarpathian Communist Organization, 1933-1938}
(Uzhorod: “Karpaty,” 1964) (139 pp.); Borys 1. Spivak, Narysy istoriji revoljucijnoji
borot’by trudjaséyx Zakarpattja v 1930-1945 rokax [Short History of the Revolutionary
Working Class of Transcarpathia in the Years 1930-1945] (Uzhorod: Vydavnyctvo
L’vivs’koho universytetu, 1963) (378 pp.); Narysy istoriji Zakarpats'koji oblasnoji
partijnoji orhanizaciji [Short History of the Transcarpathian Provincial Party
Organization], Vol. I: 19/8-1945 (Uzhorod: “Karpaty,” 1968) (336 pp.).

15"Magda Adam, “Zaharbannja Zakarpattja xortists’koju Uhor¥¢ynoju v 1938-1939 rr.”
[The Seizure of Transcarpathia by Horthy's Hungary in 1938-1939], in Ukrajins’ko-
uhors’ki istoryéni zvjjazky (Kiev: Vydavnyctvo “Naukova dumka,” 1964), pp. 78-109. See
also note 162.

1%Petro Stercho, Karpato-ukrajins'ka derZava: do istoriji vyzvol'noji borot'by
karpats’kyx ukrajinciv u 1919-1939 rokax [The Carpatho—Ukrainian State: Toward a
History of the Liberation Struggle of Carpatho-Ukrainians in the Years 1919-1939]
(Toronto Naukove tovarystvo imeni Sevéenka, 1965) (288 pp.)(full bibliography). There
is also a revised and expanded English version: Diplomacy of Double Morality: Europe’s
Crossroads in Carpatho-Ukraine, 1919-1939 (New York: Carpathian Research Center,
1971) (xxii, 495 pp.) (documents and full bibliography).
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people.!s® Less passionate accounts stressing international interest in the
area are found in several articles by Marxist writers and in a study on
Hungarian revisionism by J6rg Hoensch.!60

Berlin’s attitude during these critical months is reflected in the more
than fifty documents dealing with Carpatho-Ukraine which appear in
two of the volumes on German foreign policy.!8! Much published
material from Budapest archives reveals the role and attitude of the
Hungarian government.'s? Finally, a recent study concerned with
Polish-Hungarian relations in 1938-1939 focuses attention on the at-
titude of these two countries toward the province.!63

Participants in or eyewitnesses to the events between the fall of 1938
and the spring of 1939 have published material of varying quality. Un-

critical praise for the period of autonomy has dominated the accounts of
Ukrainophile writers.!® Minister Jul'jan Revaj, Secretary of Education

19 Jurij Ju. Slyvka, Piustupy miZnarodnoji reakciji na Zakarpatii v 1938-1939 rr. [The
Machinations of the International Reaction in Transcarpathia, 1938-1939] (L'viv:
Vydavnyctvo L'vivs'koho universytetu, 1966) (69 pp.).

160Stefan Fano, “Zakarpatsk4 Ukrajina v politickych kalkulaciach susednych $tatov v
obdobi od Mnichova po marec 1939” [Transcarpathian Ukraine in the Political
Calculations of the Neighboring States during the Period from the Munich Pact to March,
1939), Slovanské studie, Vol. X1, Histdria (Bratislava, 1971), pp. 61-79; lvan Pop,
“Zakarpats'ka Ukrajina v jevropejs’kij kryzi 1938-39 rr.”[Transcarpathian Ukraine in the
European Crisis, 1938-1939), Duklja, Vol. XV, No. | (Pre3ov, 1967), pp. 62-66; Ladislav
Susko, “Nemecka politika voti Slovensku a Zakarpatskej Ukrajine v obdobi od
septembrovej krizy 1938 do rozbitia Ceskoslovenska v marci 1939” {German Policy
towards Slovakia and the Transcarpathian Ukraine during the Period from the September
Crisis of 1938 to the Breakup of Czechoslovakia in March, 1939], Ceskoslovensky éasopis
historicky, Vol. XXI, No. 2 (Prague, 1973), pp. 161-197; Andrij Kova¢, “Stanovy&se
zakarpats'’kyx ukrajinciv (rusyniv) i zanepad perSoji CSR” [The Position of the
Transcarpathian Ukrainians (Rusyns) and the Fall of the First Czechoslovak Republic],
Naukovyj zbirnyk muzeju ukrajins’koji kul'tury v Svydnyku, Vol. V1, Pt. 1 (Bratislava-
PreSov, 1972), pp. 7-37; Jorg K. Hoensch, Der ungarische Revisionismus und die
Zerschlagung der Tschechoslowakei. In Tiibinger Studien zur Geschichte und Politik, No.
23 (Tiibingen, 1967) (ix, 324 pp.) (full bibliography).

18! Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-1945, ser. D, Vol. 1V: The Aftermath of
Munich, October, 1938-March, 1939; and Vol. VI: The Last Months of Peace, March-
August, 1939 (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1951 and 1956).

‘&2 Diplomdciai iratok Magyarorszdg kiilpolitikdjdhoz 1936-1945 [Diplomatic Papers
on Hungarian Foreign Policy], Vol. 11: A Miincheni egyezmény létrejétte és Magyaroszdg
kiilpolitikdja 1936-1938 [The Formulation of the Munich Agreement and Hungarian
Foreign Policy] (Budapest: Akadémiai kiad6, 1965); and especially Vol. Il
Magyarorszdg  kiilpolitikdja  1938-1939 [Hungarian Foreign Policy, 1938-1939]
(Budapest: Akadémiai kiado, 1970).

18Maciej K ozminski, Polska i Wegry przed drugg wojng $wiatowq: pazdziernik 1938-
wrzesieri 1939 [Poland and Hungary before the Second World War: October, 1938-
March, 1939]) (Wroclaw: Wydawnictwo Polskiej akademii nauk, 1970) (371 pp.). For a
western viewpoint, see the report by George F. Kennan: From Prague after Munich:
Diplomatic Papers, 1938-1940 (Princeton, N. J.: Princeton University Press, 1968), pp.
58-75.

14Michael C. Lapica, “The Rise of Carpatho-Ukraine,” The Trident, Vol. 111, No. 1-2
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Avhustyn Stefan, Vice-President of the Diet Stepan Rosoxa, and the
minister resident in Prague Vikentij Sandor have written their inter-
pretations.!®s The single day of independence as well as the Hungarian
occupation of the province and the dispersal of the Ukrainophile leaders
have received special consideration.!% The Galician Ukrainian émigré
Volodymyr Birtak gives an account less complimentary to the
autonomous government. Incensed at the government’s refusal to
employ the services of the many experienced Galician-Ukrainians in the
province, Biréak claims that the failure to maintain Subcarpathian
autonomy must be attributed to the political immaturity of Volo§yn and
his aides.!” Another interesting viewpoint is that of Eleanor Perényi, an
American who was married to the son of Baron Perényi, the first ad-
ministrator after the Hungarian occupation.!® The Rusyn population
of eastern Slovakia, which received no special autonomous rights, is the
subject of an article by Stefan Pazur, who suggests that after the Munich
Pact there was a widespread movement calling for union with the
autonomous Carpatho-Ukraine.!#®

10. 1939-1944

Hungarian rule in Subcarpathian Rus’ lasted from March 15, 1939,
until the arrival of the Soviet army in October, 1944. The area was given

(New York, 1939), pp. 7-21; Eugene Skotzko, “Mecca to Cag)atho-Ukraine,” ibid., Vol.
111, No. 3 (1939), pp. 6-22; Volodymyr Levyc'kyj, Hitler, Cexy i Karpats'ka Ukrajina
[Hitler, the Czechs, and Carpatho-Ukraine] (Scranton, Pa.: “Narodna Volja,” 1939) (22

p.). .
163Julian Revay, “The March to Liberation of Carpatho-Ukraine,” The Ukrainian
Quarterly, Vol. X, No. 3 (New York, 1954), pp. 227-234; Augustin Stefan, From

Carpatho- Ruthenia to Carpatho-Ukraine (New York: Carpathian Star Publishing Co.,
1954) (48 pp.); Stepan Rosocha, “The First Diet of Carpatho-Ukraine,” The Trident, Vol.

111, No. 9-10 (New York, 1939), pp. 21-32; Stepan Rosocha, Sojm Karpats'koji Ukrajiny
The Carpatho-Ukrainian Diet] (Winnipeg: “Kul'tura i Osvita,” 1949) (98 pp.); Vikentij
andor, “Karpats'ka Ukrajina: zfederovana derZava” [Carpatho-Ukraine: A Federated

State}, Zapysky Naukovoho tovarystva imeni Sevienka, Vol. CLXXVII (New York,
1968), pp. 319-339.

166Michael C. Lapica and Roman Lacyk, “Republic for a Day,” The Trident, Vol. 111,

No. 4-5(New York, 1939), pp. 8-27; Michael Winch, Republic for a Day: An Eye Witness

Account of the Carpatho-Ukraine Incident (London: R. Hale, Ltd., 1939) (286 pp.);

Mykola Galagan, “My Last Days in Carpatho-Ukraine,” The Trident, Vol. 111, No. 7-8

(New York, 1939), pp. 18-31; No.9, pp. 32-40; and No. 10, pp. 33-40. The fullest account of

the Hungarian occupation is Karpais'ka Ukrajina v borot’bi [Carpatho-Ukraine in

Combat] (Vienna: Ukrajins’ka presova sluzba, 1939) (228 pp.).

167Volodymyr Birtak, Karpats'ka Ukrajina: spomyny i pereZyvannja [Carpatho-
Ukraine: Recollections and Reminiscences] (Prague: Nacija v poxodi, 1940) (91 pp.).
1&8Eleanor Perenyi, More Was Lost (Boston, Mass.: Little, Brown, and Co., 1946) (278

1®Stefan Pazur, “O vyvoji narodnostnych pomerov na vychodnom Slovensku v
jesennych mesiacoch roku 1938 [On the Development of Nationality Relations in Eastern
Slovakia in the Autumn Months of 1938), Nové obzory, No. 10(Pre3ov, 1968), pp. 13-25.



