R

CARPATHO-RUSYNS
AND THEIR
DESCENDANTS IN
NORTH AMERICA

g




Our People

Carpatho-Rusyns and Their Descendants
in North America



OTHER BOOKS BY PAUL ROBERT MAGOCSI

Lets Speak Rusyn—Bisidujme po-rus’ky (1976)

The Shaping of a National Identity (1978)

Lets Speak Rusyn—Hovorim po-rus’ky (1979)

The Rusyn-Ukrainians of Czechoslovakia (1983)

Galicia: A Historical and Bibliographic Guide (1983)
Ukraine: A Historical Atlas (1985)

Carpatho-Rusyn Studies, 3 vols. (1988, 1998, 2004)

The Russian Americans (1989, 1996)

The Carpatho-Rusyn Americans (1989, 2001)

The Rusyns of Slovakia (1993)

Historical Atlas of East Central Europe (1993, 2002)

A History of Ukraine (1996)

Lets Speak Rusyn and English—Besheduime po angliiski i po ruski (1997)
Of the Making of Nationalities There Is No End, 2 vols. (1999)
The Roots of Ukrainian Nationalism (2002)

EDITED BY PAUL ROBERT MAGOCSI

The Ukrainian Experience in the United States (1979)
Wooden Churches in the Carpathians (1982)
Morality and Reality: Andrei Sheptyts’kyi (1989)

The Persistence of Regional Cultures (1993)

A New Slavic Language Is Born (1996)

Encyclopedia of Canada's Peoples (1999)

Canada's Aboriginal Peoples (2002)

Encyclopedia of Rusyn History and Culture (2002)



Our People

Carpatho-Rusyns and Their Descendants
in North America

Paul Robert Magocsi

With prefaces by
Oscar Handlin and Michael Novak

Multicultural History Society of Ontario



Multicultural History Society of Ontario Studies in Ethnic and Immigration History Series

Canadian Cataloguing in Publication Data
Magocsi, Paul R.

Our people : Carpatho-Rusyns and their descendants
in North America

ISBN:

© 1984 by the Multicultural History Society of Ontario
Second edition 1985.
Third revised edition 1993.

© Paul Robert Magocsi
Fourth revised edition 2004.
All rights reserved.

Printed in Canada.



To my father
ALEXANDER B. MAGOCSI

a second-generation American who
believed in the cultural similarities
and advantages of cooperation
among all immigrants
from the Danubian Basin



Preface to the First Edition

The revival of interest in ethnicity in the United States
during the 1970s had both beneficial and damaging
aspects. Insofar as the motivations behind it were
political or sprang out of the desire for competitive
advantage in the struggle for a place in the American
educational and occupational orders, the quest for
ethnic identity generated divisive and exclusive
tendencies. People swayed by narrow feelings of
group pride often cherished delusive myths about
their own past and emphasized the differences that
set them apart from others. Insofar, however, as the
search for identity welled up out of an authentic desire
to understand a distant heritage, out of a wish for
intellectual, emotional and cultural roots, it offered
individuals creative opportunities for personal and
social expression. The associations thus formed
reinforced the self in dealing with the complexities of
modern life and enriched the experience of the group
members and of their neighbors.

The people who are the subjects of this volume were
hardly recognized by Americans in the period of their
arrival. Immigration officials whose categories were
set by political boundaries could not take account of the

Carpatho-Rusyns—no Carpatho-Rusyn state appeared
on the map of Europe. In the census these newcomers
were lost among the much larger count of speakers
of Slavic languages. And the peasants who came to
the mines and the mills were themselves more likely
to think of their affiliations in terms of their native
villages than in terms of any larger unit. To a very
considerable extent, the Carpatho-Rusyns discovered
their identity after they had settled in the United States.
Moreover, they did so through the process of learning
in a world wider than that of their ancestral homes,
what they shared with others and what was unique to
themselves.

Hence, the interest of this volume to anyone
concerned with the development of American ethnic
groups and with their place in the social history of the
United States. The book treats the social, religious, and
cultural aspects of a complex problem, and it should
prove a point of departure for further explorations of a
subject rich in significance.

Oscar Handlin
Harvard University
Cambridge, Massachusetts



Preface to the Second Edition

The world is fuller of peoples than of states. This
circumstance often means that descendants of
peoples who have no single state of their own cannot
simply identify themselves by relying on the general
knowledge of others or by pointing to a state outlined
on a world map. Such is the lot of the Carpatho-Rusyns,
particularly in America, far from their homeland in
central Europe.

Many Americans will recognize the names of the
actresses Lisabeth Scott and Sandra Dee, thinking of
them as typical American women; they would not be
so likely to recognize their names at birth—Emma
Matzo and Alexandra Zuk. Many, too, will have heard
of the artist Andy Warhol (“Everyone is famous for
fifteen minutes”). A few might recall, if prodded,
that one of the Marines immortalized in the famous
statue of the raising of the U.S. flag on Iwo Jima was
the Carpatho-Rusyn, Michael Strank. Most, though,
will know of Carpatho-Rusyns through the brilliant
film, Deerhunter, a tale set in Clairton, Pennsylvania,
although partially filmed in St. Theodosius Orthodox
Cathedral and in the Lemko Hall in Cleveland.

Ithas been the fate of this mostly rural, village-bound
people to inhabit a region politically divided at times
by Ukraine, Slovakia, Poland, and Hungary—perched
across the top portion of the eastern tail, as it were, of
Czechoslovakia—and tipping southward into western
Ukraine. In religion, this people has for a thousand
years turned eastward toward Byzantium. Its language,
while related to other Slavic tongues, is distinctive. On
the other hand, its geographical proximity to western
Europe and to Roman Catholic populations has tied it
clearly to the West, as has become yet more evident in

the significant migrations of its peoples to the United
States and Canada during the past century.

This book is an unusually beautiful and clear
account of that relatively small but still self-conscious
people. It is a welcome addition to our knowledge
of the peoples of America and of the world. It sets a
model for other peoples, so that they too might tell the
story of “our people,” “our memories,” while looking
toward “our future.” It is an honor to have been asked
to contribute to it.

The honor is all the more poignant, since the town of
my own birth—Johnstown, Pennsylvania—has been
a distinctive place of settlement for Carpatho-Rusyns
(or Ruthenians as many prefer to say) in America, and
since the town near which all four of my grandparents
were born abroad—PreSov in Slovakia—has played
so pivotal a cultural role in the history of Carpatho-
Rusyns. I can say that I have felt spiritually related to
this people all my life, and that, indeed, in my lifetime
members of my family (as perhaps more than once
before in history) have married into Carpatho-Rusyn
families.

In a sense, the “Our People” of the title of this
volume suggests, too, that the people of this story are
part of “our people”—the pluralistic, planetary people
of the United States and Canada. It is good to see this
story told so well.

Michael Novak

George Frederick Jewett Chair
in Religion and Public Policy
American Enterprise Institute
Washington, D.C.
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Introduction

Whenever you drive through the northeastern and
north-central states of Connecticut, New York, New
Jersey, and Pennsylvania and proceed on to Ohio,
Indiana, Michigan—even as far west as Minnesota—
you are likely to notice that the often nondescript
and grimy urban landscape through which you pass
is punctuated from time to time by strange-looking
gilded domes topped by equally unusual multi-barred
crosses. These architectural surprises belong to the so-
called “Russian” churches—churches that still func-
tion and even thrive as places of worship in the oth-
erwise blighted downtown areas of many American
inner cities. Your curiosity is whetted and you are
prompted to ask: what are these strange and even ex-
otic looking structures and who are the people that still
flock to them in large numbers?

What you are seeing in these churches is a reflec-
tion of the long tradition of Eastern Christianity, in
both its Byzantine Catholic and Orthodox variants.
The people who attend them are first-generation immi-
grants or more likely their second-, third-, fourth-, and
even fifth-generation descendants. The immigrants are
mainly Slavs from the Carpathian Mountain regions in
east-central Europe, men and women who were origi-
nally known as Rusyns or Rusnaks but who through
the centuries acquired a whole host of names given to
them by others or adopted by themselves, especially
in America. Thus, while throughout their history the
Carpatho-Rusyns may have been deprived of many
things, including political independence and a reason-

able standard of living, they were never at a loss for
names. Among the more common ones were Rusyn,
Rusnak, Uhro-Rusin, Carpatho-Russian, Ruthenian,
Carpatho-Ukrainian, Lemko, Slavish, Byzantine, or
simply the “po-nasomu” people (literally people like
us or who speak our language—that is, “our people™).
This, then, is the story of the “po-nasomu people,”
whom we will call by their most commonly accepted
name—Carpatho-Rusyns.

To be sure, Carpatho-Rusyns cannot be counted
among the world’s more numerous peoples. In the Euro-
pean homeland, there are about 1.2 million people who
inhabit Carpathian Rus’, the traditional Rusyn ethno-
linguistic territory on both sides of the Carpathians.
But for various reasons alluded to in the first chapter
of this book, by the second half of the twentieth cen-
tury fewer and fewer identify themselves as Rusyns.
An active sense of Rusyn national and ethnic identity
was only maintained among a small group (25,000),
whose ancestors emigrated in the eighteenth century
to what today is the country of Serbia and Montene-
gro (its historic region of the Backa or Vojvodina). As
for the later and larger group of emigrants who left
the Carpathian Mountains for the United States dur-
ing the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,
there are perhaps 600,000 people who can be counted
as having at least one parent or grandparent of Rusyn
background.

Only a certain percentage of North America’s
Carpatho-Rusyns continue to maintain a clear sense
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of their European heritage. This portion of the group,
however, which is on the increase among the younger
generations, appears to be quite determined to dis-
tinguish its heritage as Carpatho-Rusyn, especially
in contrast to neighboring or related European heri-
tages in North America, such as Slovak, Hungarian,
Russian, Ukrainian, or Polish. It is perhaps the need to
have some “ethnic label” other than simply American
or Canadian, combined with a growing sense that
there are an ever decreasing number of Rusyns in
the European homeland that has made some of the
American descendants of the group feel that they are
the “last Mohicans” of a people whose name and tra-
ditions would otherwise completely disappear unless
preserved in some way on this continent. How else can
one explain the “minor renaissance” of Rusyn identity
which has occurred in the United States since the mid-
1970s?

This book will attempt, albeit indirectly, to provide
an explanation for the recent surge of interest in things
Rusyn. This is not its main purpose, however. Rather,
it has been written to provide a relatively detailed de-
scription of the multifaceted nature of the Carpatho-
Rusyn experience in North America from its begin-
nings close to a century ago to the present. The book
is thematic in structure, beginning with the origins of
the group in Europe and its migration and settlement
in the New World. This discussion is followed by an
examination of religious, organizational, cultural, and
political institutions and issues, and it concludes with
a discussion of the efforts to preserve a sense of group
identity and cohesiveness.

This study does not pretend to be definitive. Many
questions and problems remain to be researched more
thoroughly. But before that research is undertaken, it
seemed necessary first to outline the boundaries of the
subject—to identify who Carpatho-Rusyns in America
actually are and to determine what religious, fraternal,
cultural, and political organizations should be consid-
ered part of the experience of this particular American
ethnic group. This book, then, is intended as a first step
in the process of helping interested Rusyns understand
where they belong within the North American mosaic.
It is hoped also that it will stimulate other researchers
to study in detail many of the issues touched on only
briefly here. The author will have fulfilled his purpose
if the book’s various readers may recall something

they already know, perhaps learn something new, or
be stimulated to want to learn even more.

Throughout the text, the reader will encounter names
of numerous individuals who have been or who are
still active in the community. These are rendered in
the form most commonly used in Latin-alphabet pub-
lications and documents. Other Rusyn and East Slavic
names or terms in the text are rendered from the
Cyrillic alphabet using the international transliteration
system, which is similar to the popular standard used
in Rusyn-American publications. The Cyrillic publi-
cations listed in the bibliography, however, are trans-
literated according to the Library of Congress system.
This will make it easier for the interested reader to
find such publications in some of the leading research
libraries (Library of Congress, New York Public
Library, Harvard College Library, Hoover Institution
Library, Immigrant History Research Center) in the
United States and in Canada (University of Toronto).

The author is extremely grateful to various individ-
uals and institutions who have helped and encouraged
the completion of this book. Much of the photographic
material and hard-to-obtain data was supplied by the
Most Reverend Michael J. Dudick, DD (Bishop of the
Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic Diocese of Passaic);
Professor John H. Erickson (chairman, Department
of History and Archives of the Orthodox Church in
America); Dr. Joseph M. Kirschbaum (executive vice-
president, Slovak World Congress); the Most Reverend
Stephen J. Kocisko, DD (Metropolitan Archbishop of
the Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic Church); Michael
Logoyda (editor, Karpatska Rus’); Michael Lucas
(general secretary, Society of Carpatho-Russians in
Canada); Frederick Petro (editor, GCU Messenger
and head of public relations, Greek Catholic Union);
and Dr. M. Mark Stolarik (director, Balch Institute
for Ethnic Studies). The technical preparation for
the publication of the generally old and poor-quality
photographs has been skillfully supervised by Karen
Hendrick (Photoduplication Department, University
of Toronto Library).

The manuscript was read in full and benefited enor-
mously from the criticisms and suggestions of Jerry
Jumba (SS Cyril and Methodius Byzantine Catholic
Seminary), Edward Kasinec (Chief of Slavonic
Division, New York Public Library), the Reverend



Brian Keleher (Ukrainian Catholic Eparchy, Toronto),
Steve Mallick (business manager, Carpatho-Rusyn
American), Professor Vasyl Markus (associate editor,
Encyclopedia of Ukraine), Orestes Mihaly (former
editor, American Carpatho-Russian Youth Guardian),
Professor Bohdan Procko (specialist on Ukrainian-
American religious history), Michael Roman (for-
mer editor, Amerikansky Russky Viestnik and Greek
Catholic Union Messenger), Professor Richard Renoff
(specialist on the celibacy controversy), and Monsignor
John Yurcisin (chancellor and historian, American
Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Greek Catholic Church).
The texts for the insert on Carpatho-Rusyn in the
Context of Neighboring Languages and Dialects were
provided by Mary Haschyc (Toronto), Stefanie Hurko
(University of Toronto), Dr. Joseph M. Kirshbaum
(Slovak World Congress), Anna Magocsi (Fairview,
New Jersey), Dr. Mykola MuSynka (PreSov, Slovakia),
and Professor Gleb Zekulin (University of Toronto).

A Note on the Second Edition

The author is gratified to learn that within the initial
four months of this book’s appearance (December
1984), the first edition of 2,000 copies went out of
print. In preparing this second printing of Our People,
a few corrections and additions have been made that
reflect comments from readers and recent develop-
ments in the community. Four photographs have also
been replaced. I am particularly thankful to Michael
Novak, noted syndicated columnist and fellow of the
American Enterprise Institute in Washington, D.C.,
for his perceptive remarks in the book’s new preface.
The speed with which the first edition of Our

Introduction 3

The editing and production aspects of the book were
enhanced by Ann Orlov (managing editor, Harvard
Encyclopedia of American Ethnic Groups) and Dr.
Robert Harney (director, Multicultural History Society
of Ontario), while George Shanta (Toronto, Ontario)
assisted in compiling the invaluable list of Carpatho-
Rusyn villages in the homeland. Finally, Ruth C. Cross
once again has increased the usefulness of yet another
manuscript by this author with the preparation of a
comprehensive index, while Geoff Matthews (direc-
tor, Cartographic Office of the University of Toronto’s
Department of Geography) supervised preparation of
the attractive maps. Despite the efforts and experience
of the aforementioned individuals, any shortcomings
that may still be found in this book are the responsibil-
ity of the author alone.

PRM
Toronto, Ontario
April 1984

People was sold out underscores the continuing in-
terest of members and non-members alike in the fate
of Carpatho-Rusyns in America. Let us hope that the
book’s enthusiastic reception will also lead to the ful-
fillment of another eventuality called for in the origi-
nal introduction—that Our People “will stimulate
other researchers to study in detail many of the issues
touched on only briefly here.”
PRM
Toronto, Ontario
March 1985
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A Note on the Third Revised Edition

Although nearly a decade has passed since OQur People
first appeared, the book is still sought out by interested
readers. That same decade has also witnessed several
changes in the community in North America. It is in
the European homeland, however, where truly pro-
found transformations have taken place, most espe-
cially following the Revolution of 1989 which ended
Communist rule in East Central Europe.

These changes are reflected in the revised third edi-
tion of Our People. The text has been substantially
emended and brought up to date where necessary. I
am especially grateful to several readers of previous
editions who provided more precise information on
the photographs; to Richard D. Custer (Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania), David G. Felix (Johnstown,
Pennsylvania), Jerry Jumba (Herminie, Pennsylvania),
Father Evan Lowig (Vancouver, British Columbia),
Alexis Liberovsky (archivist, Orthodox Church in
America), Frederick M. Petro (Communications di-
rector, Greek Catholic Union), John Righetti (Mars,
Pennsylvania), Reverend Jaroslav Roman (Niagara
Falls, New York), and John Ryzyk (Yonkers, New
York) who helped with some of the changes in the text
of this edition; and to Olena Duc’-Fajfer (Jagiellonian
University, Cracow), who supplemented dataon Lemko
villages in the Root Seeker’s Guide to the European
Homeland. The chapter on Group Maintenance has, in
particular, been expanded to reflect the new relationship
and mutual influences between the North American
community and the European homeland. The previous
information on Rusyns in Canada has been supple-
mented and placed in a new concluding chapter. All
the maps have been updated or emended and a dozen
new photographs added. The Root Seeker’s Guide has
been entirely revised with the addition of 35 villages
and each name has been supplemented with linguistic
variants in seven languages for the entire list. Over

fifty new entries have been added to the bibliography.
The updated bibliography confirms what was hoped
for in the first edition—that Our People might “stimu-
late other researchers to study in detail many of the
issues touched on only briefly here.”

Yet despite the recent advances in knowledge about
Carpatho-Rusyns in whatever country they live, and
despite the greater availability of books and articles
on the subject, I continue to receive letters similar in
content to one from Cleveland, Ohio that arrived as re-
cently as December 14, 1992, and which read in part:

To begin with, I admit I was ashamed of my
parents because I didn’t know who they were or
where they came from. They taught and spoke
Slovanic [sic] and we tried to learn English. ...
My wife and I are 77 and 76 years of age. [ am
pleading with you. Please help me if you can with
my problem. I remember hearing my parents dis-
cussing their young days in Telepovce. ... and
mentioning Vy$na Jablonka and Hostovice. ... |
will gladly pay you anything if you can help me
to know where my parents came from.