248 MAGOCS!

a regent who was expected to restore order after twenty years of Czech-
oslovak *“occupation and chaos.” Both the Russophile and
Ukrainophile ideologies were discarded in favor of the theory that the
(Ugro-) Rusyns were a distinct Slavic nationality who had always lived
in intimate contact with the Hungarians.!7? It was argued that the Rusyn
language and Rusyn art, music, and racial characteristics all reflected
the strong influence of Magyar civilization.!”!

Unlike the pre-1918 regime, which rejected the idea of a separate
Rusyn nationality, the Hungarian government had worked out a
program for preserving the culture of its “future” national minorities
before assuming control of the area. A center established in Pécs in the
1930’s for the study of the minority question formulated nationality

policy in a series of monographs and a journal, Kisebbségi korlevel
(1937-1944).'72 The returning Hungarian rulers guaranteed a degree of

cultural autonomy by creating the Subcarpathian Academy of Sciences
in 1941 and fostering the publication of scholarly and literary
periodicals aimed at creating a Rusyn literary language.!”3

17®Nicholas Kozma, “Le probleme ruthéne,” Nouvelle revue de Hongrie, Vol. LXI
(Budapest, 1939), pp. 3-14. For a fuller development of the Magyar interpretation, see
Tivadar Ortutay, Cseh vildg a kdrpdtokban[The Czech Era in the Carpathians] (UzZhorod,
1941) (250 pp.).

1" Aleksander Bonkalo, “Rus’kyj lyteraturnyj jazyk—A ruszin irodalmi nyelv” [The
Rusyn Literary Language], Zorja-Hajnal, Vol. 1, No. 1-2 (Uzhorod, 1941), pp. 54-71;
Jozsef Racz, “Kelet és nyugat a ruszin egyhazi miivészetben” [The Influence of the East
and the West on Rusyn Ecclesiastical Art], ibid., Vol. I, No. 1-2(1942), pp. 43-57; Petro
Myloslavskyj, “Rus’ka narodna pisnja: puty istoryénoho rozvytku” [The Rusyn Folk
Song: The Path of Historical Development], ibid., pp. 58-97; L4szl6 Balogh-Beéry, “A
ruszinsag rokonsagi kapcsolatai” [Relations of Rusyn Families], ibid., pp. 98-107; Vilmos
Balas, “Az ErdGs Karpatok és a Nagy-Alf6ld, ruszinok és magyarok™ [The Wooded
Carpathians and the Great Plain: Rusyns and Magyars], ibid., pp. 108-129; Gabor
Kemény, “Ungarn und die ruthenische Kulturgeschichte,” Donaueuropa, Vol. 111
(Budapest, 1943), pp. 597-610. _

12In A kisebbségi intézet kiadvinyai [Publications of the Minority Institute]. Those
dealing with Subcarpathian Rus’ are Vol. IV: Lasz16 Balogh-Beéry, A ruthén autonémia
[Rusyn Autonomy](Pécs, 1937) (26 pp.); Vol. X: Istvan Fenczik, A kdrpdtaljai autonémia
és a kisebbségi kérdés [Carpathian Autonomy and the Question of Minorities]
(Kecskemet, 1941) (16 pp.); and Vol. XI11: Gabor Kemény, Ezaf5ld Magyarorszag![This
Land is Hungary!] (Kecskemét, 1941).

13A detailed account of the first years of Hungarian rule can be found in Lorant
Tilkovszky, Revizio és nemzetiségpolitika Magyarorszdgon (1938-1941)[Revision and
Nationality Policy in Hungary] (Budapest: Akadémiai kiad6, 1967) (349 pp.). See also
Jozsef Bolony, A Kdrpdialjai Vajdasdgrél és annak én kormdnyzatdrél szolo
tgrvényjavaslar birdlata [ The Carpathian Territory and a Critique of the Validity of the
Bill concerning its Self-Government). In Magyar kézigazgatds konyvidra, No. 12
(Budapest, 1940) (30 pp.); Vasyl Markus, “Carpatho-Ukraine under Hungarian
Occupation (1939-1944),” The Ukrainian Quarterly, Vol. X, No. 3 (New York, 1954}, pp.
252-256. The most important periodicals were the bimonthly Lyteraturna Nedilja
(Uzhorod, 1941-44) and the annual Zorja- Hajnal(Uzhorod, 1941-43). Articles in the latter
were printed in Rusyn or Hungarian, or in parallel translation in both languages. All
articles have short résumeés in both French and German.
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It was especially in the economic sphere that the Hungarians wanted
to boast about their efforts.!”4 In a series of articles published in western
languages the Budapest government tried to convince Europe that an
economic renaissance was taking place in Subcarpathian Rus’.!7s
However, the international situation was unfavorable to the attainment
of Hungarian aims, for the Allies recognized the pre-Munich borders of
Czechoslovakia and the Czechoslovak government-in-exile in London,
in which Rusyn representatives participated.!’¢

It was only a matter of time until the Red Army arrived. The “libera-
tion” of Subcarpathian Rus’ has received considerable attention in both
Soviet and Czechoslovak publications. More than two thirds of the
Czechoslovak military units attached to the Red Army were made up of
Rusyns who had fled to the Soviet Union after the Hungarian occupa-
tion of their homeland.!?? Participants in the war have published a
number of memoirs.!’8 Soviet writers have emphasized the deprivations
of the Rusyns (particularly those who were members of the outlawed
Communist Party) in the period before their “social, political, and

174Bar6 Zsigmond Perényi and Aleksander YI'nytskyi, Za narod Podkarpaija: ¢to
stalosja dosy na Podkarpaiju? [For the People of Subcarpathia: What has taken place
until now in Subcarpathia?] (Uzhorod: Regentckyj komyssarijat Podkarpatskoj
terrytorii, 1940) (38 pp.). For basic statistical information (demography, employment
patterns, land holdings), consult the special Hungarian census of June 15, 1939, entered as
the supplement: “The Returned Highlands and Carpathian Territory,” in Az /1930. évi
népszdémidlas [The Census of 1930], Pt. 6. In Magyar statisztikai kézlemények, new ser.,
Vol. CX1V (Budapest, 1941), pp. 237-262.

175Prince Nicholas Massalky, “A Foreigner sees Subcarpathia,” The Hungarian
Quarterly, Vol. I11, No. 3 (Budapest, 1940), pp. 434-448; Aldo Dami, “Ce que j'ai vu en
Subcarpathie,” Nouvelle revue de Hongrie, Vol. LX11{Budapest, 1940), pp. 345-351; Jean
Stark, “La reconstruction de la Subcarpathie,” ibid., pp. 352-358.

176]lvan Vanat, “K mekiorym otazkam zahraniéného odboja zakarpatskych Ukrajincov
potas druhej svetovej vojny” [On Certain Questions concermng the Transcarpathian
Ukrainian Struggle Abroad dunng the Second World War], in Zovien’ i ukrajins'ka
kul'tura (Pre$ov: Kul'turnyj sojuz ukrajins’kyx trudjaityx, 1968), pp. 351-369.

7"lvan Vanat, “Zakarpats ki ukrajinci v ¢&exoslovac’komu vijsku v SRSR”
[Transcarpathian Ukrainians in the Czechoslovak Army in the U. S. S. R.], in Stjax do
voli: zbirnyk spohadiv i dokumentiv pro nacional’no-vyzvol'nu borot’bu ukrajins’koho
naselennja Cexoslovadyny proty fasyzmu v 1939-1945 rr. In Naukovyj zbirnyk muzeju
ukrajins’koji kul'tury v Svydnyku, Vol. 1l (Presov, 1966), pp. 183-201; Andrij Kovag,
“Ukrajinci Prjadivityny v rjadax Cervonoji Armiji” [The Ukrainians from the PreSov
Region in the Ranks of the Red Army], ibid., pp. 315-348.

178See the various reminiscences in ibid.; Oni osvoboZdali Zakarpat'e [They liberated
Transcarpathia] (Uzhorod: “Karpaty,” 1968) (272 pp.); Myxajlo Pytel, Borot’ba za
Beskydy [The Struggle for the Beskid Mountains] (Bratislava-PreSov: Slovac’ke
pedahohitne vydavnyctvo. Viddil ukrajins’koji literatury, 1967) (270 pp.); Myxajlo -
Sabado$, Parasutystom v Karpatax [A Parachutist in the Carpathians] (Bratislava-
PreSov: Slovac’ke pedahohidne vydavnyctvo. Viddil ukrajing’ koji literatury, 1966) (400

pp.); Ludvik Svoboda, Z Buzuluku do Prahy [From Buzuluk to Prague] (Prague, 1961)

(402 pp.) (German edition: Von Buzuluk bis Prag [Berlin: Deutscher Militirverlag, 1967]
[343 pp.]); Andrej A. Gietko, Cerez Karpaty [Across the Carpathians] (Moscow:
Voennoe izdatel’'stvo Ministerstva oborony SSSR, 1970) (431 pp.).
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national liberation” from Hungarian rule in 1944.17 Two studies by An-
drij Kova¢ have suggested that the economic and national status of the
Rusyn population living within the boundaries of the Slovak state dur-
ing the Second World War worsened as a result of fascist politics
emanating from Bratislava.!80

11. Since 1945

Despite Soviet guarantees to maintain the territorial integrity of
Czechoslovakia, a National Council under the protective shield of the
Red Army met in Mukadevo on November 26, 1944, and proclaimed a
desire to unite with the Soviet Ukraine. In June, 1945, the Soviet Union
and Czechoslovakia signed a treaty legalizing this union,!8!