The villages this distraught inquirer mentions are
all listed in the Root Seeker’s appendix to Our People
and, therefore, the Cleveland request can easily be re-
solved. This letter does reveal, however, the ongoing
need that continues to be expressed by Americans of
Carpatho-Rusyn background, whether young or old,
to know who they are and where they fit into the larger
scheme of things. Hopefully, Our People will continue
to reach such distraught individuals and help them to
fulfill their need.

PRM
Toronto, Ontario
July 1993
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A Note on the Fourth Revised Edition

Another decade has gone by and Our People is still in
demand. The entire text has been substantially revised
with updating and data on new developments within
Carpatho-Rusyn communities in both the United
States and Canada. Several photographs have been re-
placed, the bibliography supplemented, and hundreds
of new places with linguistic variants added to the
Root Seeker’s Guide to the Homeland.

The author is particularly grateful to several friends
and colleagues, who provided critical remarks and
factual data that have definitely improved the text. In

particular, I have in mind Richard D. Custer, Bogdan

Horbal, Jerry Jumba, and John Righetti, to whom I

express deep appreciation. Finally, the complicated

technical aspects of producing this volume are largely

the result of the inputting and design skills of Nadiya

Kushko, Julie Lu, and Gabriele Scardellato, all of the
University of Toronto.

PRM

Toronto, Ontario

March 2004
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Chapter 1

Origins

Carpatho-Rusyns live in the center of the European
continent. Looking at a map of Europe as it stretches
from the tip of Norway in the north to the isle of Crete
in the south, and from the coast of Ireland in the west
to the Ural Mountains in the east, the exact geographic
midpoint, which was carefully calculated in the late
nineteenth century and marked by a monument, is just
outside the Carpatho-Rusyn town of Rachiv. (see Map
2)

The Carpatho-Rusyn homeland, known as Car-
pathian Rus’, is situated at the crossroads where the
present-day borders of Ukraine, Slovakia, and Poland
meet. There are also smaller numbers of Carpatho-
Rusyns in Romania, Hungary, and Serbia. In no coun-
try do Carpatho-Rusyns have an administratively dis-
tinct territory, although the lands where they form the
majority population have come to be known by differ-
ent names: Subcarpathian Rus’ (Transcarpathia) in far
western Ukraine; the PreSov Region in northeastern
Slovakia; the Lemko Region in southeastern Poland;
the Maramures Region in northcentral Romania; and
the Vojvodina (Backa and Srem) in northern Serbia.
Parts of the Carpatho-Rusyn homeland have been
known by different names in the past, including Car-
patho-Ruthenia, Carpatho-Russia, Carpatho-Ukraine,
or simply Ruthenia.

Subcarpathian Rus’ and the PreSov Region, located
south of the Carpathian Mountain crests, formed since
the Middle Ages the northern borderland of the King-
dom of Hungary. Hungarian rule over these regions
was to remain firmly in place until the end of World

War I, when all “Rusyns living south of the Carpathi-
ans” were joined to the newly created republic of
Czechoslovakia. In Czechoslovakia, about 360,000
Carpatho-Rusyns lived in the theoretically autono-
mous province of Subcarpathian Rus’ (in Czech:
Podkarpatska Rus) and 100,000 or so in the Presov
Region of northeastern Slovakia. Hungary reannexed
Subcarpathian Rus’ in 1939 and held it until 1944; at
the close of World War II in 1945 the province was
ceded by Czechoslovakia to the Soviet Union. It
formed the Transcarpathian oblast of the Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic (Soviet Ukraine), and since
1991 is part of independent Ukraine. The Carpatho-
Rusyns farther west in the PreSov Region continue
to live in the northeastern corner of Slovakia, which
since early 1993 has become a state independent of the
former Czechoslovakia. By 2001, in Ukraine’s Tran-
scarpathian oblast, the East Slavic Rusyns (designated
as Ukrainians) numbered about 800,000 while in the
Presov Region 63,000 people declared that they speak
Rusyn or Ukrainian, the two names by which the East
Slavs identify themselves in Slovakia.

As for those Rusyn Americans who call themselves
Lemkos, their ancestors came from just north of the
Carpathian crests in what is today the far southeast-
ern corner of Poland. The Lemko Region consists of
several villages within the mountainous foothills bor-
dered in the west by the Dunajec River; in the east by
the San River; in the north by the towns of Nowy Sacz,
Grybow, Gorlice, Sanok, and Lesko, and in the south
by the crests of the Carpathian Mountains. Originally



part of the Galician principality within the medieval
Kievan Rus’ federation, the Lemko Region came un-
der Polish rule in the fourteenth century and then was
part of the Austrian Habsburg province of Galicia
from 1772 to 1918. Since World War I, with only a
brief interruption during World War II (1939-1944),
the Lemko Region again has been part of Poland.

The Lemkos themselves numbered about 250,000
on the eve of World War II. After a new Polish-Soviet
border was established in 1945 along the upper San
River, the following year close to 80 per cent of the
Lemkos resettled eastward in the Soviet Ukraine as
part of an international agreement between Poland and
the Soviet Union regarding the voluntary exchange of
minority populations. At the very same time, the whole
Carpathian region became the center of anti-Commu-
nist and anti-Soviet activity led by Ukrainian nation-
alist partisans. In retaliation, the Communist Polish
government in 1947 forcibly deported the remaining
Lemkos during the so-called Vistula Operation, and
settled them in western and north-central Poland on
territories that had until the end of the war been part
of Germany. Thus, the Lemko homeland was stripped
of'its Carpatho-Rusyn inhabitants, with Lemko homes
and fields given to Polish newcomers. Since the
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1960s, however, some Lemkos (about 10,000) have
been permitted to return to their old Carpathian villag-
es, although today the Lemko Region is still inhabited
mostly by Poles.

Carpatho-Rusyn civilization has its origins in the
Eastern Orthodox cultural sphere, but because the
Carpathian region is a border zone, it has also been
strongly influenced by western European and Roman
Catholic cultural and religious developments. Slavic
peoples appeared in the Carpathian region already
in the fifth century AD as part of their settlement of
the Danubian Basin. Between the seventh and twelfth
centuries, small groups of migrants continued to arrive
from Galicia and Volhynia and from Podolia, territories
to the northeast and southeast beyond the Carpathian
Mountains in what is today Ukraine. Further waves of
migrants arrived especially from Galicia between the
thirteenth and the eighteenth centuries. The language
or, more precisely, the variety of dialects spoken by
Carpatho-Rusyns belong to the eastern branch of the
Slavic languages. For the longest time Rusyn dialects
were classified as Ukrainian, but since 1989 there ex-
ist several variants of literary Rusyn, which is today
recognized by an increasing number of linguists as a
distinct Slavic language.
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Our People

Where Did the Rusyns Come From and From Whom Did They Receive Christianity?

These two questions have been researched for decades by scholars
in the European homeland, and they have also been of great interest
to Carpatho-Rusyns in America. Definitive answers have yet to be
found. Instead, numerous and often conflicting hypotheses abound.

The question of where Rusyns came from is closely related to the
famous controversy in the study of early eastern European history
known generally as the problem of the origin of Rus’. There are at
least three explanations favored by various Rusyn and other eastern
European scholars: (1) that the Rus’ derive from a Varangian (Scandi-
navian) tribe or group of leaders who made Kiev their political center
in the mid-ninth century AD—the so-called Normanist theory; (2)
that the Rus’ or Ros were an indigenous Slavic tribe who were already
settled just south of Kiev by the fourth century AD, later giving their
name to the Scandinavian conquerors—the so-called anti-Normanist
theory; and (3) that the Rus’ came from Scandinavia, but were not as-
sociated with any particular Varangian tribe. Instead, they were part
of an international trading company that plied the North and Baltic
seas. The company, which comprised various peoples, traced its roots
to the city of Rodez (Ruzzi) in what is today southern France—a
city whose inhabitants were called Ruteni or Ruti, and who today are
known as rutenois.

As for the first Rus’ in the Carpathians, there are also numerous
theories. For many years, scholars thought that the Carpathian region
was the original homeland of all the Slavs. Today, however, it is gen-
erally felt that the original Slavic homeland was just north of the Car-
pathians, in what is today eastern Poland, southwestern Belarus, and
northwestern Ukraine. Archaeological remains indicate that human
settlement in the Rusyn region south of the Carpathians goes back
over a million years, but it is still not certain when the ancestors of
the Rusyns first made their appearance. Some writers—who support
the so-called autochthonous theory—argue that Rusyns were already
in the Carparthians in the fifth and sixth centuries AD and that they
had a state ruled by a Prince Laborec” which was “independent” until
its destruction by the Magyars at the very end of the ninth century.
Others—who support the so-called colonization theory—state that
the Rusyns began to arrive with the Magyars at the end of the ninth
century, although only in small groups; larger numbers did not come
until after the thirteenth century.

Faced with these varying interpretations from “European authori-
ties,” Rusyn-American writers have favored one or more of the above
theories and some have even added other less convincing explana-
tions, seeking Asiatic roots for Rusyns either in the Urals, the Cauca-
sus, or the Himalayas.

In reality, the origins of the Carpatho-Rusyns are complex. They
were not, as is often asserted, associated exclusively with Kievan
Rus’. Rather, the ancestors of the present-day Carpatho-Rusyns are:
(1) early Slavic peoples who came to the Danubian Basin with the
Huns in the fifth century AD and Avars in the sixth century AD; (2)
the Slavic tribe of White Croats who inhabited both slopes of the
Carpathians and in the sixth and seventh centuries built several hill-
forts in the region, including Hungvar (modern-day UZhorod) ruled
by the semi-legendary Prince Laborec’; (3) shepherds known as
Vlachs who came from present-day Romania in the late thirteenth to
fifteenth centuries and settled throughout what became the Carpatho-
Rusyn homeland; and (4) Rusyn migrants from Galicia and Podolia
in present-day western Ukraine who between the twelfth and six-

teenth centuries were invited by the Hungarian authorities to settle
along the kingdom’s northern Carpathian frontier. The most famous
of these Rusyn invitees was Prince Fedor Koriatovy¢ of Podolia,
later Prince of Mukacevo and the legendary founder of the nearby
Monastery of St. Nicholas on Monk’s Hill (Cerne¢a Hora).

The problem of when and from whom Rusyns received Christian-
ity also remains an unresolved question. One major concern with
respect to this question has to do with the issue of a western or an
eastern orientation in Rusyn religious culture.

Traditionally, Rusyn historians have argued that their people
received Christianity from the “Apostles to the Slavs,” Cyril and
Methodius, as part of their mission from the Byzantine Empire to the
state known as Greater Moravia in 863. Although based in former
central Czechoslovakia (Moravia, eastern Bohemia, and western
Slovakia), the Moravian sphere of influence—and therefore Chris-
tianity—reached farther northward, southward, and eastward. Os-
tensibly one of the original Methodian dioceses was based in the
Rusyn center of the Mukacevo. It should be mentioned that although
the Cyril-Methodian mission brought Christianity according to the
eastern Byzantine rite, it came “from the west” and was recognized
by the Pope. The Universal Church had, of course, not yet become
divided into “western Roman” and “eastern Orthodox™ Christian
spheres.

Another theory basically rejects or minimizes the importance of
the Cyril-Methodian mission, and instead associates Christianity in
the Carpathians with the arrival of Rusyns (that is, the Rus’ people or
those of the Orthodox faith) from the east, most especially after the
conversion of Rus’ to Christianity in 988 carried out by the Kievan
grand prince Vladimir (Volodymyr). This “eastern theory” is used to
justify the “Orthodox origin” of Carpatho-Rusyns.

The newest theory, proposed in the 1980s by the late Greek Catho-
lic priest and historian from Slovakia, Stepan Pap, suggests that on
their way to Greater Moravia Cyril and Methodius stopped first in
the Rusyn homeland where they converted the local populace. And
as for Kievan Rus’ in the east, it was Rusyns from the Carpathians
who, according to Pap, brought Christianity to Kiev during the fol-
lowing century and not the other way around.

With regard to the traditional interpretations, it is not surprising
that the Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic Church favors the “western”
Cyril-Methodian view. The Byzantine Catholic Metropolitanate of
Pittsburgh sees itself as the successor to the Eparchy of Mukacevo,
which in turn evolved from the ostensible presence of the Methodian
mission in the Carpathian region in the ninth century. For this rea-
son, the Byzantine Metropolitanate participated fully in the 1963
celebration to honor SS. Cyril and Methodius and their missionary
work in Greater Moravia 1,100 years ago. It did not join the millen-
nium celebrations of the Christianization of Kievan Rus’ in 1988.

As for the Carpatho-Russian Orthodox (Johnstown) Diocese, it ac-
cepts both the “western” and “eastern” views; that is, it recognizes
the importance of the Cyril-Methodian mission as well as the Kievan
Prince Vladimir’s conversion as contributing factors to the Carpatho-
Rusyn religious tradition. On the other hand, the Orthodox Church
in America and Patriarchal Exarchate (in which Carpatho-Rusyns
are members) emphasize the “eastern theory” and, therefore, they
participated fully in the millennium celebrations in 1988 to honor the
Christianization of Kievan Rus’ (“Kievan Russia”).




As far as religion, there is still much controversy
regarding the source of Christianity in the Carpathi-
ans. Popular tradition, still maintained by many in the
United States, considers that Eastern Christianity was
received by Carpatho-Rusyns some time in the late
ninth century from the “Apostles to the Slavs,” Cyril
and Methodius, who at the time were on a mission to
Moravia. It is more likely, however, that Christianity
came with the colonizers who crossed the mountains
from the East. The term Rusyn actually derives from
the word Rus’, a name applied to all East Slavic ad-
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herents of Orthodoxy who lived within the cultural
sphere of the loosely knit political federation known as
Kievan Rus’. While the name Rusyn was initially used
to describe all East Slavs in the Middle Ages, gradu-
ally they were differentiated as Russians, Belorusans,
and Ukrainians, so that only in the Carpathian region
did the name Rusyn persist down to the mid-twenti-
eth century. After World War II, the term Ukrainian
was administratively imposed upon all East Slavs in
the Carpathian homeland. Some welcomed the move,
but among large segments of the population the name

The terms Rusyn/Rusnak have come to be a source of contro-
versy not only in the European homeland (especially along
the Rusyn/Slovak/Magyar ethnolinguistic border area south
of the Carpathians) but also among immigrants and their de-
scendants from those areas in the United States. Originally,
the terms Rusyn/Rusnak were used simply to designate an ad-
herent of Eastern Christianity, whether of Orthodox or later,
as we shall see, of Greek Catholic persuasion. Beginning in
the last decades of the nineteenth century, however, the in-
habitants were called upon to identify themselves not simply
according to religious affiliation, but also according to their
language and/or nationality.

During this procedure (often related to decennial censuses),
some leaders argued that all Greek Catholics—notwithstand-
ing what Rusyn or transitional Rusyn/East Slovak dialects
they may have spoken—were originally called Rusyns/Ru-
snaks and therefore should be considered of Carpatho-Rusyn
nationality. The Greek Catholic-equals-Rusyn viewpoint was
also applied to Slovak-speaking and Magyar-speaking Rus-
yns/Rusnaks who were considered slovakized or magyarized
Rusyns. Not surprisingly, Slovak and Hungarian publicists
rejected such an interpretation, arguing instead that East Slo-
vak or Magyar-speaking Greek Catholics should be consid-
ered respectively as either Slovak or Magyar Greek Catholics.
Later, some of these spokesmen went so far as to conclude
that Rusyns or Rusnaks did not form a distinct ethnolinguistic
or national group at all; rather, they were simply Slovaks or
Magyars of the Greek Catholic faith.

While still in Europe, the peasant masses before World War
I remained essentially immune to what seemed to them to be
“politicking” among their intellectual and clerical leaders.
Therefore, the vast majority came to America simply as Rus-
yns or Rusnaks, that is, Slavs and in a few cases Magyars of
the Greek Catholic faith. After their arrival in America, how-
ever, they often were called on to identify with some ethno-
linguistic or national group and, besides the Rusyn, Slovak,
or Hungarian options, the Russian or Ukrainian options were
now added.

The identity problem has been especially acute among those
Americans whose ancestors came from the ethnolinguis-
tic border area of eastern Slovakia—that is, villages around
Presov, Bardejov, KoSice, Humenné, TrebiSov, and even as far

What’s in a Name?

east as Uzhorod. As a result, it is not surprising to find some
people who will adamantly argue that they are Slovak, while
others from the same village, even the same family, will state
they are Carpatho-Rusyn or sometimes its derivative, Car-
patho-Russian. It is also interesting to note that the Slovak
self-identifier will often deny that Carpatho-Rusyns exist as a
distinct group.

As problematic is the nomenclature and identity problem
among those Americans whose ancestors came from Galicia,
where the term Rusyn as a self-identifier was also widespread
until as late as the third decade of the twentieth century. In
the United States, these Galician-Rusyn immigrants and their
descendants, often from the same village or even same fam-
ily, have identified themselves either as Carpatho-Russians,
Russians, or Ukrainians. These varied identities are also found
among Galicians and their descendants from villages in the
Lemko Region, who have interacted particularly closely in
America with Rusyns from south of the Carpathians. There-
fore, one can encounter in the immigration Rusyn Lemkos,
Russian Lemkos, Ukrainian Lemkos, or those who simply
identify as Lemkos.

How to resolve these problems? In one sense, each person
has the right to claim whatever ethnic identity he or she wishes,
regardless if the claim has any relationship to objective crite-
ria, such as geographical origin, spoken language, or customs.
Moreover, identity is always a problem in border areas. The
Rusyn/Slovak/Magyar ethnolinguistic boundary south of the
Carpathians has, in particular, changed often during the last
century with the Rusyn area generally receding northward in
the face of Slovak and Magyar assimilatory trends.