Three works deal with the events of 1944-1945. They present the
Soviet, Czech, and Ukrainian interpretations of what actually
transpired. The first, a monograph by Ivan F. Evseev, stresses the legali-
ty of the national committees which were established in practically every
village in 1944-1945 and which were dependent on the Red Army.
Evseev also discusses the Central Muka&evo Council, which, voicing the
“will of the people,” undertook the nationalization of banks, industries,
shops, and land early in 1945.182

The study by Franti$ek Né¢mec, head of the Czechoslovak delegation
which arrived in the province soon after the Red Army occupied it, is a
diplomatic account emphasizing, on the one hand, the relations of the

1"Petro Xalus, V bojax za volju: borot’ba trudjaséyx Zakarpatija proty inozemnyx
ponevoljuvadiv za vozz”jednannja z Radjans’koju Ukrajinoju (1939-1944 rr.) [In the
Battle for Freedom: The Struggle of the Workers of Transcarpathia against Foreign
Oppressors and for Unification with the Soviet Ukraine, 1939-1944] (UZhorod:
Zakarpats’ke oblasne vydavnyctvo, 1959) (71 pp.); Sljaxom Zovmja [On the Road to
October], Vol. V: 1938-1944 (Uzhorod: “Karpaty,” 1967) (518 pp.) (255 documents).

1%0Andrij Kovaé, “Nacional'na polityka Slovac’koji Respubliky po vidnoSennju do
rusyniv-ukrajinciv (1938-1945)” [The Nationality Policy of the Slovak Republic with
regard to the Rusyn-Ukrainians, 1938-1945], in Zovten’ i ukrajins'ka kul'tura (PreSov:
Kul'turnyj sojuz ukrajins’kyx trudjas¢yx, 1968), pp. 132-144; Andrij Kovag, “Ukrajinci
Prjalivi¢yny i dejaki pytannja kul'turnoji polityky Slovac’koji Respubliky” [The
Ukrainians of the PreSov Region and Some Questions about the Cultural Policy of the
Stovak Republic]. In Naukovyj zbirnyk muzeju ukrajins'koji kul'tury v Svydnyku, Vol.
IV, Pt. 1 (PreSov, 1969), pp. 401-412; Andrij Kovaé¢, “Ukrajinci Sxidnoji Slovatyny
naperedodni slovac’koho narodnoho povstannja” {The Ukrainians of Eastern Slovakia
on the Eve of the Slovak National Uprising), in Z mynuloho i sucasnoho ukrajinciv
Cexoslovacéyny. In Pedahohicnyj zbirnyk, No. 3 (Bratislava: Slovac’ke pedahohi¢ne
vydavnyctvo, 1973), pp. 196-216.

I!1For insight into Soviet activities in the province, see the account by the former
N. K. V. D. agent Nikola Sinevirskij [lvan Mondit}: Smers (Kassel-Mdnchehof:
Vladimir Gorachek, 1948) (135 pp.). An abridged English version is also available: Smersh
(New York: Henry Holt and Co., 1950) (xi, 253 pp.).

82]lvan F. Evseev, Narodnye Komitety Zakarpaiskoj Ukrainy—organy
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author with both the Soviet officials and the Czechoslovak
governments-in-exile in London and Moscow, and, on the other hand,
his dealings with local Red Army officers and the burgeoning national
committees. During the course of his short stay in Subcarpathian Rus’
from October, 1944, to February, 1945, Némec concluded that the
province was lost and recommended its transfer to the Soviet Union. He
came to this conclusion for three reasons: the irreversible acceptance of
a pro-Soviet attitude by the local population, the lack of clear instruc-
tions from President Bene§, and the betrayal of the Czechoslovak cause
by the Czech and Slovak Communists residing in Moscow.!83

The third study is by Vasyl Markus, a native of Subcarpathia, who
lived there through the Second World War and liberation. As a Ukrai-
nian in contact with the underground movement in Galicia, he faced the
same dilemma that many other Ukrainians did: whether or not to accept
a long-desired union of Subcarpathian Rus’ with the Ukraine, even
though it meant union with a Soviet Ukraine. Ultimately, the desire for
national unity prevailed over anti-Communist feelings. Although
Markus questions the so-called “democratic” decisions of the peoples’
committees (of which he was a member), he still recognizes the Czech-
oslovak cession of the province as legally binding.!84

Many works concerned with the area in the period since 1945
emphasize the enormous economic, social, and cultural progress made
possible by Soviet rule.!85 Ljudmyla H. Kozlovs’ka describes the ad-

gosudarstvennoj viasti (1944-1945) [The National Committees in the Transcarpathian
Ukraine—Organs of State Power, 1944-1945] (Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel'stvo
juriditeskoj literatury, 1954) (148 pp.). See also Vasyl' V. Xainas, Roky velykyx podij:
borot’ba trudjaséyx Zakarpattja pid kerivnyctvom komunistyénoji partiji za
vozz"jednannja z Radjans’koju Ukrajinoju (1944-1945 rr.) [The Years of Great Events:
The Struggle of the Workers of Transcarpathia under the Leadership of the Communist
Party for the Unification of the Soviet Ukraine, 1944-1945) (Uzhorod: Zakarpats'ke
oblasne vydavnyctvo, 1959) (59 pp.); and the pertinent documents in Sljaxom Zovtnja:
zbirnyk dokumentiv [On the Road to October: A Collection of Documents], Vol. VI
August, 1944-January, 1946 (Uzhorod: “Karpaty,” 1965) (390 pp.) (219 documents).

183Frantitek Némec and Vasyl Moudry, The Soviet Seizure of Subcarpathian Ruthenia
(Toronto: Wm. B. Anderson, 1955) (ix, 375 pp.) (78 documents).

4Vasyl Markus, L'incorporation de I'Ukraine subcarpathique & I’ Ukraine soviétique
1944-1945 (Louvain: Centre d’etudes ukrainiens en Belgique, 1956) (147 pp.) (12
documents). See also Vincent Shandor, “Annexation of Carpatho-Ukraine to the
Ukrainian SSR,” The Ukrainian Quarterly, Vol. X111, No. 3 (New York, 1957), pp. 243-
254.

185A. M. lhnat, “Uspixy kul'turno-osvitnoji roboty v Zakarpats'kij oblasti za roky
radjans’koji vlady” [The Success in Cultural Work in the Transcarpathian Province
during the Years of Soviet Rule], Naukovi zapysky, Vol. IX (Uzhorod, 1954), pp. 369-397;
Pytannja rozvytku narodnoho hospodarstva radjans’koho Zakarpattja{The Question of
the Development of the National Economy in Soviet Transcarpathial, ibid., Vol. XLIV
(1961) (194 pp.). For an evaluation of studies on the post-1945 period, see Ninel’ P.
Mittenko, “Ukrajins’ka radjans’ka istoriohrafija pro rozvytok promyslovosti
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vances in industrial and agricultural development.!86 Similar essays of
self-praise deal with the Rusyn inhabitants of present-day eastern
Slovakia.!87 Ivan Bajcura has written a more substantial work, however,
describing the reasons for retarded economic and national develop-
ment, and articles by various authors discuss the economic, national,
educational, and cultural problems existing in the Rusyn region after
the war.!® Writers in the West have also focused on Soviet Transcar-
pathia and especially on eastern Slovakia, in particular on problems of
national assimilation, the destruction of the Greek Catholic Church,
and the Prefov region as factors in the 1968 Soviet intervention in
Czechoslovakia. !

robitny¢oho klasu Zakarpattja za roky Radjans’koji vlady” [Soviet Ukrainian

Historiography about the Development of Industry and the Working Class in
Transcarpathia during the Years of Soviet Rule], in Velykyj Zovien’ i rozkvit

vozz"jednanoho Zakarpartja (UZhorod: “Karpaty,” 1970), pp. 339-347.

186] judmyla H. Kozlovs'ka, Rozvytok narodnoho hospodarstva Zakarpats'koji oblasti
za roky radjans’koji viady [The Development of the National Economy of the
Transcarpathian Province during the Years of Soviet Rule] (L'viv: Vydavnyctvo
L'vivs’koho universytetu, 1959) (165 pp.). See also Narodne hospodarstvo Radjans’koho
Zakarpatija: statystyényj zbirnyk [The National Economy of Soviet Transcarpathia: A
Statistical Anthology] (UZzhorod: “Karpaty,” 1969) (191 pp.).

W10 rokiv Ukrajins’koho narodnoho teatru [Ten Years of the Ukrainian National
Theater] (Bratislava: Slovenske vydavatel'stvo krasnej literatury, 1958) (243 pp.); 15 rokiv
na sluzbi narodu: zbirnyk statej ta forodokumentiv z nahody 15-ricéja dijal'nosty
Kul'turnoho sojuzu ukrajins’kyx trudjaséyx [Fifteen Years in the Service of the People: A
Collection of Articles and Photo-Documents on the Occasion of Fifteen Years of Activity
of the Cultural Union of Ukrainian Workers] (Pre3ov: Kul'turnyj sojuz ukrajins’kyx
trudjasdtyx, 1966) (133 pp.); Hovoryt’ Prjasiv: 30 rokiv ukrajins’koho radiomoviennja v
Cexoslovacéyni [PreSov Speaking: Thirty Years of Ukrainian Radio Broadcasts in
Czechoslovakia]. In Naukovo-populjarna biblioteka Kul'turnoho sojuzu ukrajins’kyx
trudjasyx, No. 3 (Presov, 1968) (117 pp.); 25- Ukrajins'komu narodnomu teatru [ Twenty-
five Years qf the Ukrainian National Theater] (Bratislava-Pre$ov: Slovac’ke pedahohi¢ne
vydavnyctvo. Viddil ukrajins’koji literatury, 1971) (224 pp.).

88]van Bajcura, Ukrajinskd otdzka v CSSR [The Ukrainian Question in the Czecho-
slovak Socialist Republic] (KoSice: Vychodoslovenské vydavnyctvo, 1967) (216 pp.)
(bibliography); Zovten’ i ukrajins’ka kul'tura: zbirnyk materialiv z miZnarodnoho
sympozijum [October and Ukrainian Culture: A Collection of Materials from an
International Symposium] (PreSov: Kul'turnyj sojuz ukrajins’kyx trudjastyx, 1968) (640
pp.), especially Pt. 3, pp. 473-599; Ivan Bajcura, “KSC a ukrajinska otazka” [The
Communist Party of Czechoslovakia and the Ukrainian Question], in Z mynuloho i
suéasnoho ukrajinciv Cexoslovaééyny. In Pedahohiényj zbirnyk, No. 3 (Bratislava:
Slovac’ke pedahohitne vydavnyctvo, 1973), pp. 7-33; Vasyl’ Kapidovs'kyj, “Spadityna
kapitalizmu v oblasti Zyttjevoho ta kul'turnoho rivnja naselennja Sxidnoji Slova&éyny”
[The Hereditary Impact of Capitalism on the Social and Cultural Level of the Population
in Eastern Slovakial, in ibid., pp. 34-63.