Yet the situation is not entirely fluid. There are observable
linguistic and ethnographic characteristics which differentiate
Rusyn villages from Slovak and Magyar villages in the Eu-
ropean homeland. These characteristics have been mapped in
linguistic atlases and ethnographic maps more than once dur-
ing the past century, thereby making it possible to define the
ethnolinguistic make-up of these borderland villages at differ-
ent points in time. The root-seeker simply has to know what
village his or her parents or grandparents came from. With
such information, ethnic background can be determined. For
a list of all Rusyn villages in the European homeland, see the
Root Seeker’s Guide to the homeland at the back of this book.
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Rusyn (in some cases Rusnak) remained common.
Since 1989, the name Rusyn is again recognized as the
official designation in most countries where the group
lives.

The eastern ethnolinguistic and religious origins
and inclinations of the Carpatho-Rusyns for several
centuries were counterbalanced by strong influences
from western and, in particular, Roman Catholic Eu-
rope. Both Hungary and Poland were predominantly
Roman Catholic countries in which the East Slavic
Orthodox Rus’ inhabitants increasingly were treated as
second-class citizens. The desire to alter their own un-
favorable sociocultural status, combined with varying
forms of official pressure on the part of the Hungarian
and Polish governments and Roman Catholic Church,
prompted several Orthodox Rus’ hierarchs and some
priests to accept the idea of union with Rome. Conse-
quently, declarations of church union were proclaimed
first in Poland (Union of Brest, 1596) and then in Hun-
gary (Union of Uzhorod, 1646). The result, however,
was not conversion to Roman Catholicism, but rather
the creation of a new institution known as the Uniate
and later as the Greek Catholic Church. According to
the acts of union, the Uniate or Greek Catholic Church
was permitted to retain its Eastern-rite liturgy in the
Slavonic tongue and its traditional customs (including
the Julian calendar, communion in two species, and

married clergy). On the other hand, the new church
recognized as its ultimate head the Pope in Rome and
not—as had previously been the case—the Ecumeni-
cal Patriarch in Constantinople.

To be sure, the official acts of union promulgated
during the late sixteenth and mid-seventeenth centu-
ries were not accepted universally by the Rus’ popula-
tion, and Orthodox adherents with their own hierarchs
continued to function for several more decades, most
especially far eastern regions of Carpathian Rus’. By
the outset of the eighteenth century, however, Greek
Catholicism had become the religion of most Car-
patho-Rusyns, and at the popular level it functioned
as a cultural attribute to distinguish them as a group
from the Roman Catholic Poles and Roman Catholic
or Protestant Slovaks and Magyars.

During the nineteenth century, when Carpatho-
Rusyns, like other national minorities in Europe, ex-
perienced a national awakening, the Greek Catholic
Church became the primary vehicle for maintaining
the traditional culture, and its priests provided the
leadership for the small clerically-oriented nationalist
movement. Many of the elementary schools that ex-
isted before World War I were operated by the Greek
Catholic Church, and the few newspapers, books, and
cultural societies were almost all dominated by Greek
Catholic clergymen. It was during this period that the

1. Carpatho-Rusyn homestead in the old country, circa 1910 (photo by Josef Zeibrdlich).



Greek Catholic priest Aleksander Duchnovy¢, known
as the “national awakener of the Carpatho-Rusyns”,
was most active.

As for the Carpatho-Rusyn masses, their socioeco-
nomic status remained basically unchanged from the
medieval period until the twentieth century. Because
they inhabited mountainous and generally infertile val-
leys, they were forced to struggle in order to eke out
a subsistence-level existence from their tiny plots and
small herds of cows, sheep, and goats. Almost without
exception, Carpatho-Rusyns inhabited small villages
and worked as serfs for Hungarian or Polish landlords
until 1848, and then as poorly paid and/or indebted ag-
ricultural laborers under the same landlords for sever-
al more decades after their “liberation” from serfdom.
The few nearby towns—PreSov, Bardejov, Humenné,
Uzhorod, Mukacevo, Sanok—were inhabited by Slo-
vaks, Hungarians, Poles, Jews, and Germans, so that
Rusyns generally experienced small-town life only as
visitors to the markets and shops or as domestic help
and urban laborers.
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Until the twentieth century, social and even geo-
graphic mobility was uncommon. Although some rail-
road lines passed through the region, most Carpatho-
Rusyns spent their entire lives within their native or
neighboring villages, where their life cycle was domi-
nated by the demands of the agricultural seasons and
the church calendar. Indeed, as high as 97 per cent of
Carpatho-Rusyns were born and died in the same vil-
lage and were married to someone of the same reli-
gion. To be sure, seasonal migration in search of work
did occur, especially during the summers, when Car-
patho-Rusyn males found employment farther south
as agricultural laborers on the Hungarian plain. Such
migration lasted only as long as the harvest season,
however. Thus, subsistence-level farming in small
mountainous villages; cultural and religious iden-
tity as defined by membership in the Greek Catholic
Church; and the lack of any distinct political life even
at the local level were the main characteristics of Car-
patho-Rusyn society on the eve of the initial Rusyn
emigration to the United States.

2. Working the fields in UZzok, Subcarpathian Rus’, circa 1920 (photo by Themac).



Chapter 2

Migration

As is typical for people who live in traditional peasant
societies, Carpatho-Rusyns were very attached to the
land. Acquiring more land was therefore an important
status symbol. The immigrants and their descendants
in the United States continued to hold to this tradition.
Owning one’s own house and piece of surrounding
property became (and still remains) an important life
goal, which if achieved was expected to provide both
financial and psychological security. It was precisely
the lack of available land in the European homeland,
caused in part by population increases and in part by
the continual subdivision of landholdings and ineffi-
cient agricultural practices, that forced the Rusyns to
live in severe poverty. These conditions, sometimes
combined with the threat of being drafted into the mil-
itary, prompted many to emigrate.

The immediate stimulus to leave may have been
provided by letters from neighbors and relatives who
were already in America earning dollars, or from
steamship agents who sometimes toured European vil-
lages acting as middlemen for American factory own-
ers looking for cheap labor. Not surprisingly, it was
young males, single or recently married, who made
up almost three-quarters of the Carpatho-Rusyn emi-
grants before World War 1. The desire to earn funds
with which to buy land, to prepare for marriage, or to
support a young family and perhaps to pay off a mort-
gage, prompted what seemed at times to be a large-
scale flight to America—an America that was still be-
lieved to be a land of milk and honey where the streets
were ostensibly paved with gold.
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To be sure, such fantasies were quickly destroyed by
the turn-of-the-century realities that faced the Ameri-
can worker—Ilong, hard, and often monotonous hours
of work for little pay. While some immigrants were
unable to cope with the gruelling conditions they en-
countered in the New World, others were able to meet
the challenge. They earned the highly praised dollars;
they wrote glowing letters encouraging fellow-coun-
trymen to make the journey; and they returned to their
native villages where they were able to buy land and
play the role of the wealthy “relative” who had struck
it rich in America.

After the initial decision to leave home was made,
an often heart-rending departure was accompanied by
weeping relatives and a final blessing under the way-
side cross at the head of the village. A slow, bumpy
ride on a horsedrawn cart provided much time to re-
flect about family, friends, and loved ones left behind
as the prospective immigrant made his or her way to
the nearest rail terminal in order to board a train that
eventually provided transport to the coast. There were
also numerous cases in which villagers walked most of
the way to major cities before boarding trains for the
faraway ports. This was often the case with the large
number of young men, who on the eve of World War
I feared induction into the Austro-Hungarian army.
Flight from military authorities as well as from civil
authorities, who during certain periods feared the de-
population of certain Rusyn-inhabited districts, led to
periodic government restrictions on emigration, which
in turn prompted illegal as well as legal departures.



3. Typical wayside cross, often the last sight of the native village
seen by departing emigrants. At Kolo¢ava-Horb, Subcarpathian
Rus’, 1925 (photo by Florian Zapletal).

The number of illegal departures by far outweighed
legal departures.

Of all the regions in the Austro-Hungarian Empire,
it was precisely those inhabited by Carpatho-Rusyns
which provided among the highest proportion of
emigrants. Those from the Lemko Region of the
Austrian province of Galicia came from the districts
of Nowy Sacz, Grybow, Gorlice, Jaslo, Krosno,
Sanok, and Lesko. They generally travelled toward the
northwest and left from Germany’s North Sea ports of
Bremen or Hamburg. Carpatho-Rusyns from Hungary
originated in the main from the counties of Szepes
(Rusyn: Spis), Saros (Sary$), Zemplén (Zemplyn),
Ung (Uz), Bereg, Ugocsa (Ugoca), and Maramaros
(Maramoros). There was also a small number who
came from the southern Hungarian counties of Bacs-
Bodrog (Backa) and Szerém (Srem); that is, the Rusyns
of aregion in present-day Serbia called the Vojvodina.
The largest number, however, came from the counties
of Ung and Bereg, followed by Maramaros, Zemplén,
and Saros. These “Hungarian” Rusyns (or Uhro-
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Rusyns as they sometimes were known) also generally
travelled north and left from the ports of Bremen
and Hamburg on German ships, although after 1903
many—at the encouragement of the government—
went south instead and left from Hungary’s port on
the Adriatic Sea, Fiume (today Rijeka in Croatia), or
across the border into Romania and its Black Sea port
of Constanta.

From these various ports, the emigrants boarded
ships packed with other eastern and southern Europeans
and began the long three- to four-week journey across
the Atlantic. They had never seen the ocean and in
most cases had previously never left the immediate
surroundings of their native village. For some, the
ocean voyage produced fear of the unknown, while
for others it contributed to the spirit of adventure that
led to new and exciting experiences, friendships, even
unplanned marriages. Also, the experience of the first
ocean voyage did not deter many, now described as
sojourners, who after a few years of working decided to
return home and then again to re-emigrate. Hard times
in the American economy, as in late 1907, encouraged
many Carpatho-Rusyns to Europe, so that the average
number of returnees each year during the decade
before 1914 was nearly seventeen percent the number
arriving. Thus, in the decades before World War 1,
some immigrants came, returned, and came again, so

4. View from the steerage on an immigrant ship as it enters New
York City harbor, ca. 1905.
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that movement back and forth across the Atlantic from
rural Rusyn villages to the industrial centers of the
northeast United States was quite common.

Almost without exception the immigrant ships
headed for New York City, passed the Statue of Liber-
ty, and docked along the wharves of the world’s larg-
est urban complex. Immediately, the immigrants were
transferred to small ferries and taken to Ellis Island on
the New Jersey side of the harbor. There, in isolation
from the mainland, they were inspected primarily for
potential health problems. In most, but not all, cases
they received a stamp of approval, and some were
even given a new name by immigration officers un-
sympathetic to or impatient with the strange sounding
Slavic names. After passing these hurdles, they were
released to find their way to waiting friends, relatives,
or prospective employers.

As might be expected, the Carpatho-Rusyn new-
comers were, in the main, members of the working
class. According to United States statistics for the
years 1900 through 1914, of the 254,000 “Ruthenians”
who came from Austria-Hungary during those years,
41 percent were engaged in agriculture, 22 percent
were laborers, and 20 percent were domestic servants.
Only 2 percent were skilled artisans, less than 1 per-
cent professionals, and even fewer were merchants.
To complete the demographic picture, 13 percent were
women and children without occupational status. Dur-
ing these years, 71 percent of “Ruthenian” immigrants
were males, and only 33 percent of the total popula-
tion over 14 years of age was literate.

While these figures may give us some idea of the
socioeconomic character of the immigration, it is dif-
ficult, if not impossible, to determine the exact number
of Carpatho-Rusyns who came to the United States.
Official reports are not much help. Nonetheless, by
extrapolating from various sources, it is reasonable to
say that before 1914 approximately 225,000 Carpatho-
Rusyns emigrated to the United States. While a few
individuals had begun to arrive as early as the 1860s, it
was not until the late 1880s and 1890s that substantial
numbers came, the movement reaching its height dur-
ing the first decade of the twentieth century.

This pre-World War I influx of Carpatho-Rusyns
was not to be repeated. The war years (1914-1918) put
a virtual halt to all emigration. Then, after 1920, when
the political situation stabilized and Carpatho-Rusyns

found themselves within two new states—Czecho-
slovakia and Poland—migration resumed. The com-
position of these immigrants differed at least initially
from the pre-1914 group in that women and children
now predominated, as they joined husbands and fa-
thers who had already left before the war. Before long,
however, there were new impediments to what had be-
come the somewhat common bidirectional movement
of people between east-central Europe and America.
This time the restrictions were imposed by the United
States, which enacted in 1924 a national quota sys-
tem that was highly unfavorable to the further entry of
immigrants from eastern and southern Europe. There-
fore, as a result of the 1924 quota system and world
economic depression in the 1930s, which reduced fur-
ther the ability to find the means to travel and the pos-
sibility of finding jobs, only 8,000 Carpatho-Rusyns
left Czechoslovakia for the United States and 10,000
from Poland between 1920 and 1938. Faced with these
American restrictions, many Carpatho-Rusyns from
Czechoslovakia went instead (generally as sojourning

5. Slavic immigrant awaiting processing at Ellis Island, circa
1908 (photo by Lewis Hine).
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THE PROBLEM OF STATISTICS

It is impossible to know the number of Ameri-
cans of Carpatho-Rusyn background in the United
States. Among the reasons for this lack of informa-
tion are: (1) inadequate or non-existent statistical
data, whether from sending countries or from the
United States; and (2) the decision of many of the
first-generation immigrants and their descendants
not to identify themselves as Rusyns. The latter
problem is typical for many peoples who do not
have their own states.

Most often, when traveling or living abroad,
“stateless peoples” identify with the country in
which they were born, even if their own nationality
or ethnocultural background may be different from
the dominant one in their home country. Thus, nu-
merous immigrants from the pre-World War I Aus-
tro-Hungarian or Russian Empires identified—or
were identified by others—as Austrians, Hungar-
ians, or Russians, even though ethnically they were
not Austrian, Hungarian, or Russian.

There is also the question of what is meant by the
term Rusyn American. Does this refer to a person
of Carpatho-Rusyn background who has immigrat-
ed to the United States, or can it refer as well to the
offspring of such a person? If the latter, do both par-
ents or grandparents have to be of Carpatho-Rusyn
background, or is one ancestor sufficient? For our
purposes, a Rusyn American is defined as any per-
son born in the European homeland or born in the
United States of at least one parent, grandparent, or
other generational ancestor who came from one of
the 1,101 Rusyn villages listed in the Root Seeker’s
appendix to this volume or, if born elsewhere (in a
nearby town), someone who chooses to self-iden-
tify as a Rusyn.

Why are official or governmental statistics not
helpful? First of all, it was not until as recently as
1980 that the United States Census Bureau recog-
nized the name Rusyn, although it was to be still
another decade—the census of 1990—before the
census data actually indicated Americans who
identified themselves as Carpatho-Rusyns. Prior to
1990, Rusyns were classified in many other ways.

Between 1899 and 1914, which coincides with
the heaviest period of Carpatho-Rusyn immigra-
tion, United States statistics reported the arrival of
254,000 Ruthenians/Russniaks. Since there was an
average annual return migration of 16.7 percent,
this left 212,000 Ruthenians in the United States.

That figure needs to be revised, however. First of
all, the terms Ruthenian/Russniak are not entirely
helpful, because many Ukrainians—at least before
1914—also identified themselves as Ruthenians.
Nonetheless, informed observers suggest that dur-
ing the pre-World War I period, at least 60 percent
of immigrants classified as Ruthenians/Russniaks
were from Carpatho-Rusyn inhabited villages in
northeastern Hungary and the Lemko Region of
Galicia. Therefore, between 1899 and 1914, at least
152,000 immigrants classified as Ruthenians/Russ-
niaks arrived in the United States from the Car-
patho-Rusyn homeland. We also know from 1910,
1920, and 1930 U.S. census reports that an average
of 32 percent of Carpatho-Rusyn immigrants from
Hungary (and later Czechoslovakia) described
themselves as “Russians.” This means another
73,000 must be added for a total of 225,000.

Yet even this figure has its limitations, because
it does not include immigration before 1899 nor
those Rusyns who chose to identity—or who were
identified by others—as Austrians, Hungarians,
Poles, Slovaks, or simply as “Slavish.” We know
from other sources that the use of the name “Slavish”
was particularly widespread. Nonetheless, by
reworking official United States data, it can be
concluded that before World War I at least 225,000
Carpatho-Rusyns immigrated to the United States.

Statistics from the sending countries have some
value but limitations as well. For instance, Hun-
garian records indicated that 55,000 Rusyns left
Hungary between 1889 and 1913; while official
and unofficial sources suggest that for the longer
period between 1880 and 1913 as many as 62,000
emigrated. Since 97 percent of Hungary’s Rusyn
emigrants went to the United States, the corrected
figure would be 60,000.




18

Our People

The problem with these statistics is that they
record only legal departures. Records from German
ports, the preferred route for departure, show that
only half of the immigrants who passed through
those ports had left Hungary legally. Thus, it is rea-
sonable to assume that they were twice as many
Carpatho-Rusyns—120,000—who emigrated to
the United States from Hungary alone before World
War I. In the absence of equivalent emigration sta-
tistics specifically from Rusyn villages in the Lem-
ko Region of Galicia, we can only provide a rough
estimate. Since Lemko region villages comprise
31 percent of the total number of Carpatho-Rusyn
inhabited villages, this would suggest that perhaps
55,000 Lemkos left for the United States before
World War L.

Based on such limited data from the United
States and sending countries, it is reasonable to as-
sume that during the height of immigration from
central and eastern Europe between the years 1880
and 1914, no less than 225,000 Carpatho-Rusyns
immigrated to the United States. Subsequent immi-
gration was on a much smaller scale, consisting of
about 18,000 newcomers from Czechoslovakia and
Poland during the interwar years and another 7,000
from those two countries and the Soviet Ukraine in
the nearly half century after World War I1.

Despite such immigration figures totaling over
250,000 for the period both before and after World
War I, not to mention natural demographic growth
rates that by the 1990s should have produced
through offspring about two and one-half times the
number of original immigrants, the present figures
for Carpatho-Rusyns are wholly inadequate. In
1980, the United States Census Bureau recorded
only 8,485 Ruthenians (at that time persons who
answered Rusyn were classified as Russian). Then,
in 1990, the census recorded a total of 12,946
persons who classified themselves infive categories:
Carpatho-Rusyn (7,316), Ruthenian (3,776), Rusyn
(1,357), Carpathian (266), and Lemko (231). It
is also likely that many Americans of Carpatho-
Rusyn background are among the 315,285 persons

who described themselves as Czechoslovakian,
or the 122,469 Eastern Europeans, or the 70,552
Slavics/Slavish.