1¥9Pavel Matu, “The Present State of National Consciousness among the Rusyns of
Czechoslovakia,” Europa ethnica, Vol. XXXI, No. 3 (Vienna, 1974), pp. 98-111; Pavel
Magu, “National Assimilation: The Case of the Rusyn-Ukrainians of Czechoslovakia,”
East-Central Europe, Vol. 11 (Pittsburgh, Pa., 1975); Michael Lacko, “The Forced
Liquidation of the Union of Uzhorod,” Slovak Studies, Vol. 1, Historica, No. 1 (Rome,
1961), pp. 145-185; Vasyl’ Markus’, “Ny$€ennja hreko-katolyc’koji cerkvy v Mukadivs'kij
Jeparxiji v 1945-50 rr.” [The Destruction of the Greek Catholic Church in the Mukagevo
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12. Cultural Developments

For nationalities that never possessed their own independent political
structure, the study of literature and language is extremely important,
since these two cultural elements frequently made possible the preserva-
tion of the existence of such groups. Hence, the historian should be
aware of at least a few works that deal with the cultural history of Sub-
carpathian Rus’."® Moreover, recent Soviet publications are valuable
for their descriptions of contemporary economic conditions and ac-
counts of the interplay between cultural and social development.

Ukrainophile and Russophile cultural historians have defended their
particular positions with arguments based on different interpretations
of Subcarpathian literary development. According to the Ukrainian
thesis, the early writers in Subcarpathian Rus’, especially during the six-
teenth and seventeenth centuries, used a popular language similar to
that spoken by the people. This pattern changed when various authors
began to write in Latin and later in Great Russian during the nineteenth
century. The result was a divorce of literature from the people—a
tragedy which was rectified only by a return to writing in Rusyn (po
rus’ky)(i. e., archaic Ukrainian), which began in the early twentieth cen-
tury and continued during the 1920’s and*30’s. The Ukrainian point of
view was first expressed by the literary critics Ivan Franko and Hijador
Stryps’kij.!9! In a general survey, Volodymyr Birak repeated the Ukrai-
nian thesis, discounted internal regional peculiarities almost entirely,
and linked the development of Subcarpathian literature solely with that
of Galicia.!92 Among those who have accepted the Ukrainian interpreta-

Eparchy, 1945-1950], Zapysky Naukovoho tovarystva im. Sevéenka, Vol. CLX1X (Paris-
New York, 1962), pp. 385-405; The Tragedy of the Greek Catholic Church in Czecho-
slovakia (New York: Carpathian Alliance, 1971) (68 pp.); Athanasius B. Pekar,
“Restoration of the Greek Catholic Church in Czechoslovakia,” The Ukrainian Quarterly,
Vol. XXXIX, No. 3(New York, 1973), pp. 282-296; Grey Hodnett and Peter J. Potichnyj,
The Ukraine and the Czechoslovak Crisis. In Department of Political Science, Research
School of Social Sciences, Australian National University, Occasional Paper, No. 6
(Canberra, 1970) (154 pp.).

199A comprehensive bibliography of works on Subcarpathian literary history is
available in Zorja-Hajnal, Vol. 11, No. 3-4 (Uzhorod, 1942), pp. 459-467.

“¥tlvan Franko, “Karpato-rus'ke pys'menstvo XVII-XVHI vikiv” [Carpatho-Rusyn
Literature in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries], Zapysky Naukovoho tovarystva
imeny Sevéenka, Vol. XXXVII-XXXVIII (L’viv, 1900), pp. 1-22, 23-91, and 91-162 (the
first section was republished in Ivan Franko, Tvory, Vol. XVI [Kiev: Deriavne
vydavnyctvo xudoZn’oji literatury, 1955], pp. 311-331); Bilen’kyj [Hijador N. Stryps’kyj],
Starfa rus'ka pys'mennost na Uhorséyni [Old Rusyn Writings in Hungary] (UZhorod,
1907) (16 pp.).

92Volodymyr Birtak, Literaturni stremlinnja Pidkarpats'koji Rusy [Literary
Endeavors of Subcarpathian Rus’]. Second edition published in Vydavnyctvo
Pedagogi¢noho tovarystva Pidkarpats’koji Rusy, No. 45 (Uzhorod, 1937) (190 pp.).
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tion are Myxajlo Voznjak, who has focused on the early period, and the
Italian Wolfgango Giusti, who has written a more general survey. !9

Supporters of the Russophile (obscerusskaja) interpretation
emphasized the influence of Church-Slavonic and Russian elements in
the literary tradition of Subcarpathian Rus’. The ingrained tendency of
the local intelligentsia to use the Russian language was most evident
during the second half of the nineteenth century, but such favorable
developments were initially hampered by increased “Magyarization”
and then undermined during the Czechoslovak period by the growth of
Ukrainianism. This thesis was first presented in studies by Petr Feerak
and the local national leader Evmenij Sabov.!194 Evgenij Nedz&!’skij and
Pavel Fedor developed this idea further in detailed surveys, as did Jul'’-
jan Javorskij in his essay on periodization.!?S The only outline of Sub-
carpathian literary history available in English reflects the Russophile
point of view.!9

The Czech literary critic Antonin Hartl devoted several studies to
Subcarpathian Rus’. Although he does not recognize the existence of an

193Myxajlo Voznjak, Istorija ukrajins’koji literatury [A History of Ukrainian
Literature] (3 vols., L'viv: Nakladom tovarystva “Prosvita,” 1924), Vol. 111, Pt. 2, pp. 108-
122; Wolfango Giusti, “La Russia subcarpatica ¢ la sua letteratura,” Revista di letterature
slave,” Vol. 1, No. 1-2 (Rome, 1926), pp. 115-138.

19sPetr Feerdak, Ocerk literaturnago dviZenija ugorskix russkix[Outline of the Literary
Movement of the Hungarian Russians] (Odessa, 1888) (42 pp.); Evmenij Sabov,
Xristomatija cerkovno-slavjanskix i ugro-russkix literaturnyx pamjatnikov [An
Anthology of Church-Slavonic and Ugro-Russian Literary Monuments] (UZhorod:
Knigopetatnyj fond eparxii mukaZevskoj, 1893) (236 pp.) (the first section, “Ogerk
literaturnoj d&jatel'nosti i obrazovanija karpatorussov” [An Outline of the Literary
Activity and Education of the Carpatho-Russians], was reprinted in lzdanie kul'turno-
prosvétitel'nago obsCestva imeni Aleksandra Duxnovica, No. 8[Uzhorod, 1925)[32 pp.]).
See also Fedor F. Aristov, Karpato-russkie pisateli: Izslédovanie po neizdannym
isto¢nikam [Carpatho-Russian Writers: An Analysis based on Unpublished Sources],
Vol. I (Moscow: Izdanie Galicko-russkago ob¥testva v Petrogradg, 1916) (304 pp.).

195Evgenij Nedzél'skij, Oderk karpatorusskoj literatury [An OQutline of Carpatho-
Russian Literature] (Uzhorod: Izdanie Podkarpatorusskago narodoprosvétitel’nago
sojuza, 1932) (289 pp.); Pavel Fedor, Ocerki karpato-russkoj literatury so vioroj poloviny
XIX stolétija [An Outline of Carpatho-Russian Literature from the Second Half of the
Nineteenth Century]. In Izdanie Kul'turno-prosvétitel'nago obs¢estva imeni Aleksandra
Duxnovi¢a, No. 56 (Uzhorod, 1929) (76 pp.); Jul'jan A. Javorskij, “Znatenie i mésto
Zakarpat'ja v ob¥tej sxem& russkoj pis'mennosti” [The Significance and Place of
Transcarpathia in the General Scheme of Russian Literature], in Shornik praci I. sjezdu
slovanskych filologid v Praze 1929, Vol. 11 (Prague: Orbis, 1932), pp. 74-89 (full
bibliography). See also Nikolaj V. Vodovozov, “Russkie pisateli v Cexoslovakii” [Russian
Writers in Czechoslovakia], in A. |. Revjakin (ed.), Russkaja literatura i narodnoe
tvorcestvo. In Ulenye zapiski moskovskogo gosudarstvennogo pedagogiceskogo instituta
(Moscow, 1962), pp. 186-218.

196 A rthur P, Coleman and George B. Bezinec, “The Rise of Carpatho-Russian Culture,”
Central European Observer, Vol. XVI (Prague, 1938), No. 17, pp. 262-264 and 280; No.
18, pp. 295-296; No. 19, pp. 311-313; and No. 20, pp. 327-328.
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entirely independent Rusyn culture, he points out the “special
characteristics” of literary development in the province.!? The
Hungarian interpretation was best summarized by Sandor Bonkal6 and
later repeated in a general survey of Subcarpathian literature published
in 1942. Both argued that the Rusyns were a distinct Slavic people whose
first literary masterpieces, written in the popular language, appeared
during the seventeenth century under the impact of the Western Refor-
mation. Subsequently the Latin-trained Greek-Catholic priests ignored
the vernacular and in the nineteenth century the Russophiles ignored it
entirely. After 1918 both Ukrainophiles and Russophiles undermined
all efforts to create a separate Rusyn national literature.!%8

The authors of recent publications on literary history have, on the
whole, accepted the Ukrainian thesis and branded the Russian and
Hungarian interpretations as reactionary.!®® The writings of Vasyl’ L.
Mykytas’ and Olena RudlovZak are of especially high quality and make
extensive use of hitherto unknown archival materials. A number of
monographs and articles cover the various stages of Subcarpathian
cultural history: the earliest period to the end of the eighteenth cen-
tury,20 the nineteenth century struggles between the Latin, Church-
Slavonic, Russian, and dialectal orientations,2®! and the period of

97Antonin Hartl, “Pisemnictvi Podkarpatskych Rusinii” [The Literature of the
Subcarpathian Rusyns], in Ceskoslovenskd viastivéda (10 vols., Prague: “Sfinx” Bohumil
Janda, 1929-34), Vol. VII, pp. 273-290.

194Sandor Bonkalé, A kdrpdtalji rutén irodalom és miivelGdés [The Literary and
Cultural History of the Carpathian Rusyns). In Felvidéki tudomdnyos tdrsasdg
kiadvdnyai, 1st ser., No. 2 (Pécs, 1935) (79 pp.); Ystorija Podkarpatskoi lyteratury
(Uzhorod: 1zdanie Regentskoho Komyssarijata, 1942)(64 pp.). On the so-called “chaotic”
developments during the Czech regime, see Jozsef Racz, “A legijabb ruszin irodalom”
[The Most Recent Rusyn Literature], Kisebbségi korlevél, Vol. V11, No. 4 (Pécs, 1943),
pp. 219-234.

99]van P. VyS¥nevs'kyj, Tradyciji ta sucasnist’ [Traditions and the Present] (L'viv:
KnyZkovo-Zurnal’ne vydavnyctvo, 1963) (239 pp.) (full bibliography).

20Vasyl' L. Mykytas’, Davnja literatura Zakarpatija: narysy literatury Zakarpaitja
doby feodalizmu [Old Literature of Transcarpathia: Outline of Transcarpathian
Literature in the Feudal Period] (L’viv: Vydavnyctvo L’vivs'’koho universytetu, 1968) (254
pp.); Oleksa V. My3anyg, Literatura Zakarpattja XVII-XVIIstolit': istoryko-literaturnyj
narys [The Literature of Transcarpathia in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries: A
Historico-Literary Outline] (Kiev: “Naukova dumka,” 1964) (116 pp.); Oleksa MySany¢,
“Pysmenstvo rusynox Zakarpatja na narodnej beSedy uZ od konca XVI stoljityja”
[Literature of the Rusyns of Transcarpathia in the National Tongue from the End of the
Sixteenth Century), Nova dumka, Vol. 111, No. 7 (Vukovar, 1974), pp. 105-115; Oleksa
Mysany&, “Vyrdovana lyteratura Zakarpatja 17-18 st.” [The Poetic Literature of
Transcarpathia in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries], ibid., Vol. 111, No. 8(1974),
pp- 41-48; Vasyl' L. Mykytas’, Ukrajins’kyj pys'mennyk-polemist Myxajlo Andrella[The
Ukrainian Writer-Polemist, Myxajlo Andrella] (Uzhorod, 1960).

0Vasyl’ Mykytas’, Haluzka mohutn’oho dereva: literaturnyj narys [A Branch of a
Great Tree: A Literary Outline] (UZhorod: Vydavnyctvo “Karpaty,” 1971)(208 pp.); Jurij
Bata, Literaturnyj rux na Zakarpatti seredyny XIX stolittja [The Literary Movement in
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literary stabilization after 1918.202 A critical anthology recognizes the
achievements of Russophile authors during the Hungarian occupation,
and special studies deal with developments in poetry and the Subcar-
pathian theater.2®® Literary and cultural developments in eastern
Slovakia, where the dialectal and Russophile traditions have persisted
until the 1950’s, can best be surveyed in the journal Duklja and in in- |
dividual historical and critical essays by Orest Zilyns'kyj, Olena
Rudlovéak, II'ja Volo$¢uk, and Fedir Kovag.2

Transcarpathia in the Mid-Nineteenth Century] (PreSov: Slovac’ke pedahohi¢ne
vydavnyctvo. Viddil ukrajins’koji literatury, 1961) (271 pp.) (bibliography); Vasyl’ L.
Mykytas’, Literaturnyj rux na Zakarpatti druhoji polovyny XIX st. [The Literary
Movement.in Transcarpathia in the Second Half of the Nineteenth Century] (UZhorod:
UZhorods’kyj derZavnyj universytet, 1965) (103 pp.); Petro V. Lintur, “Tradicii russkogo
klassicizma v literature Zakarpat’ja X1X v.” [The Traditions of Russian Classicism in the
Literature of Transcarpathia in the Nineteenth Century], in Russkaja literatura XVIIi
veka i slavianskie lireratury (Moscow: Akademia nauk SSSR, 1963), pp. 122-136; Nykolaj
Lelekag, “Podkarpatskoe pys'menstvo na poatku XX vika” [Subcarpathian Literature in
the Beginning of the Twentieth Century], Zorja- Hajnal, Vol. 11, No. 1-4 (Uzhorod, 1943),
pp. 229-257.

202Juri) Baleha, Literatura Zakarpattja 20-30-yx rokiv X X stolittja [The Literature of
Transcarpathia in the 1920’s and 1930’s] (Kiev: Radjans’kyj pys’mennyk, 1962) (245 pp.).
See also the earlier excellent surveys' by Antonin Hartl, “Literarni obrozeni
Podkarpatskych Rusini v letech 1920-1930” [The Literary Revival of the Subcarpathian
Rusyns in the Years 1920-1930], Slovansky prehled, Vol. XXI1I (Prague, 1930), pp. 183-
199, 272-280, 319-333, 425-435, and 487-504; and Evgenij Nedz&!'skij, “Sovremennaja
karpato-russkaja literatura” {Contemporary Carpatho-Russian Literature], Central’naja
Evropa, Vol. 1V, No. 4 (Prague, 1931), pp. 201-212; and the articles by Antonin Hart],
Jevgenij Nedz&Iskij, and Viadimir Birak in Jaroslav Zatloukal (ed.), Podkarpatskd Rus
(Bratislava: Klub pratel Podkarpatske Rusi, 1936), pp. 181-202.

263Qleg Grabar, Poezija Zakarpat’ja 1939-1944 [The Poetry of Transcarpathia, 1939-
1944] (Bratislava: Slovenské vydavatel'stvo krasnej literatury, 1957) (316 pp.). For this
period see the bimonthly Lyteraturna Nedilja (referred to in note, 173). Vasyl' Mykytas’
and Olena Rudlov&ak, Poety Zakarpattja: antolohija zakarpatoukrajins'koji poeziji (X VI
st.-1945 r.) [The Poets of Transcarpathia: An Anthology of Transcarpathian Ukrainian
Poetry from the Sixteenth Century to 1945] (Bratislava-Pre3ov: Slovac’ke pedahohigne
vydavnyctvo. Viddil ukrajins’koji literatury, 1965) (661 pp.); Evgenij Nedz&l'skij, Ugro-
russkij teatr [The Ugro-Russian Theater] (UZhorod, 1941) (112 pp.).

24 Duklja, Zurnal dlja literatury, publicystyky ta mystectva [Duklja, a Journal of
Literature, Journalism, and Art] (PreSov, 1953-); Olena Rudlov¢ak, “Literaturni
stremlinnja ukrajinciv Sxidnoji Slova&yny u 20-30-x rokax naSoho stolittja” [The
Literary Endeavors of the Ukrainians of Eastern Slovakia in the 1920s and 1930s], in
Zovten’ i ukrajins’ka kul'tura (PreSov: Kul'turnyj sojuz ukrajins’kyx trudja$tyx, 1968), pp.
145-172; Orest Zilyns'’ky) (ed.), Literatura d&exoslovac'kyx ukrajinciv 1945-
1967: problemy i perspektyvy [The Literature of the Czechoslovak Ukrainians, 1945-
1967: Problems and Perspectives] (Bratislava-Pre3ov: Slovac’ke pedahohiéne
vydavnyctvo. Viddil ukrajins’koji literatury, 1968) (156 pp.); Orest Zilyns'kyj, “Na3a
literaturna sytuacija” [Our Literary Situation], Duklja, Vol. XVIII, No. 2 (Predov, 1969),
pp. 1-7; IIja Volo¥uk, Sovremennaja ukrainskaja literatura v Cexoslovakii
[Contemporary Ukrainian Literature in Czechoslovakia] (Bratislava: Slovenskeé
vydavatel'stvo krasnej literatury, 1957)(221 pp.), Fedir Kovag, Dejaki problemy rozvytku
ukrajins’koji literatury v Cexoslovac®yni (pisljavojennyj period){Certain Problems in the
Development of Ukrainian Literature in Czechoslovakia). In Naukovo-populjarna
biblioteka Kul'turnoho sojuza ukrajins’kyx trudjaséyx, No. 6 (Presov, 1973) (159 pp.).
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13. Rusyns in Hungary

There were several Rusyn-inhabited islets in what is now northeastern
Hungary, and although the population in this area has remained con-
fessionally Greek Catholic, it has been assimilated almost entirely into
the Magyar nationality. The geographical distribution of these Rusyns
is outlined in ethnographic studies by Stepan Toma3ivs’kyj, Hijador
Stryps’kyj, and Aleksej L. Petrov.205 Several authors have also written
works in which they tried to prove that the Greek Catholic “Magyars”
(who are in most cases “Magyarized” Rusyns) are actually Magyar in
national origin.2% Recently, Attila Paladi-K ovacs wrote an informative
essay on the status of these Rusyn communities during the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries.2” Finally, Emil Baleczky has analyzed the
speech of Komloska, the last village in Hungary where Rusyn is still
spoken by at least some of the inhabitants.208

14. Rusyns in Jugoslavia

Comparatively more literature is available on the Rusyns who settled
in the Batka and in Srem—areas which are presently in the Voivodinian
autonomous region and the Croatian republic of Jugoslavia.2® These

205See the Tomasivs'kyj studies referred to in footnote 36; Hiador Sztripszky, “A
magyarorszagi rutenség néprajzi terkepe” [An Ethnographic Map of Hungary’s Rusyns],
Néprajzi értesitd, Vol. X1 (Budapest, 1910); Aleksej L. Petrov, “Kdy vznikly ruské osady
na uherské Dolni zemi a viibec za Karpaty?—K demografii zakarpatské Rusi” [When did
the Russian Settlements on the Hungarian Plain and, in General, those beyond the
Carpathians originate. On Demography in Transcarpathian Rus’), Cesky dasopis
historicky, Vol. XXIX, No. 3-4 (Prague, 1923), pp. 411-442.

w06Gyula Polyanszky, A gordg katholikusok Zemplén varmegyében: Adalékok
Zemplén varmegye 16riénetéhez[Greek Catholics in Zemplén Comitat: A Contribution to
the History of Zemplén Comitat] (Satoraljadjhely, 1897); Jend Szabd, A gordg-
katholikus Magyarorszdg utolso kalvdria utja[The Greek Catholics of Hungary on Their
Last Road to Calvary] (Budapest, 1913) (520 pp.); Janos Karacsonyi, 4 gordgkatholikus
magyarok eredete [The Origin of the Greek Catholic Magyars] (Budapest: Stephanium
nyomda és konyvkiad6, 1924) (24 pp.).