How, then, is it possible to obtain a more realis-
tic estimate of the number of Americans today of
Carpatho-Rusyn background? We may begin with
the conservative estimate of 225,000 immigrants
for the pre-1914 period. To this must be added the
post-World War I immigration—primarily in the
1920s—of 8,000 from Czechoslovakia and 10,000
from the Lemko Region of what was then Poland.
(Because of the world economic crisis of the 1930s
and changing goals among immigrants no more
than a few hundred returned home). This gives us
243,000.

Since the general population growth in the Unit-
ed States between 1930 and 1990 was 2% fold, the
pre-1930 first generation immigrants and their de-
scendants should number today around 607,000. To
these must be added several smaller waves of new
arrivals that came after World War II: 4,000 who
came in the wake of the war before 1950; 1,000
following the crisis in Czechoslovakia in 1968; and
2,000 in the course of political changes in Poland
during the 1980s. Together with their descend-
ants, the post-World War II group includes about
15,000, leaving a total of 622,000 Carpatho-Rus-
yns. It is interesting to note that the estimated Car-
patho-Rusyn church membership in the year 2000
is 600,000. Thus, while it is impossible to know the
precise number of Americans of Carpatho-Rusyn
background, a reasonable estimate would place the
figure in 2000 somewhere between 600,000 and
625,000.

SOURCES: 13th, 14th and 15th Census of the United States
(Washington, D.C., 1913-33); Oleksander Mytsiuk, “Z emihratsii
uhro-rusyniv pered svitovoiu viinoiu,” Naukovyi zbirnyk tovaryst-
va ‘Prosvita’, XIII-XIV (Uzhorod, 1938), pp. 21-32; Wasyl Halich,
Ukrainians in the United States (Chicago, 1937), esp. pp. 150-153;
Julianna Puskas, From Hungary to the United States, 1880-1914
(Budapest, 1982); Julianna Puskas, ed., Overseas Migration from
East-Central and South-Eastern Europe 1880-1940 (Budapest,
1990), esp. pp. 46-58.




workers who planned to return home after a few years)
to Argentina or Uruguay, while about 10,000 from the
Lemko Region—in what was by then Poland—went
to settle permanently in Canada.

World War II interrupted the normal if limited flow
of people, but it did lead to the phenomenon of dis-
placed persons who for political reasons were unable
or unwilling to return to their homeland. About 4,000
of these “DPs” were Carpatho-Rusyns who, between
1945 and 1950, eventually found their way, often via
displaced persons camps in Germany and Austria, to
the United States or Canada. By 1950, the Soviet Un-
ion and the east-central European countries under its
political control effectively barred emigration from the
Carpatho-Rusyn homeland for most of the four dec-
ades of Communist rule that lasted until 1989-1991.
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The only exceptions were the brief periods of political
liberalization in Czechoslovakia (1968) and Poland
(1980-1981), which produced in their wake the arrival
of about 5,000 new Carpatho-Rusyn immigrants to the
United States and Canada.

Because of the lack of reliable statistics from Eu-
rope, the specific character of United States statistics,
and the tendency of many immigrants to describe
themselves in a manner other than Carpatho-Rusyn,
we cannot know with any certainty the number of Car-
patho-Rusyn Americans. Nonetheless, estimates based
on United States census data, on statistics from send-
ing countries, and on membership in churches sug-
gest that by the early 1990s there were approximately
600,000 Carpatho-Rusyns and their descendants in the
United States.

Carpatho-Rusyn Church Statistics in the United States

Church Membership Carpatho-Rusyn
ca. 2003 Membership (estimate)

Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic Metropolitan 114,000 80,000

Archdiocese

American Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Greek Catholic 15.000 12,000

Church

Orthodox Church in America 1,000,000* 250,000

Russian Orthodox Church in The U.S.A. 10,000 8,000

—the Patriarchal Parishes (1985 figure)

Other Orthodox, Ukrainian Catholic Roman Catholic, — 250,000

and Protestant denominations

Total 600,000

*Many suggest this figure is inflated, that a more accurate estimate is 300,000-350,000, and that correspondingly the Carpatho-Rusyn

membership is about 100,000.

SOURCE: Annuario Pontificio 2002 (Vatican City, 2002); Yearbook of American and Canadian Churches (Nashville, Tenn., 1991).



Chapter 3

Settlement Patterns and Economic Life

The initial and subsequent geographical distribution
of Carpatho-Rusyn immigrants in the United States
reflects their socioeconomic background, their goals,
and the needs of American society in the decades be-
fore World War I, a time when the vast majority ar-
rived. The newcomers were for the most part poor
peasants, 65 percent of whom arrived before 1914 with
less than $30 in money and belongings. With meagre
financial resources, they were in no position to buy
the relatively expensive land in the northeastern states
near the port of their arrival—Ellis Island in New York
City’s harbor—nor to travel long distances by train to
the west where cheap land was still available.

In any case, most did not plan to make the United
States their permanent home. Their stay was to be
merely for a few years, or as long as it took to earn
enough money in order to return home and buy that
all-important peasant commodity—Iland. Because
most were temporary sojourners, they were interested
in finding whatever jobs would pay the most. As for
American society, it was going through a period of
rapid industrial expansion, especially in the northeast,
and was therefore in need of a large, unskilled indus-
trial work force to man its mines and factories. Thus,
the needs of American industry and the desires of Car-
patho-Rusyn immigrants complemented each other.

Carpatho-Rusyn immigrants settled for the most
part in the northeast. The first center to attract the
newcomers during the 1880s and 1890s was the coal-
mining belt in eastern Pennsylvania, near Scranton
and Wilkes-Barre, and in smaller coal towns like

20

Hazleton, Freeland, Mahanoy City, and Olyphant.
The industrial plants of New York City and its suburb
Yonkers, as well as the southern Connecticut city of
Bridgeport and the northern New Jersey factories and
oil refineries in Passaic, Bayonne, Elizabeth, Rahway,
Perth Amboy, and Manville also attracted Carpatho-
Rusyn immigrants in search of work. But by the outset
of the twentieth century, the newest center of settle-
ment became western Pennsylvania, most especially
Pittsburgh and its suburbs like Homestead, Munhall,
McKeesport, McKees Rocks, Monessen, Braddock,
Clairton, and Duquesne. In these places, as well as in
Johnstown about 75 miles to the east, it was the steel
mills and related industries that provided jobs for Rus-
yns and other immigrants of Slavic background.

Soon concentrations of Carpatho-Rusyns were
found in other industrial centers: Binghamton, En-
dicott, and Johnson City in south-central New York;
Cleveland, Parma, and Youngstown in Ohio; Gary and
Whiting in Indiana; Chicago and Joliet in Illinois; De-
troit and Flint in Michigan; and Minneapolis in Min-
nesota. It is not surprising, therefore, that in the decade
1910-1920, as high as 79 percent of the Carpatho-
Rusyns lived in the urban areas of the Middle Atlantic
states. This included 54 percent in Pennsylvania, 13
percent in New York, and 12 percent in New Jersey,
followed by Ohio, Connecticut, and Illinois. Despite
this basic settlement pattern centered in the northeast
industrial belt, it is interesting to note that some Car-
patho-Rusyns ventured to a few out-of-the-way and
unexpected places. Thus, the marble industry attracted
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6.  Workers on their way to the coal mines in Lattimore, Pennsylvania, circa 1900 (photo by Rise and Gates).

a small group who established a community in Proctor,
Vermont, while some went south to start farms in Vir-
ginia or to work in the steel mills of Birmingham, Ala-
bama. In the mid-west, Carpatho-Rusyns were drawn
to the coal mines around Royalton in southern Illinois;
to the varied industries of St. Louis, Missouri and the
steel mills of nearby Granite City, Illinois; to the lead
mines around Bonne Terre and Desloge, Missouri; to
the coal mines near Hartshorne and Haileyville, Okla-
homa; and farther north to the iron mines of Chisholm
and Hibbing in upstate Minnesota. Some even ven-
tured as far west as the gold, silver, and lead mines
in Leadville, Colorado; the railroad in Rock Springs,
Wyoming; the copper mines in Stockett, Montana; and
the coal mining settlements of Carbonado and Wilke-
son in the Carbon River valley just south of Seattle,
Washington.

In view of the temporary nature of their intended
stay in the New World, Carpatho-Rusyns often moved
into company-owned houses and tenements near the
mines or factories where they worked. A high percent-
age of single males (which characterized the group
before World War ) lived in boardinghouses often su-
pervised by the wife of a Carpatho-Rusyn or fellow

Slavic immigrant. While these early living quarters
were often overcrowded and polluted with industrial
smoke and noise—a far cry from the placid rural envi-
ronment of the Carpathian mountain homeland—they
nonetheless did provide a certain degree of psycho-
logical security in an otherwise strange land in that
the majority of their neighbors were Rusyns or other
Slavic immigrants from central and eastern Europe.
By the 1920s, political conditions in Europe (in-
cluding the upheaval of World War I that had cut off
migration across the Atlantic) as well as adaption to
American life (enhanced by a gradual increase in
monetary savings and the establishment of family life
through marriages in the New World or the arrival of
wives and children from the Old) were factors which
convinced many Carpatho-Rusyns that their tempo-
rary work visits might preferably become permanent.
When, by the 1950s, Carpatho-Rusyns had become
psychologically as well as physically established in
America, some first-generation immigrants, and cer-
tainly their second- and third-generation descendants,
began to move out of the company-owned houses and
inner-city tenements to the surrounding suburbs. With
the decline of American inner cities, especially during



the 1970s, the traditional “Carpatho-Rusyn ghettos”
all but disappeared in the downtown areas of cities
like New York, Passaic, Pittsburgh, and Cleveland.
The churches do remain, however, and are attended
mainly by parishioners who arrive in cars to spend a
few hours each Sunday morning before returning to
their suburban homes.

While the desire to remain in or near one’s original
birthplace in the northeastern United States continued
to be strong, by the 1970s a new trend had developed.
Following general demographic and settlement pat-
terns in the United States, Carpatho-Rusyns began
moving to the sun-belt states of Florida, California,
and Arizona. Those who have chosen this route include
the original first-generation immigrants and their now
also elderly second-generation offspring who fear the
dangers of urban life in the northeast and who, at their
advanced age, prefer the warmer climates of the south
and west, as well as second-, third-, and fourth-gen-
eration professionals who are forced to move at the
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behest of their employers.

Despite these relatively recent demographic devel-
opments, the majority of the Carpatho-Rusyns as well
as their religious and secular organizations remain
within the industrial cities of the northeastern and
north-central states. For instance, of the 300 parishes
in the Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic Church and the
American Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Greek Catho-
lic Church, 80 percent are still located in four states:
Pennsylvania (50 percent), Ohio (13 percent), New
Jersey (11 percent), and New York (6 percent).

Since the vast majority of Carpatho-Rusyns who ar-
rived in the United States were poor peasants, it is not
surprising that, with few exceptions, they were forced
to seek their livelihood among the ranks of unskilled
laborers. Thus, the first generation found employment
in the factories, mines, and steel mills of the northeast
United States. In the coal industry, where many ob-
tained their first jobs, they began as miner’s helpers
usually receiving no more than a third of the miner’s

7.  Women workers, including many Carpatho-Rusyns, on the assembly line at the Endicott-Johnson Shoe Company Jigger Factory, Johnson

City, New York, circa 1930.
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normal wage, while in factories and steel mills they
were first hired to do the most menial tasks. Gradu-
ally, they moved up to become miners or semi-skilled
and skilled factory laborers in their own right. Be-
cause they generally were at the lowest end of the
working man’s income level, it was not surprising to
find Carpatho-Rusyns taking part in the many strikes
that rocked the industrial and coal mining regions of
Pennsylvania and neighboring states, especially in the
decades before World War 1. Still, it must be admitted
that because Rusyn workers were primarily concerned
with earning quick cash in order to return to the Eu-
ropean homeland, they were likely to accept harsher
work conditions and to avoid strike and anti-company
activity which might jeopardize their goals.

Carpatho-Rusyn women, who began to come in
larger numbers just before and after World War I, often
found employment—especially if they were single—as
servants or maids in the households of wealthy Ameri-
cans and the increasing number of well-to-do eastern
European Jews and Slavs. As they became more ad-
justed to the American environment, Carpatho-Rusyn
women began to work as waitresses or retail salesper-
sons and in light industries such as shoe, soap, and
cigar factories, or in laundries and garment works.
Those women who were already or who became mar-
ried were expected to remain at home and care for the
children and household. Besides these onerous tasks,
however, they often had to supplement their husband’s
income—especially in times of economic hardship or
strikes—by hiring themselves out as domestics or by
working part-time in stores or mills.

There were, of course, among Carpatho-Rusyns, a
small number of more ambitious individuals who from
the earliest years of the immigration tried their luck
at founding and operating small businesses. Among
the most popular outlets were enterprises that served
the needs of their fellow immigrants, such as butcher
shops, groceries, taverns, and small restaurants. Some
even entered the ranks of white-collar businessmen,
as operators of funeral homes, travel and package-
sending agencies, or as editors and officers in com-
munity organizations, most especially the fraternals.
Women also expanded their economic potential by
turning their residences into boardinghouses, where
they provided rooms and cooked meals for single
male workers.

As individuals whose original peasant mentality
placed great importance on acquiring material secu-
rity and a modicum of wealth, Carpatho-Rusyns could
accept quite easily the American mainstream ideol-
ogy which promised rewards for those who worked
hard and lived a “decent,” even frugal life. The same
peasant mentality also contained, however, an undisci-
plined come-what-may attitude, which sometimes led
to an unending cycle of hard work (according to the
merciless clock of modern industry and not the more
humane “sun clock” of nature) followed by “relief” in
heavy drinking. Not surprisingly, frequent and often
daily visits to the local tavern (kor¢ma) on the way
home from work would cut deeply into whatever sav-
ings had been acquired. Alcoholism, especially in the
early years, became a problem for many Carpatho-
Rusyn workers, although they soon learned that if they
wanted to improve their financial status they would
have to become more disciplined and to give up the
tradition of less structured work and living habits.

It seems that the American environment and the at-
traction of potentially improved living circumstances
proved to be the stronger force. Even in the early
years, official United States statistics (1904-1905)
reported that along with Bulgarians and other South
Slavic immigrants, “Ruthenians” had the lowest pro-
portion (.04 percent) of people in public charities and,
for that matter, in penal institutions. Subsequently, the
few statistics that are available show a distinct rise in
the economic status of Carpatho-Rusyns. By the sec-
ond generation, that is, among the American-born who
began their working careers after World War I, the
majority of Carpatho-Rusyns had become skilled and
semi-skilled workers, foremen, or clerical workers.
By the third generation, there was a marked increase
in managerial and semi-professional occupations.

Nonetheless, it seems that the socioeconomic struc-
ture of third- and fourth-generation Carpatho-Rusyns
is not as oriented toward upward social mobility as
that of other groups—Jews, Italians, Greeks, Hungar-
ians—whose parents and grandparents also arrived in
large numbers at the outset of the twentieth century. To
be sure, there were a few large companies founded by
Carpatho-Rusyns who became wealthy through busi-
ness skills, such as the Peerless Aluminum Foundry in
Bridgeport, Connecticut of the Peter Hardy family, the
Manhattan Building Supply in New York City of the
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8. Coal miner families relaxing on a Sunday aftemoon in eastern Pennsylvania, circa 1900.

Mahonec family, and the Liberty Tool Corporation in
Bridgeport, Connecticut of John Cipkala. There was
even a Hungaro-Russian Slavonic State Bank that op-
erated during the first decades of this century in John-
stown, Pennsylvania under the direction of George
Kondor.

Particularly successful in the business world was
the son of Lemko immigrants to Canada and later the
New York investor, Paul M. Fekula. Raised in the Or-
thodox religious tradition, Fekula was embued with a
Russian identity and Pan-Slavic spirit which led him
to amass the largest private collection of Slavic books
and old manuscripts in North America. But by far the
most successful private entrepreneur was Stephen B.
Roman, a native of the PreSov Region in Slovakia and
a self-professed “Rusnak Slovak.” Roman was one of
the earliest developers of uranium mining in Canada.
He founded and until his death in the late 1980s head-
ed Denison Mines Limited, a multimillion dollar con-

glomerate based in Toronto, Ontario with several sub-
sidiary companies in oil, gas, coal, potash, and banking
located in Canada and other countries. Aside from his
business interests, Roman was a fervent community
activist and especially instrumental in the creation in
1982 of the Slovak Byzantine-rite Catholic Diocese of
Canada.

The Carpatho-Rusyn immigration has also
produced a small but steadily increasing number
of professionals—Ilawyers, physicians, dentists,
university professors, and, in particular, school
teachers and nurses—most of whom are from the
second, third, and fourth generation. Nonetheless,
the ultimate goal for most Rusyns is to attain a place
in “middle-class” America and to be satisfied with
working for an established company which provides
limited advancement but a measure of financial
security that will permit the ownership of one’s own
home and a modest bank account.



Chapter 4

Religious Life

Another part of the cultural traditions or collective
psyche that Carpatho-Rusyns brought to America was
their attitude toward religion. Religion, in the form of
Eastern Christianity, had always been an integral part
of Carpatho-Rusyn community life, at least until the
advent of Communist-dominated governments in their
homeland after 1945. The whole village life-cycle
used to be governed by the church. The traditional
peasant mode of existence, determined by the climatic
changes of the agricultural seasons, was interspersed
by numerous religious holidays, including workless
Sundays and other feast days of the church calendar,
baptisms, marriages, and funerals—all carried out
according to the fixed guidelines of the church. Since
religious life was so bound up with the Carpatho-
Rusyn mentality, it was only natural that the first
immigrants attempted to recreate for themselves a
similar environment in the United States. In this they
were quite successful, so that even after three, four, and
five generations, Carpatho-Rusyn community life in
the United States continues to rely almost exclusively
on an individual’s relation to the church.

In essence, the history of Carpatho-Rusyns in
the United States is virtually synonymous with the
group’s religious development. And this development
has been the story of the successes and failures of the
Greek (later known as the Byzantine Ruthenian) Cath-
olic Church in its attempts to maintain its traditional
rights and privileges in the face of encroachments by
the dominant Roman Catholic hierarchy. Nonetheless,
at various times the Greek (Byzantine Ruthenian)
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Catholic Church has had to forfeit certain traditions.
This has led to rebellion on the part of many Carpatho-
Rusyn priests and parishioners, who consequently left
their original church and either joined existing reli-
gious bodies, especially various Orthodox churches,
or set up new ones.