W Attila Paladi-Kovacs, “Ukran szérvanyok a 18-19. szazadban a mai Magyarorszag
eszakkeleti részén™ [The Scattered Few Ukrainian Settlements of the Eighteenth and
Nineteenth Centuries in the Northeastern Part of Contemporary Hungary], in Gyula
Ortutay (ed.), Népi kultura—népi i1drsadalom. In A Magyar tudomdnyos akadémia
néprajzi kutaté csoportjanak évkonyve, Vol. V11 (Budapest: Akadémiai kiad6, 1973), pp.
327-367 (translated into Batka Rusyn under the title: “Ukrajinsky ostrova u syvero-
vostotnej Cascy Madjarske) u XVHI-XIX vyku” [Ukrainian Islets in Northeastern
Hungary in the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries), Nova dumka, Vol. 111, Nos. 7and 8
(Vukovar, 1974), pp. 107-112 and 157-160.

26Emil’ Baleckij, *O jazykovoj prinadleznosti i zaselenii sela K omloska v Vengrii” [On
the Linguistic Affiliation and Population of the Village of Komloska in Hungary}, Studia
slavica, Vol. 11 (Budapest, 1956), pp. 345-364; Emil’ Baleckij, “Vengerskie zaimstvovanija
v lemkovskom govore sela Komloska v Vengrii” [On Hungarian Loanwords in the
Lemkian Dialect of the Hungarian Village of Komloska], ibid., Vol. 1V (1958), pp. 23-46.

209Emilija V. Cerovi¢, “Ogled bibliografije radova o jugoslovenskim rusinima i
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Rusyns, known locally as Rusnaci, immigrated to what was then
southern Hungary in 1744, in 1765-1767, and in the nineteenth century.
They came from areas northwest of the Hungarian city of Miskolc and
from villages near Trebifov and Bardejov, in present-day eastern
Slovakia. Most of them settled in the Voivodinian villages of Ruski
Krstur and Kocur, where they have preserved both their allegiance to
Greek Catholicism and their own language based on transitional Rusyn
and eastern Slovak dialects. Limited in number to about 25,000, they
have, nonetheless, maintained a separate national identity and have
developed a sociologically complete, distinct Slavic language.2!®

Several general introductions outline the development of the Batka
or Voivodinian communities,2!! but the most intensive scholarship has

been concentrated on linguistic, and especially ethnographic,
problems.2!2 At the turn of the twentieth century the Galician Ukrainian

ethnographer Volodymyr Hnatjuk published several volumes of folk
material and two extensive articles in which he argued that the Batka
Rusyns clearly form part of the Ukrainian nation both linguistically and
ethnographically.23 Frantifek ‘Pastrnek, Aleksej i. Sobolevskij, and
Olaf Broch soon challenged these assertions, claiming that since the
Rusyns in question had been linguistically “Slovakized” before they

ukrajincima” [Survey of a Bibliography of Works on the Rusyns and Ukrainians of
Jugoslavial, in Tradycyjna kultura jugoslavjanskyx rusynox (Novi Sad: “Ruske Slovo,”
1971), pp. 288-310. This bibliography includes only works published on the territory of
Jugoslavia. It has 432 entries arranged under the following topics: general works;
historical past; population; economy; social life; national customs; medicine; intellectual
life, religion, beliefs; culture, language, theater; folk culture; literature; and index.

100n demographic developments, see the Hungarian statistical works referred to in
note 87; and the Jugoslav census reports: Popis stanovistva 1961 [Population Census
1961] (16 vols., Belgrade: Savezni zavod za statistiku, 1965-71); Popis stanovistva i
stanova 1971 [Population and Housing Census of 1971}, Stanovistvo (11 vols.) and
Stanovi (7 vols.) (Belgrade: Savezni zavod za statistiku, 1972-74). See also“Kel'o nas jest y
dze Zyjeme?” [How Many of Us are Here and Where do We Live?], Nova dumka, Vol. 1,
No. 2 (Vukovar, 1972), pp. 28-32.

2]stvan Frankl, “Ruthének” [Ruthenes], in Bdcs-Bodrogh vdrmegye egyetemes
monografidja, Vol. 11{Zombor: Bitterman Nandor és fia konyv &s kényvnyomdaja, 1886),
pp. 406-411; Jan Auerhan, Ceskoslovenskd vétev v Jugoslavii [The Czechoslovak Branch
in Jugoslavia). In Knihovna éeskoslovenského ustavu zahraniéniho, No. 1 (Prague, 1930),
especially pp. 80-86; “Rusini u Jugoslaviji” (Rusyns in Jugoslavia], in Malorusii Ukrajina
(Zagreb, 1939), p. 84; Myxajlo Marundak, Ukrajinci v Rumuniji, Cexo-slovaééyni,
Pol’$¢i, Jugoslaviji [Ukrainians in Romania, Czechoslovakia, Poland and Jugoslavia)
(Winnipeg: General Library, 1969), especially pp. 43-56; Oleksa Horbach, “Ukrainians
Abroad: in Yugoslavia,” in Ukraine: A Concise Encyclopedia (2 vols., Toronto: Uni-
versity of Toronto for the Ukrainian National Association, 1963-71), Vol. II, pp. 1248-
1253,

212The recent Tradycyjna kultura jugoslavjanskyx rusynox [The Traditional Culture of
Jugoslavia’s Rusyns] (Novi Sad: “Ruske slovo,” 1971) (320 pp.) contains twenty articles
(with resumés in French), most of which deal with ethnographic problems.

23The works which became the source of controversy are Volodymyr Hnatjuk, “Rus’ki
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arrived in the Voivodina, they must be classified either as Slovaks orasa
transitional group between the Slovaks and the Rusyns (Ukrainians).2!4
Despite the non-historical focus of these studies, much valuable infor-
mation can be obtained from them about the Voivodinian Rusyns.

A comprehensive historical survey of the Rusyn community in
Jugoslavia still has not been written. A few articles which focus on cer-
tain periods are all that exist. Several authors have analyzed the es-
tablishment of the first Rusyn settlements in the eighteenth century,2!s
and in a recent article Vlado Kostelnyk has suggested that Rusyns were
already present in Srem in the thirteenth century.216 The history of the

oseli v Bagci” [Rusyn Settlements in the Batka), Zapysky Naukovoho tovarystva imeny
Sevéenka, Vol. XXII, No. 2 (L'viv, 1898), pp. 1-58; Volodymyr Hnatjuk, “Slovaky &y
Rusyny?: prytynok do vyjasnenja sporu pro nacional’nist’ zaxidnyx rusyniv” [Slovaks or
Rusyns? A Contribution to the Debate concerning the Nationality of the Western
Rusyns), ibid., Vol. XL1}, No. 4 (1901), pp. 1-81. The folk songs and tales from the Batka
and Banat were published in Volodymyr Hnatjuk, Etnografiéni materijaly z Uhors’koji
Rusy [Ethnographic Material from Hungarian Rus’], Vols. 11, Pt. 2, IV, V, VL. In
Etnografiényj zbirnyk (40 vols., L'viv: Etnografi¢na komisija Naukovoho tovarystva im.
éevéenka, 1895-1929), Vols. I1X, XXV, XXIX, XXX. The tales and songs from these
collections have been transcribed back into Batka Rusyn and published in Djura Latjak
(ed.), Narodny prypovidky balvan’skyx Rusynox po etnografyényx materyjalox
Volodymyra Hnatjuka[Folk Tales of the Batka Rusyns from the Ethnographic Material
of Volodymyr Hnatjuk] (Ruski Krstur: “Ruske slovo,” 1967) (326 pp.); and Djura Latjak
(ed.), Rusky narodny pysnji u zapysox V. M. Hnatjuka[R usyn Folk Songs in the Writings
of V. M. Hnatjuk] (Novi Sad: “Ruske slovo,” 1972) (276 pp.). On Hnatjuk’s activities in
the Voivodina, see Myxajlo Jacenko, “Volodymyr Hnatjuk y badvansky rusnacy”
[Volodymyr Hnatjuk and the Batka Rusnaks], in ibid., pp. 239-265; and Mykola
Mugynka, “Volodymyr Hnatjuk: perSyj doslidnyk Zyttja i narodnoji kul'tury rusyniv-
ukrajinciv Jugoslaviji” [Volodymyr Hnatjuk, the First Researcher on the Life and
National Culture of the Rusyn-Ukrainians of Jugoslavia), in Djura Latjak (ed.), Narodny
prypovidky baévan’skyx Rusynox po etnografyényx materyjalox Volodymyra Hnatjuka
(Ruski Krstur: “Ruske slovo,” 1967), pp. 7-69.

24Frantifek Pastrnek, “Rusini jazyka slovenského: odpovéd’ panu Vlad. Hnatjukovi”
[Slovak-Speaking Rusyns: An Answer to Mr. Volodymyr Hnatjuk}, in Vladimir 1.
Lamanskii (ed.), Stat’i po slavjanovédéniju (2 vols., St. Petersburg: lzdanie vtorogo
otdélenija Imperatorskoj akademij nauk, 1906), Vol. 11, pp. 60-78; Aleksej 1. Sobolevskij,
“Ne Russkie, a Slovaki” [Not Russians but Slovaks), Etnograficeskoe obozrénie, Vol. X,
Book 39, No. 4 (Moscow, 1899), pp. 147-149; Olaf Broch, “Aus der ungarischen
Slavenwelt,” Archiv fiir slavische Philologie, Vol. XXI (Berlin, 1899), pp. 54-61.