The organizational history of the Greek Catho-
lic Church began with the establishment of its very
first parishes, including three in eastern Pennsylva-
nia—Shenandoah (1884), Freeland (1886), Hazleton
(1887)—and one in Minneapolis, Minnesota (1887).
For nearly three decades, these and other early par-
ishes included Greek Catholics not only from the Hun-
garian Kingdom (Carpatho-Rusyns as well as Slovaks
and some Magyars), but also those from north of the
Carpathian Mountains in Austrian Galicia, including
Rusyns who called themselves Lemkos and those who
after living in America began to identify themselves as
Ukrainians or as Russians.

It was the people themselves who took the initiative
to organize parishes, build churches, and request
priests from Europe. The very first Greek Catholic
priest to arrive in America was Father John Volansky,
who in 1884 came to Shenandoah, Pennsylvania. He
was followed by Zenon Liakhovych and Constantine
Andrukhovych, both of whom were also from Galicia.
Thenextpriestto arrive, in 1889, was Father Alexander
Dzubay, who was the first to come from Rusyn lands
south of the Carpathians in Hungary. From then on,
the majority of priests came from Hungary, so that
by 1894, out of more than 20 Greek Catholic priests,
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9. St. Mary’s Greek Catholic Church, Freeland, Pennsylvania, built 1887. This is the original church of the oldest parish still within the
Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic Church.
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10. One of the earliest group photographs in the United States of Byzantine Rite (Greek) Catholic priests, Wilkes Barre, Pennsylvania, 1890.
Seated left to right: Gabriel Vislocky, Ivan Zapotocky, Alexis Toth, Theofan Obushkevich; standing left to right: Eugene Volkay, Alexander
Dzubay, Stefan Jackovics, Gregory Hrushka
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only 4 were from Galicia.

These early priests arrived in an environment that
was not hospitable to Greek (Byzantine-rite) Catholi-
cism. Volansky, for instance, was not recognized by the
Latin-rite Archbishop of Philadelphia, Patrick J. Ryan,
who forbade him to perform his priestly functions. Not
only was the Irish-dominated Roman Catholic hierar-
chy unsympathetic, but fellow Slavic Catholic priests,
especially Poles, also scorned these seemingly strange
Eastern-rite Catholics.

The main reason for the generally cold reception
was the ignorance that prevailed among American
Catholic leaders about anything other than the Latin
rite within their own “universal” church. Another fac-
tor was the trend in certain Catholic circles and public
life in general known as Americanization. There was
even a National Americanization Committee, which
was engaged in an effort to make the foreign-born
“give up the languages, customs, and methods of life
which they have brought with them across the ocean,
and to adopt instead the language, habits, and customs
of this country, and the general standards and ways
of American living.”! And if the habits of immigrants
from the old country might be difficult to change, then
for sure their American-born or acculturized chil-
dren must become fully assimilated. The best way
to achieve that goal and the process of Americaniza-
tion in general was through the school system, which
should instill “an appreciation of the institutions of
this country and absolute forgetfulness of all obliga-
tions or connections with other countries, because of
descent or birth.”

In this connection, it should be remembered that
the Catholic Church in the United States had, since
colonial days, experienced varying kinds of discrimi-
nation and lingering social intolerance, the kind of in-
tolerance encountered by all religious groups that did
not belong to mainstream Protestantism. Although the
Roman Catholic Church officially condemned Ameri-

'From a leaflet published by the National Americanization Com-
mittee, cited in Milton M. Gordon, 4ssimilation in American Life
(New York, 1964), p. 101.

2Statement in 1918 by the Superintendent of the New York Public
Schools, cited in Gordon, Assimilation, pp. 100-101.

canization, a few Catholic leaders welcomed certain
aspects of it in the hope that their church would finally
be accepted fully into American society. Hence, in an
attempt to prove their “Americanness,” Catholic lead-
ers headed by Bishop Ryan in Philadelphia and Bish-
op John Ireland in St. Paul, Minnesota were anxious
to remove all ethnic distinctions within the Roman
Catholic Church. The church was simply to became
an American institution and an instrument of assimila-
tion. Through such a “progressive” policy, these Cath-
olic leaders hoped finally to have Catholicism fully
accepted in American life.

It was into such an environment that Greek or Byz-
antine-rite Catholics arrived. While it is true that the
ethnic Poles or Slovaks—even the “racially” more ac-
ceptable Germans—may have used their native lan-
guages and still have followed certain Old-World re-
ligious practices, they at least were of the Latin rite.
The Carpatho-Rusyns, on the other hand, were of the
Byzantine rite; therefore, they used Church Slavonic
instead of Latin in their liturgies and they observed
the Julian calendar (about two weeks later) instead of
the “normal” Gregorian calendar. And as if that was
not bad enough, their priests could be married. For
the Roman Catholic prelates this seemed the ultimate
anathema! Not surprisingly, therefore, Bishop Ryan’s
rejection of Father Volansky was repeated time and
again toward other Greek Catholic priests. They were
often forbidden to issue the sacraments, to bury their
parishioners in Roman Catholic cemeteries, and they
were snubbed by the Roman Catholic clergy in the
communities where they lived.

Left to its own devices, the community and its few
priests took matters into their own hands. Often with the
help of Carpatho-Rusyn businessmen, parishes bought
property and built their own churches, which might
include a meeting hall and school below the sanctu-
ary or in a separate building. Because of the initiative
of laymen in organizing church life, these early years
set a pattern whereby secular leaders felt they had the
right as well as obligation to be concerned with the re-
ligious developments of the community. For instance,
church property was often not registered in the name
of the bishop representing a diocese (as was to become
standard Catholic practice), but rather in the name of
a board of lay trustees within each individual parish.
The existence of this legal arrangement subsequently
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11. The existence of married priests was to cause great difficulties for Byzantine Rite (Greek) Catholics in America. Here the wedding of Emil
Gulyassy (to the right of the bride with flowers, Lily Mihalich) before his ordination to the priesthood. Father Anthony Mhley (on the far right)
was the officiating priest at Holy Ghost Greek Catholic Church, Charleroi, Pennsylvnia, 1922.
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12. Secular trustees were to control many of the early Rusyn-American churches. The trustees together with three priests—top row, left to
right: Fathers Nicholas Szabados, Thomas Szabo, and Cornelius Laurisin of St. Michael’s Church, St. Clair, Pennsylvania, circa 1912.
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was to have serious consequences for the church.

It was not long before the Vatican became aware
of the difficulties that had developed between the Ro-
man and rapidly growing Greek Catholic communi-
ties in the United States. In an attempt to clarify the
situation, on October 1, 1890, the Vatican issued its
first decree concerning the Greek Catholic Church
in America. The decree specified that newly arriv-
ing Greek Catholic priests were to report to, receive
jurisdiction from, and remain under the authority of
the local Latin-rite bishop. Moreover, all priests had
to be celibate and married priests were to be recalled
to Europe. As an addendum, another Vatican decree in
1895 declared that in areas where there were no Greek
Catholic churches, the parishioners could become Ro-
man Catholic.

As might be expected, many Greek Catholic priests
felt that their century-old traditions dating back to the
Union of Brest (1596) and Union of Uzhorod (1646)
were not being honored by Rome and were being di-
rectly undermined by an unsympathetic American
Catholic hierarchy. Thus, already in late 1890 and

13. Father Alexis G. Toth

again in late 1891 groups of Greek Catholic priests
met and concluded that their increasingly unfavora-
ble plight would not improve until they had their own
bishop. In the interim, they requested the appointment
of a Carpatho-Rusyn vicar general who, in the person
of Father Nicephor Chanat, was chosen to act as an in-
termediary between Greek Catholic priests and Latin-
rite bishops.

More serious was the case of Father Alexis G. Toth.
Toth was a respected seminary professor and chancel-
lor of the Eparchy of PreSov in the Carpatho-Rusyn re-
gion of Hungary who, in 1889, was sent to the United
States to serve in the parish in Minneapolis. Upon his
arrival, Toth reported as expected to the local Latin-rite
ordinary, Archbishop John Ireland of St. Paul. Ireland
was the foremost spokesman of the Americanization
movement, and because of his desire to eliminate eth-
nic differences, it is not surprising that he was already
negatively disposed toward this new priest from east-
central Europe. Because of the importance of Toth’s
later activity, it would be useful to quote him directly
about the fateful meeting with Bishop Ireland. The
following is taken from Toth’s courtroom testimony
delivered in 1894:

As an obedient Uniate [Greek Catholic], I complied with
the orders of my Bishop, who at the time was John Valyi [of
the Eparchy of Presov] and appeared before Bishop Ireland
on December 19, 1889, kissed his hand according to custom
and presented my credentials, failing, however, to kneel be-
fore him, which, as I learned later, was my chief mistake.
I remember that no sooner did he read that I was a ‘Greek
Catholic’, his hands began to shake. It took him fifteen min-
utes to read to the end after which he asked abruptly—we
conversed in Latin:

‘Have you a wife?’

‘No.’

‘But you had one?’

‘Yes, I am a widower.’

At this he threw the paper on the table and loudly ex-
claimed: ‘I have already written to Rome protesting against
this kind of priests being sent to me!’

‘What kind of priests do you mean?’

“Your kind.’

‘I am a Catholic priest of the Greek rite. | am a Uniate
and was ordained by a regular Catholic Bishop.’

‘I do not consider that either you or this bishop of yours



are Catholic; besides, I do not need any Greek Catholic
priests here; a Polish priest in Minneapolis is quite suffi-
cient; the Greeks can also have him for their priest.’

‘But he belongs to the Latin rite; besides our people do
not understand him and so they will hardly go to him; that
was the reason they instituted a church of their own.’

‘They had no permission from me and I shall grant you
no jurisdiction to work here.’

Deeply hurt by the fanaticism of this representative of
Papal Rome, I replied sharply: ‘In that case, I know the
rights of my church, I know the basis on which the Union
was established and shall act accordingly.’

The Archbishop lost his temper. I lost mine just as much.
One word brought another, the thing had gone so far that

our conversation is not worth putting on record.?

Despite Bishop Ireland’s refusal to recognize Father
Toth, the latter continued to serve his Carpatho-Rusyn
parish and hope for some favorable intervention from
his bishop in Europe. When no help was forthcoming,
Toth felt that the centuries-old traditions of his church,
recognized by Rome as canonically legal, were being
violated in the New World. He therefore decided to
abjure the Catholic church altogether and to convert
to Orthodoxy. He travelled to San Francisco, where a
Russian Orthodox bishop was residing. The result was
that on March 25, 1891, Father Toth and his commu-
nity of 365 Carpatho-Rusyns were formally accepted
by Bishop Vladimir Sokolovsky into the Russian Or-
thodox Diocese of Alaska and the Aleutian Islands.

For its part, the Russian Orthodox Church was only
too willing to accept Toth and his flock, for at the time
Russia’s tsarist government was supporting liberally
the spread of Orthodoxy both in Europe and the New
World. The talented Toth was before long sent on mis-
sionary work to Pennsylvania, where he succeeded in
converting many more Carpatho-Rusyns to the Ortho-
dox faith. It has been estimated that by the time of
his death in 1909, this energetic priest “brought back”
more than 25,000 Carpatho-Rusyns (three-quarters of
whom were from the Lemko Region in Galicia) into
the fold of Orthodoxy. These converts and their de-

3Cited in Keith S. Russin, “Father Alexis G. Toth and the Wilkes-
Barre Litigations,” St. Vladimir’s Theological Quarterly, XVI, 3
(Crestwood, N.Y., 1972), pp. 132-133.
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scendants have since then formed the largest portion
of the membership in the Russian Orthodok Greek
Catholic Church in America (later the “Metropolia”
and now the Orthodox Church in America). For his
services, Toth has been hailed by the church as the “fa-
ther of Orthodoxy” in the United States and in 1994
was proclaimed a saint.

Toth’s proselytizing efforts did not end with his
passing from the scene. They were, in fact, increased
in intensity under the energetic Archbishop Platon
Rozhdestvensky, who headed the Russian Orthodox
Church in North America from 1907 to 1914. During
his tenure, no less than 72 parishes or communities
were received into Orthodoxy, most of them contain-
ing “Carpatho-Russian” Greek Catholics who were
being urged to seek their “true home” in the Russian
Orthodox Church.

In addition, Toth and Platon’s missionary work was
also felt beyond the borders of the New World. Some
of his immigrant converts, who had returned temporar-
ily or permanently to Europe, often brought Orthodox
literature (published in Russia and the United States)
and dollars back to the Rusyn homeland. In fact, the
first revival of Orthodoxy among Carpatho-Rusyns
in Europe began during the 1890s and was the result

14. The original building of St. Mary’s Church, Minneapolis,
built 1888, the first Greek Catholic parish to join the Orthodox
Church.
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15. Brotherhood of the Apostles Peter and Paul, Minneapolis,
founded 1891, composed of laymen from the parish of Father
Alexis Toth (bottom center), who helped him in the struggle to
join the Orthodox Church

of the confluence of American immigrant dollars and
Russian “rolling rubles” (funds supplied by the tsarist
government) meeting in the valleys of the Carpathi-
ans.

Faced with these difficulties, the Vatican agreed
in 1902 to appoint an apostolic visitator in order to
study conditions among Greek Catholics in the Unit-
ed States. The individual chosen was Father Andrew
Hodobay from the PreSov Eparchy, who after five
years returned to Europe with recommendations for
the appointment of a Greek Catholic bishop. From the
beginning, however, Hodobay received little coopera-
tion from Rusyn-American priests, a situation that il-
lustrates another aspect of difficulties within the im-
migrant community.

Initially, all Carpatho-Rusyn and other Eastern-rite
immigrants, whether from Galicia or northeastern Hun-
gary, were united in the same Greek Catholic churches
and, as we shall see, they belonged to the same frater-

nal organizations. But almost from the outset, regional
and national differences made it impossible to main-
tain this arrangement. From the Carpatho-Rusyn point
of view, the problem arose when young priests from
Galicia (Nestor Dmytriw, John Ardan, Stephan Makar,
Anton Bonchevsky among others), who were embued
with Ukrainian national feeling, tried to ukrainianize
their parishes. The Galician Ukrainians looked, in turn,
at their fellow Carpatho-Rusyn Lemkos from Galicia
as Russophiles constantly susceptible to the Orthodox
“schism,” and at Carpatho-Rusyns from Hungary as
Magyarones who, if they did not succumb to russifica-
tion, were ever ready to sell out their Slavic heritage
and to magyarize their parishes. Hence, by the 1890s
each newly arrived Greek Catholic priest was scru-
tinized by community leaders to see whether he was
from Galicia or from Hungary and whether he was a
Ukrainophile, a Russophile, or a Magyarone.

The apostolic visitator was suspected of serving
the magyarizing policy of the Hungarian government,
and for that reason he was immediately boycotted by
the Galicians (both Ukrainophile and Russophile) and
later as well by many Carpatho-Rusyns (especially
secular leaders) from Hungary. And if regional and na-
tional divisions were not enough, Rusyn priests were
also divided along eparchial lines. This was especially
prevalent among priests from Hungary, with the “aris-
tocratic” clergy from the Mukacevo eparchy looking
down on their brethren from the PreSov eparchy as be-
ing little more than uncouth “peasant types.” Finally,
added to the rivalries and bickering among priests was
the increasingly strong influence of lay leaders, espe-
cially those associated with the first Carpatho-Rusyn
fraternal organization known as the Greek Catholic
Union (Sojedinenije) of Russian Brotherhoods. Secu-
lar community leaders were well aware that they were
the ones who had paid for and built the churches, recto-
ries, and schools and who supported the priests finan-
cially. Influenced by the new American environment
in which they lived, they were not about to be “sub-
jects as it is in the Old Country . . . . to pay, support,
be silent, and obey.” “In the land of the free,” these lay
leaders argued, “it would be ridiculous to support and
work for a cause without representation.”

These varying levels of antagonism became es-
pecially apparent in 1907, when the Vatican finally
appointed a bishop for America’s Greek Catholics.
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Ea Semper Decree

(Excerpts from Acta Sancta Sedis, Vol. XLI1, Rome, 1908, pp. 3-12, trans. from Latin by Eric Csapo)

It has always been the special and proper concern of the Ap-
ostolic See that the various and diverse rites which adorn the
Catholic Church be carefully preserved. Many provisions and
statutes of our predecessors make clear declarations to this ef-
fect, especially as regards the venerable liturgies of the Eastern
churches.

.. .. The rite of the Ruthenians could best be preserved
unchanged and appropriately administered, and the Ruthenian
faithful could with the approval of this council arm themselves
more effectively against the dangers to which they lay exposed
by the acts of schismatic citizens if a bishop were given to them.
... We have taken counsel for the selection and nomination of
a bishop who, invested with the necessary authority, will make
every effort to see that the Ruthenian Greek rite be preserved
unaltered in the various missions in the United States.

Article 1. The nomination of the bishop of the Ruthenian
rite for the United States is a task fully reserved for the Apos-
tolic See.

Article 2. The bishop of the Ruthenian rite is under the im-
mediate jurisdiction and power of the Apostolic See and is to be
overseen by the Apostolic Delegate in Washington. Moreover,
he is to have no ordinary jurisdiction, but only that delegated
to him by the respective bishops of the [Latin-rite] diocese in
which the Ruthenians reside.

Article 3. The bishop of the Ruthenian rite will be able to
visit his parishes provided he has the written permission of the
[Latin-rite] bishop. The latter will confer such powers as he
deems fit.

Article 4. When the bishop of the Ruthenian rite visits his
parishes, he will ask for an account of the property of that parish
from the respective rector, and he will see that the rector does
not hold in his own name and right items acquired with the help
of contributions made in any way by the faithful. . . . Title to
such goods shall be either transferred to the local [Latin-rite]
bishop as soon as possible or be firmly assigned in any secure
and legal fashion approved by the same bishop and thereby
remain in support of the parish.