U5Georgy) Besermynji, “Nasel'ovanje Rusnacox do Sydu”[The Settlement of Rusyns in
8id), Rusky kalendar 1938 (Ruski Krstur, 1937), pp. 36-42; Slavko Gavrilovié, “Prilog
istoriji Rusina u Batkoj sredinom XVIII veka” [A Contribution to the History of the
Rusyns in the Batka in the Mid-Eighteenth Century), Zbornik za drustvene nauke Matica
srpska, Vol. XLVIII (Novi Sad, 1967), pp. 106-113; Onufrij Timko, “Naseljenici Ruskog
Krstura i Kucure™ [The Population of Ruski Krstur and Kocur], ibid., Vol. L (1968), pp.
129-142; Onufrij Timko, “Naseljency Kerestura y Kocura” [The Population of Ruski
Krstur and Kocur], Svetlosc, Vol. V11, No. 2 (Novi Sad, 1969), pp. 143-163; Miljana
Radovanovit and Breda Vlahovic, “Prilog prouavanju migracionih kretanja rusina u
Batkoj[A Contribution to the Study of Migratory Movements of Rusyns in the Batka], in
Tradycyjna kultura jugoslavjanskyx rusynox(NoviSad: “Ruske slovo,” 1971), pp. 18-30.

26Vlado Kostelnyk, “Rusyny u Sryme i Slavonyi—uZ u X I stolityju” [Rusyns in Srem
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KriZevci diocese, to which Greek Catholic Rusyns in Jugoslavia have
belonged since it was established in 1777, has also been the subject of
several works. Athanasius Pekar prepared a short introduction to the
development of the KriZevic diocese in his history of the Subcarpathian
Church, while the local leader Gabor Kostel'nyk wrote a more detailed
survey.2!l7

Like their brethren in Subcarpathian Rus’, the Rusyns of Jugoslavia
experienced difficulty in establishing their national identity. Although
they were subjected to both Ukrainophile and Russophile influences,
their local dialect was elevated to the realm of literary language with
publication in 1904 of the works of Gabor KosteI'nyk.2!8 The subse-
quent development of a strong sense of a separate Rusyn national con-

sciousness2!? had its basis in the interwar period. The periodicals
published during these years,220 as well as several articles written from
Rusynophile, Ukrainophile, and Russophile points of view,22! serve as

and Slavonia as Early as the Thirteenth Century], Nova dumka, Vol. 11, No. 5§ (Vukovar,
1973), pp. 89-96.

27 Atanasij V. Pekar, Narysy istoriji cerkvy Zakarpattja: jerarxicne oformlennja{Essays
on the History of the Church in Transcarpathia: Formation of the Hierarchy]. In Analecta
Ordinis Sancti Basilii Magni, 2nd ser., Sect. 2, Vol. XXII, Pt. I (Rome, 1967), pp. 177-180;
Havriil Kostel'nyk, “KryZivs'ka eparxija” [The Krizevci Eparchy], Nyva, Vol. XXX
(L’viv, 1932), pp. 134-139, 168-179, and 209-215; and Vol. XXXI1(1933), pp. 143-147 and
175-181.

2180n this important figure, see Djura Papharhaji, “Havryjil KosteI'nyk: zalatnjik
umetnjickej lyteratury jugoslavjanskyx rusnacox™ [Havryjil Kostel'nyk: The Founder of
Belles-Lettres among the Jugoslav Rusnaks), in Havryjil Kostel'nyk, Poezyja na
baclvansko-srymskym ruskym Iyteraturnym jazyku (Novi Sad: “Ruske slovo,” 1970), pp.
7-87.

290n the sociological context of this development, see Aleksander D. Dulitenko,
“Stanovlenie i razvitie rusinskogo literaturnogo jazyka v Jugoslavii”[The Formationand
Development of the Rusyn Literary Language in Jugoslavia], Sovetskoe slavjanovedenie,
Vol. VI, No. 3 (Moscow, 1972), pp. 38-50; Aleksander D. Duli¢enko, “Z ystoriyi
formovanja ruskoho lyteraturnoho jazyka” [On the History of the Formation of the
Rusyn Literary Language], Nova dumka, Vol. 11, No. 4 (Vukovar, 1973), pp. 46-47; and
Oleksa Horbag, “Literaturna mova ba¢vans’ko-srims’kyx ukrajinciv (‘rusyniv’)” [The
Literary Language of the Batka and Srem Ukrainians (Rusyns)], Zapysky Naukovoho
tovarystva im. Sevéenka, Vol. CLX1X (Paris-New York-Munich-Toronto-Sydney, 1962),
pp. 265-282. For a linguistic analysis, see ibid.; Mykola M. KogyS, Pravopys ruskoho
Jjazyka [Orthography of the Rusyn Language] (Novi Sad: “Ruske slovo,” 1971) (160 pp.);
and Charles E. Bidwell, “The Language of the Batka Ruthenians in Yugoslavia,” The
Slavic and East European Journal, Vol. X, No. | (Madison, Wisconsin, 1966), pp. 32-45.

220The weekly Rusky novyny (Ruski Krstur, 1922-41) and the annual Rusky kalendar
(Ruski Krstur, 1921-40) represented the Rusynophile and occasionally Ukrainophile
tendencies, while the biweekly Russkaja zarja (Novi Sad, 1934-40) and the annual Rusky
narodnij kalendar “Zarja” (Novi Sad, 1935-40) supported a Russophile orientation.

21For the Rusynophile point of view see Gabor Kostel'nyk, “Zna&enje Kerestur” [The
Importance of Ruski Krstur], Rusky kalendar 1925 (Ruski Krstur, 1924), pp. 58-72; and
Gabor Kostel'nyk, “O nas”[About Us), Rusky kalendar 1929 (Ruski Krstur, 1928), pp. 85-
89. For the Ukrainophile viewpoint see Myxajlo Kovaé, “Zoz ystoryi y nacyonal'ncho
Zyvota rusynox u Sryme y Slavonyji” [On the History and National Life of the Rusyns in
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excellent sources of information about this development. The role of
Rusyns in the liberation of Jugoslavia (1941-1945) has also been the
focus of special attention.?2 For the postwar period, the bimonthly
Svetlosc (Novi Sad, 1952-1954, 1966-) and the biannual Nova dumka
(Vukovar, 1971-) are the best sources of information on cultural and
political developments.

15. Rusyns in the United States

The largest community of Rusyns living beyond the borders of Sub-
carpathian Rus’ is found in the United States. Today there are ap-
proximately 650,000 Rusyn-Americans whose parents and grand-
parents left the homeland, most of them during the years 1880 to 1920.
The circumstances of this immigration (chiefly from the comitats of
Szepes, Saros, and Zempleén) are discussed in studies based on statistical
information by Oleksander Mycjuk, Ladislav Tajtak, and Maéria
Mayer.223 About the Rusyns in the United States, the best sources of in-
formation are the approximately fifty different serials and almanacs
published by fraternal and religious organizations. The most important
for historical research are the Amerikansky Russky Viestnik (New
York, N. Y., and Scranton, Homestead, Pittsburgh, and Munhall, Pa.,
1892-), of the Greek Catholic Union; Rusin—The Ruthenian
(Pittsburgh, Pa., 1910-1917) and Prosvita—The Enlightenment
(Mckeesport, Pa., 1917-), of the United Societies; the independent daily
Den’—The Day (New York, 1921-1930); Russky Viestnik—The Rus-
sian Messenger (Pittsburgh, Pa., 1916-), of the United Russian

Srem and Slavonia), Rusky narodny kalendar 1948 r. (Ruski Krstur, 1947); and Myxajlo
Kovag, “Ry$me u? raz tot problem otvoreno y temel'no”[Let Us Resolve Once and for All
This Problem Openly and in Depth], Sveriosc, Vol. 111, No. 4 (Novi Sad, 1954). For the
Russophile view, see Djura Sabados, “Dze teraz najo Ukrajinade” [Where Are Our
Ukrainianizers Now), Rusky kalendar “Zarja” 1940 (Novi Sad, 1939), pp. 87-88; and
Djura Sabados, “Na$ narod y joho §kolovany synove, yntelygencyja” [Our People and Its
Educated Sons, the Intelligentsia), ibid., pp. 91-93. See also the less polemical Janko
Sabadog, “Problemi na liniji opredeljivanja rusin-ukrajinac kod ove narodnosti u SFRJ”
[Problems concerning the Basis for defining Rusyn-Ukrainian among the Members of
This Nationality in the Federal Republic of Jugoslavial, in Tradycyjna kultura
jugoslavjanskyx rusynox (Novi Sad: “Ruske slovo,” 1971), pp. 239-287; and Myxajlo
Kovag, “Jak zme $e otrymaly” [How We Have Still Survived], Nova dumka, Vol.1,No.2
(Vukovar, 1972), pp. 43-44.

2Djura Latjak, “Rusnacy u NOB” [Rusnaks in the National War of Liberation],
Svetlosc, Vol. VIII, Nos. 1-4 (Novi Sad, 1970), pp. 56-63, 136-145, 226-231, and 335-343;
Vlado Kostelnyk, Pod ervenu zastavu: xronjika o ucastvovanju rusnacox-ukrajincox u
narodnooiljebodytel’nej borby Jugoslavyji [Under the Red Flag: A Chronicle about the
Participation of Rusyn-Ukrainians in the National Struggle for Liberation in Jugoslavia]
(Novi Sad: “Ruske slovo,” 1971) (320 pp.).

MWSee note 98.
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Orthodox Brotherhood; and Vostok (Perth Amboy, N. J., 1920-1950),
of the Greek Catholic Russian Benevolent Association Liberty.224

Unfortunately, to date there is no existing bibliography of the
literature dealing with the Rusyn-American immigrant community or
its publications, although one is now being prepared by Edward
Kasinec.22s Walter C. Warzeski has written a solid introductory
history,22¢ but he fails to devote sufficient attention to the large
Orthodox and Russophile-oriented communities—a subject which was
treated in an older survey by Peter Koxanik and in a sociological
analysis by Alex Simirenko.2?’

The Rusyn-American community has been split into numerous
national (Rusynophile, Russophile, Magyarone, Slovakophile,
Ukrainophile) and religious (Greek Catholic [Byzantine], Orthodox,
Orthodox Greek Catholic, fundamentalist) factions. More writings
have been devoted to the religious question than to any other facet of
Rusyn-American life. In addition to the surveys by Athanasius Pekar
and the more extensive works of Warzeski,22 an excellent introduction
to the problems of the Greek Catholic (Byzantine) community was
written by Stephen Gulovich, while a sociological analysis of the impact
of the celibacy controversy in the 1930’s was made by Richard Renoff.2
Individual studies have also been devoted to the first convert to
Orthodoxy, Reverend Alexis G. Toth; to the tortuous career of the first

224These and numerous other Rusyn-American periodicals are presently being
microfilmed by the Immigration History Research Center at the University of Minnesota.

225See also Edward Kasinec, “The Carpatho-Ruthenian Immigration in the United
States: A Preliminary Note on Sources in Some United States Repositories,” Queens
Slavic Papers, Vol. 11 (Flushing, N. Y., 1975). .

26Walter C. Warzeski, Byzantine Rite Rusins in Carpatho- Ruthenia and America
(Pittsburgh, Pa.: Byzantine Seminary Press, 1971) (x, 332 pp.). See also Walter C.
Warzeski, “The Rusin Community in Pennsylvania,” in John Bodnar (ed.), The Ethnic
Experience in Pennsylvania (Lewisburg, Pa.: Bucknell University Press, 1973), pp. 175-
215.

27petr K oxanik, “Natalo istorii Amerikanskoj Rusi” [The Early History of American
Rus’) (reprinted in Filipp 1. Svistun, Prikarpatskaja Rus’ pod viadeniem Avstrii[2nd ed.,
Trumbull, Conn.: Peter S. Hardy, 1970], pp. 473-496); Alex Simirenko, Pilgrims,
Colonists, and Frontiersmen: An Ethnic Community in Transition (New York: The
Glencoe Free Press, 1964) (232 pp.).

2%See the Pekar studies referred to in note 41; and those by Warzeski listed in note 226,
and Athanasius Pekar, Our Past and Present: Historical Outlines of the Byzantine
Ruthenian Metropolitan Province (Pittsburgh, Pa.; Byzantine Seminary Press, 1974},
especially pp. 36-60.

29Stephen C. Gulovich, “The Rusin Exarchate in the United States,” Eastern Churches
Quarterly, Vol. VI (London, 1946), pp. 459-485; Richard M. Renoff, “Celibacy and
Schism: The Loss of Community among the American Carpatho-Ruthenians”
(unpublished doctoral dissertation, New York University, 1971) (207 pp.).
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Rusyn bishop in America, Soter Ortynsky; and to a unique colony of
Rusyn fundamentalist Bible readers.230

Some of the cultural, organizational, and political aspects of the
Rusyn-American community have been the subjects of examination.
Paul R. Magocsi has written the first study of Rusyn-American
belletrists.23! The histories of the various fraternal organizations can be
found in their annual almanacs.232 Immigrant political activity, especial-
ly the role of Gregory Zsatkovich in fostering the incorporation of the
homeland into Czechoslovakia after the First World War, was discussed
from various viewpoints by Petr Hatalak, Victor Mamatey, Joseph
Danko, and Paul R. Magocsi.233 Zsatkovich remained active in for-
mulating Rusyn-American political goals during the Second World
War. Information about Rusyn-American political activities during this
period can be obtained from the contemporary periodicals Kar-
patorusskije novosti (New York, 1943-1945), Jedinstvo (Gary, Ind.,
1942-1943), and The Carpathian (Pittsburgh, Pa., 1941-1943). As for
historical writings, more extensive analyses based on the pertinent
archival and documentary sources must be made before satisfactory
general accounts can be written about the Rusyn communities in the
United States.

16. Conclusion

In one of his last works, the dean of Subcarpathian Rusyn

20K eith S. Russin, “Father Alexis G. Toth and the Wilkes-Barre Litigations,” Sr.
Viadimir's Theological Quarterly, Vol. XVI, No.3(Crestwood, N. Y., 1972), pp. 128-149;
Bohdan P. Procko, “Soter Ortynsky: First Ruthenian Bishop in the United States, 1907-
1916,” Catholic Historical Review, Vol. LVIII, No. 4 (Washington, D. C., 1973), pp. 513-
533; Paul R. Magocsi, “Immigrants from Eastern Europe: The Carpatho-Rusyn
Community of Proctor, Vermont,” Vermont History, Vol. XLII, No. | (Montpelier, Vt.,
1974), pp. 48-52.

31Paul R. Magocsi, “Subcarpathian Immigrant Literature,” Queens Slavic Papers,
Vol. Il (Flushing, N. Y., 1975).

22Michael Roman, “Istorija Greko Kaft. Sojedinenija” [A History of the Greek’
Catholic Union), in Zoloto-Jubilejnyj Kalendar’ Greko Kaft. Sojedinenijav §. 8. A., Vol,
XLVII (Munhall, Pa.: Greko Kaftoliteska Sojedinenija, 1942), pp. 39-74; John Masich,
“Highlights in the Glorious History of the Greek Catholic Union of the U. S. A.," in
Jubilee Almanac of the Greek Catholic Union of the U. S. A., Vol. LXXI(Munbhall, Pa.:
Greek Catholic Union, 1967), pp. 33-95 and 258-263; “Osnovanie Russkago narodnago
sojuza, Russkago pravoslavnago ob3testva vzaimopomoséi, i Obstestva russkix bratstv”
[The Establishment of the Russian National Union, the Russian Orthodox Mutual Aid
Society, and the Society of Russian Brotherhoods] (reprinted in Filipp 1. Svistun,
Prikarpatskaja Rus’ pod viadeniem Avstrii {2nd ed., Trumbull, Conn.: Peter S. Hardy,
1970], pp. 497-514); Joann Petach, “Organizacija Greko Kaft. Karpatorusskich
Spomahaj. Bratstv Svobody™[The Organization of the Greek Catholic Carpatho-Russian
Benovolent Association Libertyl, in Kalendar’ organizacii “Svobody” na hod 1935, Vol.
1X (Perth Amboy, N. J.: Vostok Publishing Co., 1934), pp. 70-73.

See note 117.
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historiography, Aleksej L. Petrov, after pointing out that woefully in-
adequate published documentary material is available to scholars,
called attention to the need for (I) the compilation of a register of
already published documents dealing with Subcarpathian Rus’; (2) the
gathering of all hitherto unpublished documents; and (3) the publication
of source materials concerned with social and economic history, such as,
for instance, the records of former landed estates and the state and coun-
ty census reports.23¢ Unfortunately, Petrov’s call thus far has gone large-
ly unheeded.

As is evident from this study, the amount of secondary literature ona
variety of historical subjects which concern Subcarpathian Rus’ is enor-
mous, but the state of the documentary literature leaves much to be
desired. Of course, some scholars such as Antal Hodinka, llarion Sven-
cickij, and Petrov himself have made available various documents on
religious, cultural, political, and socioeconomic history. More recently,
the UZhorod State Archival Administration published several volumes
on the history of the Subcarpathian Communist Party and on
socioeconomic conditions between 1918 and 1945, although many other
aspects of this period were left untouched.?? Hungarian scholars in
Budapest have recently published material dealing with the last century.
A volume comprising 138 documents on the Rusyns during the years
between 1848 and 1914 has been prepared by Jozsef Perényi and Maria
Mayer, but it has not yet been published. (Interestingly, linguists have
been more active than historians in making available documents from
the earlier periods.)?3¢

Nevertheless, a systematic publication of Subcarpathian Rusyn
source materials is greatly needed. To conclude, we might well recall the

B4The introductory chapter, “Zada&i karpatorusskoj istoriografii” {The Tasks of
Carpatho-Russian Historiography], in Aleksej L. Petrov, Drevnéjsija gramoty po istorii
karpatorusskoj cerkvi i ierarxii 1391-1498 g. In Knihovna sboru pro vyzkum Slovenska a
Podkarpatské Rusi, No. | (Prague: Orbis, 1930), pp. v-xix.

5For a detailed review of Sliaxom Zovinja: zbirnyk dokumentiv {On the Road to
October: A Collection of Documents] (6 vols.,, UZhorod: Zakarpats’ke oblasne
vydavnyctvo and Vydavnyctvo “Karpaty,” l957-67), see Paul R. Magocsi, “Recent
Documentary Publications,” Recenzija, Vol. 11, No. 2 (Cambridge, Mass., 1972), pp. 58-
86.

B8 45716 Dezs8, A kdrpdtalja hivatos irdsbeliség emlékei— Pamjainiki delovoj
pis'mennosti Zakarpat'ja [Examples of Urbarial Contracts in Transcarpathia). In A4
Budapesti egytemi kényvtar kiadvdnyai, No. 26 (Budapest, 1965) (111 pp.); Laslo Deze,
“Urbarial'nye zapisis Maramoroskoj Verxoviny”{Urbarial Records from the Maramaros
Highlands], Studia slavica, V ol. 111 (Budapest, 1957), pp. 235-260; Laslo DeZe, “O jazyke
urbarial’nyx zapisej 1771-1774 gg." [The Language of Urbarial Records from the Years
1771-1774]), ibid., Vol. X1(1965), pp. 70-93; Jozef Peren’i and Emil’ Baleckij, “ Ukrainskaja
gramota Sofii Batori 1674 g.” [The Ukrainian Charter of Sz6fia Bathory), Studia Slavica
Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae, Vol. V, No. 1-2 (Budapest, 1959), pp. 75-104.
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words written by Petrov almost half a century ago: “There is much to
harvest; let us hope workers will be found.”

Harvard University PAuL R. MaAGocsi