Article 10. Since there are not yet any Ruthenian priests
who were either born or even educated in the United States, the
bishop of the Ruthenian rite, in consultation with the Apostolic
Delegate and the local [Latin-rite] bishop, will make every ef-
fort to establish seminaries to educate Ruthenian priests in the
United States as soon as possible. In the meantime, Ruthenian
clergymen will be admitted to the Latin seminaries in the area

where they were born or in which they are domiciled. But only
those who are celibate at present and who shall remain so may
be promoted to the sacred orders.

Article 14. It is strictly forbidden Ruthenian priests who are
resident in the United States to consign the baptized with holy
chrism. It they do so despite the prohibition, they should know
that their actions are invalid.

Article 17. All rectors of Ruthenian parishes in the United
States are subject to dismissal at the discretion of the local
[Latin-rite] bishop. The bishop of the Ruthenian rite is to be
informed in good time. No dismissal, moreover, should be or-
dered without serious and fair cause.

Article 21. The Ruthenian faithful in those localities where
no church nor priest of their rite is available will conform to
the Latin rite. The same concession applies to those who are
unable to go to their churches without great inconvenience be-
cause of distance, although no one should be induce to change
rites by the provision.

Article 27. Marriage between Ruthenian and Latin Catho-
lics is not prohibited, but a husband of the Latin rite may not
follow the rite of his Ruthenian wife, nor a wife of the Latin rite
follow the rite of her Ruthenian husband.

Article 34. Children born in the United States of America
of a father of the Latin rite and a mother of the Ruthenian rite
are to be baptized according to the Latin rite because offspring
should follow the rite of their father in all respects if he is of the
Latin rite.

Article 35. If the father should be of the Ruthenian rite and
the mother of the Latin rite, the father is free to choose whether
the child should be baptized by the Ruthenian rite or by the
Latin rite, in case he so decides in consideration of his Latin-

rite wife.

In the love of Christ, by which we the faithful of all rites are
permanently bound, we consider these decisions necessary for
the spiritual good and the health of the souls of the Ruthenian
faithful residing in the United States of America. We have no
doubt that they will receive these decisions taken on their be-
half with gratitude and with perfect obedience.

The present letter and its every statute and content is not to
be censured, impugned, called into question, or subjected to
scrutiny for any reason, whatsoever. . . .

Dated at Rome, in Saint Peter’s, in the year of our Lord
1907, on the fourteenth day of June, the festal day of Saint
Basil the Great, in the fourth year of our [Pius X] papacy.
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Actually, even before the appointment was made, Car-
patho-Rusyn clergy and lay leaders wanted the nomi-
nee to be from Hungary, while the Ukrainophile priests
and their supporters quite naturally wanted their own.
In the end, the advice of the influential Greek Catholic
Metropolitan from Galicia, Andrej Septyc’kyj, seemed
to have been decisive, because in 1907 the Vatican ap-
pointed a priest from Galicia, Soter Ortynsky, to be
the first Greek Catholic bishop in America. Instead of
improving the situation, however, Ortynsky’s appoint-
ment only added more fuel to a fire that had already
alienated most Carpatho-Rusyns from their Galician
Ukrainian co-religionists.

Because he was from Galicia and seemed to associ-
ate himself with Ukrainians, Bishop Ortynsky was op-
posed by many Carpatho-Rusyns from Hungary, who
almost immediately began an “anti-Ortynsky” cam-
paign. Their opposition took on particular intensity
when Ortynsky, although against his personal convic-
tions, was called upon to enforce the provisions of the
latest Vatican decree. This was contained in a papal
letter known as the Ea Semper, which was made pub-
lic less than one month after the bishop’s arrival in the
United States on September 16, 1907. The document
was intended to regulate relations between Latin- and
Greek (Byzantine)- rite Catholics, with the intention
to preserve the “venerable liturgies of the Eastern
churches.” It also became clear, however, that a sepa-
rate American Greek Catholic diocese was not to be
established and that the first bishop, Ortynsky, was in
effect to be only an auxiliary to the Latin-rite bish-
ops where Rusyns lived. Furthermore, Greek Catholic
priests were not to administer the sacrament of confir-
mation, married seminarians were not to be ordained,
and new priests were not to be sent to the United States
without the advance approval of the American Catho-
lic hierarchy. To the accusations that Ortynsky was a
Ukrainian, another epithet was added: that he was a
Latinizer ready to give in to every wish of Rome.

4Michael Yuhasz in the Amerikansky russky viestnik, July 4, 1902,
cited in John Slivka, Historical Mirror: Sources of the Rusin and
Hungarian Greek Rite Catholics in the United States of America
1884-1963 (Brooklyn, N.Y., 1978), p. 32.

16. Bishop Soter Ortynsky.

In actual fact, Ortynsky protested to the Vatican,
urging the repeal of the decree. Although his demand
was ignored, those provisions of the Ea Semper decree
which concerned traditional Greek Catholic practices,
while left on the books, were not enforced. Nonethe-
less, several Carpatho-Rusyn priests and lay leaders,
most especially from the influential Greek Catholic
Union fraternal society, remained profoundly angered
with the decree and continued to heap abuse on Ortyn-
sky in their publications. They were in particular criti-
cal when Ortynsky attempted to enforce one provision
of the Ea Semper decree—abandonment of the trus-
tee system of church ownership, whereby all title to
church property would be deeded to the bishop. Most
Carpatho-Rusyn parishes simply refused to do this
and some even went to court over this issue.

The attacks on the unfortunate bishop did not sub-
side, even after the Vatican passed two more favora-
ble decrees. In May 1913, Ortynsky was finally given
full episcopal power, and in August 1914, according
to a new Vatican decree, the Cum Episcopo, jurisdic-



Major Carpatho-Rusyn Religious Affiliations in the United States

Church Diocesan / Eparchial seat(s) |Founding date | First hierarch Present hierarch | Publications Carpatho-Rusyn
membership
(estimate)
Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic | Pittsburgh, Pennsylavania 1916/1924 Basil Takach Basil Schott Byzantine 80,000
Metropolitan Archdiocese | Passaic, New Jersey Andrew Pataki Catholic World
(formerly Greek Catholic Parma, Ohio John Kudrick Eastern Catholic
Exarchate of Pittsburgh) Van Nuys, California William Skurla Life
Horizons
American Carpatho-Russian | Johnstown, Pennsylvania 1937 Orestes Chornock | Nicholas Smisko | Church 32,000
Orthodox Diocese (formerly Messenger
Carpatho-Russian Greek
Catholic Diocese of the
Eastern Rite)
Orthodox Church in America | Washington, D.C. 1794 Ioasaf Bolotov Herman Swaiko Orthodox Church | 250,000
(formerly Russian Orthodox | Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania Kyrill Yonchev
Greek Catholic Church of | New York, New York 1916—Carpatho- Peter L’Huillier
America—the Metropolia) | Dallas Texas Russian Exarchy Dmitri Royster
Detroit, Michigan (Stephan Dzubay) Nathaniel Popp
Chicago, Illinois Joe Osacky
San Francisco, California 1951—Carpatho- Tikhon Fitzgerald
Ottawa, Ontario Russian People’s Seraphim Storheim
Sitka, Alaska Church (Andrew Nikolai Soraich
Boston, Massachusetts Slepecky) Nikon Liolin
Russian Orthodox Church in | New York, New York 1933 Benjamin Mercurius Ivanov | One Church 8,000
the USA and Canada—the Fedchenkov
Partiarchal Parishes 1943—Carpatho-
Russian
administration
(Adam Phili-
povsky)
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tional relations between Roman and Byzantine-rite
Greek Catholics were clarified. The intention was to
safeguard Greek Catholics from the predominantly
American Roman Catholic environment in which they
operated. Then, in an attempt to quell further discon-
tent arising from regional rivalries, Bishop Ortynsky
appointed two Carpatho-Rusyns from Hungary, Fa-
ther Alexander Dzubay as his vicar-general and Father
Augustine Komporday as his chancellor.

None of these acts, however, seemed to allay the
fears of the Carpatho-Rusyns. Led by lay leaders
from the Greek Catholic Union, they continued to ar-
gue that they form a distinct nationality. “The Uhro-
Rusins have wholly different customs from the Gali-
cians; their church hymns are different; and even in
the performance of ceremonies there are noticeable
differences.” Furthermore, Galician Ukrainians were
accused of putting “nationalistic aims” above religious
concerns. Arguments such as these were used not only
in 1913, they have been used ever since by Carpatho-
Rusyn secular and clerical spokesmen as justification
for maintaining their distinctiveness and distance from
Ukrainian Americans. Therefore, the Carpatho-Rus-
yns could “under no consideration renounce their in-
tention of having their own Uhro-Rusin bishop” nor
“acquiesce to being ecclesiastically united with the
Galician Ukrainians,” in order that “under the guise
of the Catholic Church they might be thrown into the
slavery of Ukrainianism.”

In the midst of an increasingly tense atmosphere
within the Greek Catholic Church, Bishop Ortynsky
unexpectedly died in 1916. Realizing the regional qua
national divisions between the Carpatho-Rusyns and
Galician Ukrainians who, if “they were to be forcibly
united, there would be no peace and order but per-
petual wrangling through which the Catholic Church
would lose considerably,”” the Vatican decided to cre-
ate two ecclesiastical administrations for Eastern-rite
Catholics in the United States. Thus, instead of a sin-
gle episcopal successor to Ortynsky, two administra-

5 Petition of the Greek Catholic Union to the Apostolic Delegate
to the United States (1913), cited in Slivka, Historical Mirror, p.
105.

¢ Slivka, Historical Mirror, p. 106.

7 Slivka, Historical Mirror, p. 105.

17. Father Gabriel Martyak.

tors were appointed: Father Gabriel Martyak for the
Greek Catholics from Hungary and Father Peter Po-
niatyshyn for Greek Catholics from Galicia. Indeed,
no parish was composed exclusively of families from
one region or the other, so that there were some Rus-
yns from Hungary in Galician parishes and vice-versa.
Moreover, those Lemkos who remained Greek Catho-
lics came under the Galician jurisdiction.

Eventually, this division along regional lines came
to be associated as well with self-imposed ethnona-
tional distinctions. Thus, while the “Hungarian” Greek
Catholic administrative jurisdiction included Slovaks
as well as a few Magyars and Croats, it soon came to
be ethnically associated with its Carpatho-Rusyn ma-
jority and was to be known as the Byzantine Ruthenian
Catholic Church. Similarly, while the Galician Greek
Catholic administrative jurisdiction included Lemkos
and some others who continued to identify themselves
as Rusyns, sometimes even as Russians, the vast ma-
jority increasingly identified themselves ethnically as
Ukrainians, so that the institution came to be known as



18. Bishop Stefan (Alexander) Dzubay upon consecration in
1916.

the Ukrainian Catholic Church. Thus, the administra-
tive division of 1916 was, in a sense, a latent recog-
nition of the deep ethnic, cultural, and psychological
differences that had existed from the very beginning
among America’s Eastern-rite Catholics. This move
toward separation ushered in a new period of peace
and stability within the two branches—Byzantine Ru-
thenian and Ukrainian—of the Greek or Byzantine-
rite Catholic Church.

Not that this was the end of problems which could
still deeply effect the church’s development. In fact,
already by 1916, a new crisis arose within the Byzan-
tine Ruthenian administration. The vicar-general, Al-
exander Dzubay, was a leading candidate for bishop
after Ortynsky’s death. Moreover, Dzubay had the
support of the powerful Greek Catholic Union. And
as the senior member of the clergy, he expected at the
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very least to be appointed administrator for Carpatho-
Rusyns from Hungary. When he was passed over in
favor of Martyak, the discontented Dzubay decided to
leave the Catholic church altogether and to become
an Orthodox monk. In rapid succession, he entered a
monastery and took the name Stephen (July 30, 1916);
he was elevated the very next day to archimandrite
(July 31); he then agreed to be appointed bishop of
a “Carpatho-Russian Subdiocese in Pittsburgh,” and
in the presence of the head of the Russian Orthodox
Church in America and other Orthodox bishops was
consecrated at St. Nicholas Orthodox Cathedral in
New York City (August 20).

As Bishop Stephen, Dzubay established his resi-
dence in Pittsburgh and immediately began a cam-
paign to convert Byzantine Ruthenian Catholics to
Orthodoxy. He was able to convince several churches
in the Pittsburgh area to go over to Orthodoxy, but he
was less successful in obtaining a jurisdictionally-in-
dependent Carpatho-Russian diocese within the Rus-
sian Orthodox Church. Foreseeing this unlikelihood,
Dzubay decided in late 1922 to consecrate Father
Adam Philipovsky as archbishop of Philadelphia and
Carpatho-Russians, with jurisdiction over 30 to 40
parishes of mostly recent converts to Orthodoxy from
among Lemko immigrants from Galicia. Following an
independent course, this “Carpatho-Russian Exarchy”
never grew in size, and Bishop Philipovsky was from
the outset plagued by involvement in the jurisdic-
tional disputes that characterized Russian Orthodoxy
in America during the years after World War 1. The
outcome of those disputes was the eventual creation
of three separate jurisdictions: (1) the Russian Ortho-
dox Greek Catholic Church, which remained loyal to
the mother church in Russia, although it insisted on
the status of autonomy, thereby becoming popularly
known as the Metropolia; (2) the Russian Orthodox
Church Outside Russia, which refused to recognize
the patriarch in Soviet Russia and prefered to be ruled
in the traditional collegial or synodal manner, there-
by becoming popularly known as the Synod Abroad;
and (3) the Russian Orthodox Church in the U.S.A.,
comprised of parishes which remained directly under
the authority of the patriarch in Moscow, thereby be-
coming popularly known as the Patriarchal Exarchate.
As we shall see, it was not uncommon for parishes,
priests, and hierarchs to move from one Orthodox ju-
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risdiction to another, moves that were often accompa-
nied by great controversy and that in some cases led to
legal battles in the American court system.

As for Bishop Dzubay, he soon became frustrated
with the failure to create a distinct Carpatho-Rusyn
Orthodox diocese which he expected to head. Conse-
quently, he turned his attention to the Russian Ortho-
dox Church as a whole. Taking advantage of the break-
down in communications with the Russian homeland
(ruled after 1917 by a Soviet regime) and the result-
ant confusion within the Orthodox movement in the
United States, Dzubay convoked an Orthodox Council
(sobor) in October 1922 and proclaimed himself to be
“acting head” of the entire Russian Orthodox Church
in America. Although followed by several priests, in
early 1924 Dzubay relinquished his claims and recog-
nized the newly elected Orthodox Metropolitan Pla-
ton. Frustrated at every turn in his overambitious bid
for power, by late 1924 Dzubay renounced his Ortho-
dox bishopric, begged for forgiveness, and returned to
the fold of Byzantine-rite Catholicism. He spent the
last eight years of his life as a secluded penitent in a
Roman Catholic monastery.

Dzubay’s career is of interest because it reveals a
pattern that began to take shape already in 1891 with
Father Toth. It is a pattern which has continued in some
cases down to the present day. In essence, Orthodoxy
became a safety-valve for discontented Greek/Byzan-
tine Ruthenian Catholics, both among the clergy and
lay parishioners. Whenever there was reason for dis-
content and for whatever the cause, whether threats to
Eastern religious tradition, refusal to relinquish parish-
owned church property, frustrated personal ambition,
or simply dislike for the local priest, Byzantine Ruthe-
nian Catholics could always count on being accepted
(and in the case of some priests often being given high
posts) within one of the Orthodox churches.

Having reviewed these early years of the Carpatho-
Rusyn religious community, one might conclude that
because the Greek (Byzantine-rite) Catholic Church
was being constantly rent by internal regional and na-
tional divisions and by external pressure from an an-
tagonistic American Catholic clergy, the number of its
adherents was continually on the decline. At the same
time, its Orthodox rivals—not to mention the Latin-
rite churches and Protestant sects—were gaining at the
expense of the Greek Catholics. In order not to get the

wrong impression, one should remember that all these
developments were taking place precisely at a time
when Carpatho-Rusyns were flocking to the United
States in larger numbers than ever before or after. The
result was that, despite defections, the Greek Catholic
Church did actually continue to grow, so that by the
time Ortynsky received full episcopal powers in 1913,
he had jurisdiction over 152 churches, 154 priests, and
500,000 communicants from Galicia, Bukovina, and
Hungary.

The next important development came in 1924,
when the Vatican decided to replace the temporary
Byzantine-rite administrators with bishops. Father
Basil Takach from the Eparchy of Mukacevo, which
at the time was within the borders of the new republic
of Czechoslovakia, was named bishop of the newly
created Pittsburgh Exarchate. The exarchate was to
have jurisdiction over all Byzantine-rite Catholics
from the former Kingdom of Hungary. Upon its estab-
lishment, the exarchate comprised 155 churches, 129
priests, and 288,000 parishioners. Simultaneously, Fa-
ther Constantine Bohachevsky was named bishop for

19. Bishop Basil Takach (photo by Parry).
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Cum Data Fuerit Decree

(Excerpts from the first published version in the Leader/VoZd’, 11, 12, December 1930, pp. 20-23)

Article 1. The nomination of the bishops is reserved to the
Apostolic See.

Article 6. In order to safeguard the temporal goods of the
Church, the bishops shall not permit rectors of the churches or
boards of administrators to possess in their own right goods
contributed in any manner by the faithful. They shall insist
that the property be held in a manner that makes it safe for the
church according to the laws of the various States. They shall is-
sue rules concerning the administration of the church property.

Article 12. Before the Greek-Ruthenian Church has a suf-
ficient number of priests educated in the United States, the
bishops may through the Sacred Congregation for the Orien-
tal Church ask the Greek-Ruthenian bishops of Europe to send
them priests. Priests who are not called by the bishops or sent by
the Sacred Congregation, but come to the United States of their
own accord, cannot be given faculties by the Greek-Ruthenian
bishops in the United States, either for saying Mass, or for the
administration of the Sacraments, or for any ecclesiastical work.
The priests who wish to come to the United States and stay

there must be celibates.

Article 37. Associations of the faithful of the Greek-Ruthe-
nian rite shall be under the vigilance of the bishops, who shall
name the priest who is to have charge of these associations, in
order to avoid any abuses with regard to faith, morals, or disci-
pline. Hence it is praiseworthy on the part of the faithful to join
associations which have been formed, or at least approved, by
ecclesiastical authority. The faithful should be on their guard,
however, against associations which are secret, condemned,
seditious, suspect, or which seek to elude the supervision of
lawful ecclesiastical authority.

Likewise Catholic newspapers, magazines, and periodi-
cals are under the supervision of the bishop, and without his
permission priests should neither write in them nor manage

them.

His Holiness, Pius XI, ratified and confirmed all the above pro-
visions in the audience of 9 February 1929, and ordered the

present Decree to be issued, to be effective for ten years.

Byzantine-rite Catholics from Galicia and Bukovina.
His diocese, soon to be called the Ukrainian Catholic
Church, had its seat in Philadelphia and jurisdiction
over 144 churches, 129 priests, and 237,000 parishion-
ers. With this move, Byzantine-rite Catholics gained
the legal and structural institutions they had so long
desired, although they were split into two jurisdictions
depending on whether they originated from north or
south of the crest of the Carpathians. This meant that
the Lemkos who came from Galicia (that is, those who
did not already convert to Orthodoxy) were now split
from their fellow Carpatho-Rusyns from former Hun-
gary and instead were jurisdictionally united with oth-
er Byzantine-rite Catholics from Galicia, who more
and more identified with a Ukrainian ethnic identity.
On the other hand, the regional qua national dissen-
tion that had marked Greek (Byzantine-rite) Catholic
church life until World War I seemed to be overcome,
since the bulk of the Carpatho-Rusyns were now sepa-
rated from the Galician Ukrainians.

This promising beginning toward stability was shat-
tered as early as 1929, however, when in February of

that year the Vatican issued (but did not make public)
a new decree, the Cum Data Fuerit. This decree basi-
cally reiterated many of the provisions of the 1907 Ea
Semper, which in any case had never been strictly en-
forced. For instance, Bishop Takach had consecrated
married priests during the early years of his episco-
pacy. The Cum Data Fuerit was, therefore, an attempt
to assure that the Vatican’s legal norms be followed,
and this time the bishop decided to try to enforce the
decree’s provisions. Of the several jurisdictional and
administrative matters that were dealt with in the Cum
Data Fuerit, it was the reaffirmation of celibacy, the
attack on the trusteeship system of holding church
property, and the ban against interference in church
affairs by fraternal organizations which led to almost
immediate conflict with several priests and lay lead-
ers, especially in the powerful Greek Catholic Union.

For the next eight years, 1930 to 1938, the Byzan-
tine Ruthenian Catholic Church (as the Pittsburgh Ex-
archate later came to be known) was rent by an almost
unending series of conflicts that set priests, fraternal
societies, parishioners, even family members against
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each other in what came to be known as the celibacy
controversy. In fact, celibacy was only one of the is-
sues, the other causes of the controversy being the
problem of ecclesiastical discipline, rivalry between
clergy originating from differing eparchies in Europe
(Mukacevo versus PreSov), interference of secular
societies in church affairs, and the trustee system of
holding church property.

The trouble began when three Rusyn-American
seminarians, having completed their studies in the Eu-
ropean homeland and having married, returned to the
United States. They requested ordination, but Bishop
Takach refused. An inquiry made by Father Orestes
Chornock of Bridgeport, Connecticut (the parish priest
of one of the seminarians) as to why ordination was
denied led to friction with the bishop, to the publica-
tion in late 1930 of the Cum Data Fuerit decree, and
to the call by some priests, joined by the laity and the
Greek Catholic Union, to struggle against the “unjust”
denial of Greek Catholic (Byzantine Ruthenian) reli-
gious tradition. Because of his insubordination, Father

b 2

Chornock together with four other priests, including
the Greek Catholic Union’s editor, the Father Stefan
Varzaly, were suspended from the priesthood and then
excommunicated. These acts only added more fuel
to an expanding fire that grew in intensity after the
Greek Catholic Union and its so-called Committee for
the Defense of the Eastern Rite (KOVO, established
1932) joined the fray, and after individual parishes re-
fused to turn over their property to the bishop.

The next few years were marked by often harsh and
libellous charges and countercharges in the fraternal
and religious press between the “rebellious” or “tradi-
tion-minded” priests around Chornock and Varzaly on
the one hand, and the Byzantine Ruthenian hierarchy
and priests loyal to Bishop Takach on the other. With
no solution in sight, the dissident priests, led by Chor-
nock, Varzaly, and Peter Molchany, met in early 1936
to set the groundwork for a church body that would be
independent of Rome. In November 1937, they were
joined by several laymen, and meeting in Pittsburgh
they formed a church council which declared its abro-

CARPATHO-RUSSIAN
GRERE CATHOMLE CASTEAN LITE
CHURCT COMGR LS

20. Church Congress in Pittsburgh, November 22-24, 1937, which proclaimed the existence of an independent diocese that became the
Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Greek Catholic Church. Seated in the front row: the Reverend Orestes Chornock (behind the flowers), flanked by
the Reverend Ireneus Dolhy (on the left) and the Reverend Stephen Varzaly (on the right).
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21. Bishop Orestes Chornock upon consecration in 1938

gation of union with Rome and its return to the “an-
cestral faith” of the Carpatho-Rusyn people. The new
organization, which initially attracted about 30,000
former Byzantine Catholics, was called the Carpatho-
Russian Greek Catholic Diocese of the Eastern Rite of
the U.S.A.

This body claimed to be the “true,” or Orthodox,
Greek Catholic church, which was simply maintaining
or restoring traditional Eastern-rite practices. The next
question concerned jurisdictional affiliation. Having
just rejected Rome, the new diocese was not about to
ally itself with the Russian Orthodox Church either. Its
leaders were well aware of the difficulties encountered
by Bishop Dzubay and his successor in trying to main-
tain Rusyn religious traditions and a distinct Carpatho-
Russian diocese within the Orthodox Metropolia. In
fact, the protest movement of the 1930s was heralded
by the slogan: “ani do Rimu, ani do Moskvi” (neither
Rome nor Moscow). Instead, the new church received
its canonical jurisdiction directly from the Ecumenical

22. St. John the Baptist Church, Arctic Street, Bridgeport,
Connecticut. First episcopal residence of the American Carpatho-
Russian Orthodox Greek Catholic Church.

Patriarch in Constantinople, a development that was
made possible through the good offices of the Greek
Orthodox Archbishop of New York, Athenagoras, who
later liked to refer to himself as the “godfather of the
Carpatho-Russian diocese.” Thus, in 1938, Father
Chornock travelled to Constantinople, where he was
consecrated bishop. Although technically subordinate
to the Greek Orthodox Archbishop of America, the
Carpatho-Russian Greek Catholic Diocese of the East-
ern Rite became, in fact, an independent and self-gov-
erning body. Bishop Chornock chose his own parish in
Bridgeport, Connecticut as the first diocesan seat, but
in 1950 (after a particularly bitter court battle in which
the parish was lost) the headquarters were transferred
to Johnstown, Pennsylvania. Officially known today
as the American Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Diocese
of the U.S.A., in Carpatho-Rusyn circles it has come
to be popularly known as the “Johnstown Diocese.”
Because fractionalization seemed to have become
endemic in Carpatho-Rusyn church life, it is hardly
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surprising that a few parishes led by the Reverend
Stefan Varzaly broke with Bishop Chornock already
in 1946. By the 1940s, Varzaly had rejected his own
earlier slogan—‘“neither Rome nor Moscow”—and
he urged the Johnstown Diocese to join the parishes
of the Orthodox Patriarchal Exarchate directly under
the jurisdiction of the Patriarch in Moscow. When
Bishop Chornock refused to do this Varzaly and a few
other discontented priests from the Johnstown diocese
called a congress, which claimed itself to be the “true”
Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Greek Catholic Diocese.
Known popularly as the Carpatho-Russian People’s
Church, in 1949 the group elected an administrator,
the Reverend Andrew Slepeckij, and intended to place
itselfunder the jurisdiction of the Patriarch in Moscow.
But during the height of the Cold War and the Red
Scare of the early 1950s, the Un-American Activities
Committee of the United States Senate claimed that
Varzaly and his church newspaper, Vistnik (McKees
Rocks, Pa., 1936-55), were being subsidized by Com-
munist funding from abroad. Not wanting to com-
promise his followers any further, Varzaly turned to
the Russian Orthodox Metropolia, which in 1951 ac-
cepted into its jurisdiction the 14 parishes of the Peo-
ple’s Church. By the 1960s, however, these parishes
began one by one to return to the Johnstown Diocese,
so that today the Carpatho-Russian People’s Church
has ceased to exist.

Meanwhile, Bishop Dzubay’s original Carpatho-
Russian Exarchy dating back to 1916 had, under his
successor Bishop Philipovsky, rejoined in 1935 the oth-
er Russian Orthodox parishes that by then were known
as the Metropolia. Although Philipovsky remained the
head of a distinct Carpatho-Russian exarchal admin-
istration, it was not long before fellow bishops in the
Metropolia began to absorb several of his parishes.
Dismayed by this turn of events, Philipovsky with a
few of his parishes placed themselves in 1943 under
the jurisdiction of the Russian Orthodox Patriarchal
Exarchate (that is, under the jurisdiction of Moscow),
where they formed a small Carpatho-Russian adminis-
tration. As for the remaining Carpatho-Russian parish-
es in the Metropolia, during the 1950s, some switched
over to the Johnstown Diocese, the rest were incorpo-
rated into the Metropolia’s existing diocese. The result
was the end of any distinct Carpatho-Rusyn adminis-
trative entity within the Russian Orthodox Metropolia,

now the Orthodox Church in America.

The religious dissensions of the 1930s and 1940s
carried over into the next decade and proved to be
damaging to the Carpatho-Rusyn community. Par-
ishes, even individual families, were split over the
“celibacy issue”; fraternal organizations were locked
in battle with each other and with the church; and
United States district, state, and federal courts were
called upon to decide on the legal ownership of church
property. These struggles affected both the Byzantine

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

OCTOBER TERM, 1943.

No.

THE RUSSIAN GREEK CATHOLIC CHURCH OF
ST. JOHN THE BAPTIST ET ALS.
Petitioners,

vs.

MAURICE F. McAULIFFE, ROMAN CATHOLIC

BISHOP OF HARTFORD, AND AS PRESIDENT

OF THE ST. JOHN BAPTIST CHURCH, AND

TRUSTEE FOR THE CONGREGATION OF THE
ST. JOHN BAPTIST CHURCH ET ALS.

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO THIE
SUPREME COURT OF ERRORS OF THE STATE OF
CONNECTICUT AND BRIEF IN SUPPORT THEREOQY,

Purmar Rewc,

Counsel for Detitioner

23. Title page of one of the many documents from court cases
that resulted from the struggle for control over Rusyn-American
churches. This 1943 appeal to the United States Supreme Court
was part of an unsuccessful attempt begun in 1936 by the Carpatho-
Russian Orthodox Greek Catholic Church to maintain custody
over Bishop Chornock’s cathedral church on Arctic Street in
Bridgeport, Connecticut. The Supreme Court upheld the decision
of'the Connecticut Supreme Court, by which the Bridgeport church
was recognized as belonging to the Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic
Church and, therefore, was surrendered to them in 1944,



Ruthenian Catholic Church as well as the various Or-
thodox churches that received Carpatho-Rusyn con-
verts. In the end, many people, whether or not they
remained active parishioners, became disgusted with
an atmosphere dominated by court battles and slan-
derous attacks in the press against both lay and cleri-
cal figures. As a result, many began to withdraw from
their community. By using even more English speech
and other “American habits,” they hoped to forget the
unpleasantness associated with Carpatho-Rusyn eth-
no-religious life.

Nonetheless, the churches did survive, although
they continued to be plagued with serious problems.
For instance, the very existence of the Byzantine Ru-
thenian Catholic Church was threatened in 1954, when
papal officials proposed dissolving the Pittsburgh
Exarchate and incorporating it within the Ukrainian
Catholic jurisdiction of Philadelphia. Such a proposal
prompted an immediate response and harsh criticism
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from Carpatho-Rusyn Catholic clerical and secular
leaders, who unequivocally proclaimed: “We are not
Ukrainians. . . , and if by means of the church they
want to destroy us nationally, we are raising our voice
against this and will revolt.”® Although the proposed
merger never came about, the Byzantine Ruthenian
Church continued to be troubled by problems at the
hierarchal level, with one bishop (Ivancho in 1954)
resigning in controversial circumstances and his suc-
cessor (Elko in 1967) being recalled to Rome and not
permitted to head the eparchy any longer.

Orthodox Carpatho-Rusyns also had their problems.
The Johnstown Diocese saw the defection of several
priests and parishes in the early 1960s after Bishop
Chornock appointed a successor without holding elec-
tions. One result of these developments was continu-

8 Michael Roman, “Ukrainization,” Greek Catholic Union Mes-

senger (Homestead, Pa.), 9 September 1954, p. 1.
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24. Byzantine Catholic Seminary of SS Cyril and Methodius, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, built 1951 (photo by A. Church).
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25. St. John the Baptist Cathedral and Rectory, Munhall, Pennsylvania, the cathedral church of the Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic Archdiocese
of Pittsburgh, KSBH Architects, built 1995.

ing friction between various churches as certain par-
ishes changed their allegiances. This took the form
of Orthodox Johnstown Diocese parishes returning to
the Byzantine Catholic Church, or Orthodox parishes
moving from one jurisdiction to another: the Metropo-
lia, Patriarchal Exarchate, and Johnstown Diocese. Yet
in spite of these various difficulties lasting from the
late 1940s until the mid-1960s, this same period also
witnessed signs of growth and stability that were to
reach fruition in the late 1960s, when the old fierce-
ness of the interdenominational battles finally began
to die down. The stabilizing trend was particularly
evident in organizational changes and expansion.

In 1950, the Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic Church
constructed its own seminary in Pittsburgh, where it
could train future priests without having to send them
to the European homeland (by then controlled by an-
tagonistic Communist governments) or to Latin-rite
American seminaries. Cut off from the Communist-
controlled homeland, Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic
leaders realized that their church must survive as an
American institution, and so they slowly but surely
embarked on a policy of disassociation with its ethnic

and even religious traditions. This policy of “Ameri-
canization” was to have its greatest success between
1948 and 1967 under Bishop Daniel Ivancho and his
successor Bishop Nicholas T. Elko, the first Ameri-
can-born head of the church. In its attempt to be like
other American Catholic churches, the traditional
iconostases (screens decorated with icons separating
the altar from the congregation) were removed and
English more and more replaced Church Slavonic and
Carpatho-Rusyn in the liturgy and homily.

At the same time, the status of the Byzantine
Ruthenian Catholic Exarchate was enhanced. In
order to express its own viewpoint on religious and
community issues, several diocesan newspapers were
begun, first the Byzantine Catholic World (Pittsburgh,
1956-present), followed by the Eastern Catholic Life
(Passaic, N.J., 1965-present), and Horizons (Parma,
Ohio, 1979-present), all primarily or exclusively
in English. The church’s organizational status was
also changed. In 1963, two eparchies, with seats in
Pittsburgh and Passaic, New Jersey, were created.
Then, in 1969, a new eparchy was created with a seat in
Parma, Ohio, and all three eparchies came to comprise



26. Archbishop Basil M. Schott, Metropolitan of the Byzantine
Ruthenian Catholic Church. His ancestors came from the Rusyn
villages of Beoadikovce and Komlosa in Slovakia’s Presov
Region.

a metropolitanate, now known as the Byzantine
Ruthenian Metropolitan Province of Pittsburgh.
Finally, in response to the church’s growth, especially
in the Far West, a fourth eparchy was created in 1982
in Van Nuys, California. At the time of this writing,
Basil M. Schott heads the church as archbishop of
the Metropolitan See of Pittsburgh; Andrew Pataki is
bishop of Passaic; John Kudrick, bishop of Parma; and
William C. Skurla, bishop of Van Nuys.

During the period of stability that marked the reign
of Archbishop Stephen J. Kocisko in the 1970s and
1980s, the Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic Church
continued to expand, so that by 1982, it had under its
jurisdiction 227 parishes, 266 priests, 18 elementary
schools, 5 monasteries, 5 convents, 2 homes for
invalids and the aged, and 284,000 parishioners.
Two decades later, while the number of parishes
increased by 9, there were at the same time decreases
in the other categories, including a marked loss of
170,000 parishioners which coincides with the general
decline in membership within America’s established
churches.

The post-World War 1II era also proved to be a
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period of progress for the younger American Car-
patho-Russian Orthodox Greek Catholic Church—the
Johnstown Diocese. In 1951, the diocesan seminary
(originally established in 1940) was given a permanent
home in Johnstown, Pennsylvania, and three years lat-
er an impressive new cathedral was dedicated in the
same city. Through these institutions, as well as the
diocesan newspaper, Cerkovnyj vistnik/Church Mes-
senger (Pemberton, N.J., 1944-present), this diocese
feels confident it can preserve the ancient traditions
(including married priests and the Slavonic liturgy)
of the Carpatho-Rusyn community it serves. In 1965,
Bishop Chornock was raised to the rank of metropoli-
tan, a post he held until his death twelve years later.
By the year 2000, the Johnstown Diocese counted
92 priests, 78 parishes, and 15,000 parishioners. It is
headed since early 1985 by Bishop Nicholas Smisko.

By the 1970s, the era of massive defections from
the Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic Church to the vari-
ous Orthodox churches had ended. Since that time, as
the ecumenical movement and discussion about Chris-
tian unity become more serious, the issues over which
the former antagonistic contenders fought so intensely
seem no longer to have any validity.

Any description of religious life among Carpatho-
Rusyns would not be complete without a few words

27. Metropolitan Nicholas Smisko, American Carpatho-Russian
Orthodox Greek Catholic Diocese. His mother comes from the
village of Kal’nyk in Subcarpathian Rus’.
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28. Christ the Saviour Cathedral, Johnstown, Pennsylvania, the cathedral church of the American Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Greek Catholic
Diocese, built 1954

about converts to Roman Catholicism and Protestant-
ism. As we have seen, during the early years of the
Greek/Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic Church, many
Carpatho-Rusyns—some estimates state as high as
one-third of the total number—passed over to the Lat-
in rite. This often occurred because there were no lo-
cal Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic churches or because
in mixed marriages the “more American” Latin rite
seemed preferable. It was not until 1929 that this prob-
lem was clarified. Actually, the otherwise controver-
sial Cum Data Fuerit decree, which fuelled anew the
celibacy controversy, was primarily concerned with
regulating relations between the Latin and Byzantine
rites. Henceforth, it was prescribed that children of
mixed Latin and Byzantine-rite parents must follow
the rite of the father, and this act largely stemmed the
flow of changes to the Latin rite.

Ironically, attitudes toward the two rites of the

|

Catholic Church have changed dramatically in the
past three decades. The reason has to do with Vati-
can Council II, which between 1962 and 1965 insti-
tuted several changes in the Roman Catholic Church,
including the replacement of Latin with local lan-
guages (generally English in the United States) and
the introduction of congregational singing, which un-
til then seemed to be the preserve of Protestants. The
ecumenical thrust of Vatican II also helped to end the
former condescending attitudes on the part of Latin-
rite clergy toward their Byzantine-rite brethren. Since
at least the 1970s, some Latin-rite Catholics of various
ethnic backgrounds, reacting to what they perceive as
a loss of tradition, have begun to attend Byzantine Ru-
thenian churches which are perceived to be more tra-
dition-minded. Thus, the traditions that the Byzantine
Ruthenian Catholics were once so anxious to give up
are now seen by many Roman Catholics as an attrac-



tive antidote to the otherwise ritualized blandness of
American Catholicism.

In the early years of this century, Protestant mis-
sionary activity was widespread among newly arrived
immigrants, although it was not particularly successful
among Slavs. Moreover, as we have seen, Carpatho-
Rusyn Greek Catholics always had the safety-valve of
Orthodoxy to turn to whenever their discontent was
not allayed. Nonetheless, some Carpatho-Rusyns (the
actual number or even an estimate is difficult if not im-
possible to determine) did join mainstream American
Protestant churches, especially Baptist ones, where
they became quickly assimilated and losing all ties
with the ethnic identity of their forebears. One excep-
tion was a group in Proctor, Vermont, which founded
a fundamentalist Bible-reading sect with branches
in Naugatuck, Connecticut and Passaic, New Jersey.
Through its publication, Proroczeskoe svitlo/The Pro-
phetic Light (Proctor, Vt., 1921-53), the group was
able to maintain for many decades a sense of affinity
with its Carpatho-Rusyn origins. Descendants of the

29. Sister Miriam Teresa Demjanovich.
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30. Archbishop Herman (Swaiko), Metropolitan of the Orthodox
Church in America. His farther came from Uzok and his mother
from Volosjanka, Rusyn villages in Subcarpathian Rus’

original group continue to meet in southern Connecti-
cut and the New York City-New Jersey metropolitan
area.

The strong religious orientation of the Rusyn-Amer-
ican community has produced individuals who have
played a significant role in church affairs beyond as
well as within the group’s own denominations. Miriam
Teresa Demjanovich was the daughter of Rusyn im-
migrants from the PreSov Region of eastern Slovakia.
Before her untimely death at the age of 27, she had
become a Roman Catholic Sister of Charity and author
of a series of “spiritual conferences” published a year
after her death in English and several other languages
under the title, Greater Perfection (1928). Inspired by
her life and writings, a Sister Miriam Theresa League
was established in 1945 to work on behalf of her be-
atification which, should it occur, would make her the
first female American saint of Slavic descent in the
Catholic Church.

Priests of Carpatho-Rusyn descent still play a lead-
ingrole in traditional Orthodox churches. Metropolitan
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31. Archbishop Laurius (Skurla), Metropolitan and the first
Hierarch of the Russian Orthodox Church Abroad—the Synood.
He was born in the Carpatho-Rusyn village of Ladomirova in
Slovakia’s Presov Region.

Herman (Swaiko), the son of Carpatho-Rusyn immi-
grants from Subcarpathian Rus’, holds the highest of-
fice in the large Orthodox Church in America. Another
is Archbishop Laurus (Skurla), who heads the Rus-
sian Orthodox Church Abroad—the Synod. Very few
Rusyn Americans are members of the Synod Abroad,
although Archbishop Laurus became associated with
its Holy Trinity Monastery during the 1930s, when it
was still located in his native village of Ladomirova
in the PreSov Region of Slovakia. The community of
monks transferred to Jordanville in upper New York
state after World War I1. Bishop Laurus is head of the
Jordanville monastery, which has become a mecca for
Russian Orthodox traditionalists, including fervent
supporters like the writer Alexander Solzhenitsyn and
the conductor-cellist Mystyslav Rostropovich.
Perhaps the most influential American of Carpatho-
Rusyn background active in religious affairs was
the evangelist minister Joseph W. Tkach. The son of

Rusyn immigrants from the PreSov Region of east-
ern Slovakia, Tkach become in 1986 pastor general
of the California-based Worldwide Church of God.
With 94,000 members in 120 countries, until his death
in 1995 Tkach reached his faithful—as well as mil-
lions of others—through his role as editor-in-chief
of the widely-distributed magazine, The Plain Truth,
and the syndicated nationwide news-oriented televi-
sion program, “The World Tomorrow.” It is interest-
ing to note that in 1992, when the Worldwide Church
of God began to proselytize in the former Soviet Un-
ion, it launched its work in Ukraine’s Transcarpathia
where, as the church’s official newspaper reported,
“the somber crowd listened with great interest” as
the preacher from America “spoke about Mr. Tkach’s
Rusyn roots.”

° The Worldwide News (Pasadena, Calif.), October 6, 1992, p. 2.

32. Joseph W. Tkach, Pastor General of the Worldwide Church
of God.



Chapter 5

Organizational Life

Thrust into a world that was politically, economically,
culturally, and linguistically alien, the early Carpatho-
Rusyn immigrants, like other newcomers to America’s
shores, sought ways to cushion the psychological
impact of their exposure to a new environment. This
is not to say that all Carpatho-Rusyns felt lost and
alienated in America. Some, whose intent was often
to make money as quickly as possible, adapted easily
and achieved their goals. Most, however, tried in some
way to interact socially with their fellow immigrants
and to recreate, in however rudimentary a fashion, the
Old-World environment they had left behind.

At first, the boardinghouses, grocery stores,
local taverns, and, of course, the church—at least
on Sundays and holidays—provided the setting
for social interaction. Next to the church, the most
important organizations were the fraternal societies
and brotherhoods. Actually, these arose not so much
because of their potential social function, but rather
for very practical needs. In a foreign land, where
most immigrant workers had insufficient funds to
protect themselves in case of industrial accidents
or other mishaps, the fraternal organizations were
able to provide a minimal but nonetheless important
source of financial help in times of distress. While
life insurance policies and workmen’s compensation
programs provided some financial security, the
newspapers, youth clubs, sports organizations, and
social gatherings sponsored by the fraternals created
a measure of psychological security for immigrants in
the company of their fellow-countrymen. Thus, it was
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not long before the fraternal societies saw themselves
as defenders of Carpatho-Rusyn culture and religion,
so that next to the churches they were to become the
most influential force directing the destiny of the
community in the United States.

Initially, all Greek (Byzantine-rite) Catholic
immigrants, whether they were from the pre-World War
I Hungarian Kingdom or Austrian Galicia, belonged to
the same fraternals. But before long friction developed
among the varying factions. Among the several
kinds of differences were: (1) regional differences—
Galicians vs. the uhorci (those from old Hungary); (2)
religious differences—Greek/Byzantine Catholics vs.
Orthodox; and (3) national differences—Rusynophiles
vs. Russophiles, Ukrainophiles, Slovakophiles, or
Magyarones. Splits resulted and new fraternals were
created to represent each of the many orientations that
evolved in the community. This fragmentation actually
occurred rather quickly, so that by the 1890s each of
the various regional, religious, and national groups
had its own distinct fraternal organization. Moreover,
the rather rapid growth of fraternal societies seemed
to be a particularly American phenomenon, which was
especially important for Carpatho-Rusyns, who with
very few exceptions did not have similar organizations
in the European homeland before 1918.

The first fraternal organization was the St. Nicholas
Brotherhood, founded in 1885 in the coal mining town
of Shenandoah, Pennsylvania by the pioneer Greek
Catholic priest in America, Father John Volansky.
Although the brotherhood was short-lived, lasting
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only until 1889 when Father Volansky returned to
Europe, it nonetheless was part of an active community
which also published the first newspaper, Ameryka
(Shenandoah, Pa., 1886-90), as an “organ for Rusyn
immigrants from Galicia and Hungary.”

Following the demise of the St. Nicholas
Brotherhood, parish-based lodges did continue to
survive, although many Carpatho-Rusyns began to
join recently founded Slovak fraternals, such as the
First Catholic Slovak Union Jednota (est. 1890) and
the Pennsylvania Slovak Roman and Greek Catholic
Union (est. 1891). It was in part the movement
of Rusyns into Slovak Roman Catholic fraternals
that highlighted the need for a specific Carpatho-
Rusyn organization. During a meeting of 14 Greek
Catholic priests who in December 1891 had gathered
to protest their treatment by the Vatican and by the
American Roman Catholic Church, it was decided to
establish a single fraternal society and to publish a
newspaper. This goal came to fruition a few months
later, when a group of 6 Greek Catholic priests,
joined by representatives of 14 local brotherhoods,
met in Wilkes Barre, Pennsylvania to form one body

33. John Zinéak-Smith.

that would unite them all. They named it the Greek
Catholic Union of Russian [Rusyn] Brotherhoods
(Sojedinenije Greko-Kaftoli¢eskich Russkich Bratstv),
and according to its founding charter of February 14,
1892, set as its goals: to strive for unity among the
majority of “Greek Catholics who speak Rusyn”;
to provide insurance for its members; to encourage
education and promote the construction of schools
and churches; and to provide a plan to protect widows,
orphans, and the indigent. The first chairman was John
Zing¢ak Smith, and the first editor of its newspaper, the
Amerikansky russky viestnik (Wilkes Barre, Scranton,
New York, Pittsburgh, and Homestead, Pa., 1892-
1952), was Pavel Zatkovich, both Carpatho-Rusyns
from Hungary. The Greek Catholic Union (hereafter
GCU) began in 1892 with 743 members in 14 lodges.
During the next two decades, which coincided with
the height of immigration from Europe, the GCU grew
accordingly, and by 1929, at its height, it counted
133,000 members in 1,719 lodges. In 1905, it opened
new headquarters with offices and printing facilities
in Homestead, Pennsylvania. To this day, the GCU
has remained the largest Carpatho-Rusyn fraternal

34. Pavel Zatkovich.
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organization, and during the last two decades under
George Batyko it has maintained a steady membership
while increasing substantially its financial base. By
the time of its 110thanniversary in 2002, the GCU had
40,000 members (holding 50,000 certificates) in 96
lodges and assets of 530 million dollars.

Because of its rapid growth, the GCU had to
accommodate Byzantine-rite Catholics of various
backgrounds, and its newspaper, the Amerikansky
russky viestnik, was even published for several
decades in two editions, a Carpatho-Rusyn edition
in the Cyrillic alphabet, and a so-called “Slavish”
edition in the Latin alphabet with a language that was
a transitional Eastern Slovak/ Carpatho-Rusyn dialect.
From the very beginning, however, the leadership and
activity of the GCU was basically concerned with Greek
(Byzantine-rite) Catholics of Rusyn background from
south of the Carpathian Mountains. Consequently,
many neighboring Slovaks of the Byzantine-rite
avoided the GCU and instead joined the First Catholic
Slovak Union Jednota and the Pennsylvania Slovak
Roman and Greek Catholic Union.

The next group to defect were the Galicians,
who became disenchanted with what they called
the Magyarone-dominated leadership of the GCU.
Upon the initiative of four priests from Galicia—
Gregory Hrushka, Ivan Konstankevych, Theodore
Obushkevych, and Ambrose Poliansky—a new
“Russian,” later Rusyn National Association (Russkij/
Rus’kyj Narodnyj Sojuz) was founded in Shamokin,
Pennsylvania in 1894. Hrushka became the founding
editor of its newspaper, Svoboda (Jersey City, N.J.,
1894-present), and by the turn of the century this
organization was reinforced by nationally-conscious
Galician-Ukrainian immigrants who, in 1914, changed
its name to the Ukrainian National Association. This
body is today the largest secular Ukrainian organization
in the United States.

As a result of the increasing Ukrainophile orien-
tation of the Rusyn National Association, discontented
Galician-Lemko Russophiles like Father Theodore
Obushkevych were joined by sympathizers in the
GCU who met in Mahanoy City, Pennsylvania, in
September 1900, to form the Russian Brotherhood
Organization (Obscestvo Russkich Bratstv). John
Zin&ak-Smith, the first chairman of the GCU, was
chosen to head this new group, while another Lemko

and former member of the Rusyn National Association,
Victor P. Hladick, became founding editor of the
society’s newspaper, Pravda/The Truth (New York,
Olyphant, Philadelphia, Pottstown, Pa., Mogodore,
Oh., 1902-present). At the height of its growth in the
1940s, the organization, made up mostly of Lemkos,
had around 16,000 members in nearly 300 lodges.
By the end of the century, membership decreased to
a few thousand; however, those numbers increased
somewhat following a merger in 2002 of the Russian
Brotherhood Organization with the Russian Orthodox
Fraternity Lubov.

Finally, those parishes which Father Alexis Toth
brought over to Orthodoxy felt the need for their own
organization. Led by Toth and laymen like Ivan Repa
and Ivan Pivovarnik, a small group met in Wilkes
Barre in April 1895 to form the Russian Orthodox
Catholic Mutual Aid Society (Russkoe Pravoslavnoe
Obscestvo Vzaimopomosci). Led for many years by
the determined Russophile, Father Peter Kohanik, this
group through its newspaper Svit/The Light (Wilkes
Barre, 1894-present) and its annual almanacs tried
to offset the Greek Catholic societies and to preserve
the “Orthodox faith and Russian nationality” of its
Carpatho-Rusyn membership. The society never
regained the nearly 10,000 members ithad in 1918, and
by 1992, it had only 2,300 members in 100 lodges.

Thus, already at the beginning of the twentieth
century, several insurance and fraternal organizations
existed which represented the various national,
regional, and religious affiliations of the Carpatho-
Rusyn immigrant community. The Greek Catholic
Union was to include primarily Carpatho-Rusyns and
some Slovaks from the pre-1918 Hungarian Kingdom
and wasto follow either a separatist Rusyn or, especially
during the 1930s, a Russophile national orientation.
The other groups initially attracted immigrants from
Galicia, including many Lemkos, and were to identify
either with the Russian nationality (Society of Russian
Brotherhoods, Russian Orthodox Mutual Aid Society)
or Ukrainian nationality (Rusyn/Ukrainian National
Association).

Through its financial power and newspaper
circulation (at one time as high as 120,000), the Greek
Catholic Union was to wield great influence over
Carpatho-Rusyn religious and political activity. In
general, the GCU defended what it considered to be the
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36. Headquarters of the Greek Catholic Union, Beaver, Pennsylvania, opened 1987

religious and cultural interests of the Carpatho-Rusyn
community and it adopted a traditionalist position,
avidly opposing the “Latinizing” decrees passed
down by the Vatican. Although during the 1890s the
GCU worked to counteract the Orthodox ‘“schism”
led by Father Toth, by the early twentieth century it
had already begun unwittingly to aid that movement
by its opposition to many of the policies of the Greek
Catholic hierarchs, especially those of the first bishop,
Soter Ortynsky. In fact, from the very first day of his
arrival in America in 1907, Ortynsky and Amerikansky
russky viestnik editor Pavel Zatkovich became alienated
from each other, thereby initiating a pattern of friction
between the GCU and the church that it ostensibly
defended. From the pages of its official newspaper,
the GCU led an almost unending attack against the
policies of the new bishop, holding him accountable
for enforcing the provisions of the Vatican’s 1907 Ea
Semper decree and accusing him of supporting, with the
help of his fellow Galician priests and lay supporters,
the Ukrainian “separatist movement.”

It was precisely the GCU’s antagonistic policy
toward the Greek Catholic Church leadership that
contributed to the growth of another Carpatho-
Rusyn fraternal, the United Societies of Greek
Catholic Religion (Sobranije Greko-Katholic¢eskich
Cerkovnych Bratstv). This fraternal had actually
come into being as early as 1903, when parishioners
of the St. Nicholas parish in the Pittsburgh suburb
of McKeesport, Pennsylvania broke away from the
GCU. Although initially a local organization, after
1909 lodges were established outside of McKeesport
(ironically, the first of these was as far away as
Stockett, Montana), so that by 1915 there were 73
lodges with over 2,000 members. From the beginning,
the United Societies included primarily Carpatho-
Rusyns from the pre-World War I Hungarian Kingdom.
But unlike its older and larger rival, the GCU, the
United Socities remained loyal to Bishop Ortynsky
and staunchly supported him, his successors, and the
official policies of the Greek Catholic Church. This
approach was elaborated upon in the newspapers of
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the United Societies, including Rusin/The Ruthenian
(Philadelphia and Pittsburgh, 1910-16), edited by
Father Joseph Hanulya, and its succesor Prosvita/The
Englightenment (McKeesport, Pa., 1917-2000), edited
for its first 15 years by Father Valentine Gorzo. By
1992, the United Societies claimed 3,970 members in
40 lodges, but eight years later these were merged, or
rather absorbed, by the organization’s former rival, the
GCU.

Meanwhile, throughout the whole pre-World War I
period, the GCU remained in opposition to the Greek
Catholic Church leadership under Bishop Ortynsky.
It even contributed indirectly to Father Dzubay’s
defection to Orthodoxy. The GCU had touted Dzubay
as the most able candidate to succeed Bishop Ortynsky
after his death in 1916. When that did not happen, the
discontented priest, who was convinced that he was
supported by the community, turned to the Russian
Orthodox Church where, as we have seen, he obtained
an appointment as bishop. While the GCU did not
follow Dzubay’s example of defection from the Greek
Catholic Church, it nonetheless remained ready to
react whenever it perceived that the religious and
cultural interests of the Carpatho-Rusyn community
were threatened. For a while at least, interest (or
interference) in church affairs in America was replaced
by a growing concern with the fate of the homeland,
and as we shall see in Chapter 8 below, the GCU was
particularly influential during the international events
of 1918-1919, which resulted in the incorporation
of Rusyns living south of the Carpathians into
Czechoslovakia.

By the 1930s, religious questions were once again
the focus of attention, and it was during that decade
that the GCU was to play its last truly dominant
role in the life of Carpatho-Rusyns in America. The
organization had been badly hit by the effects of the
economic depression after 1929, when the failure
of banks where it had invested funds threatened the
fraternal’s very existence. In this period of uncertainty
and economic crisis, the GCU needed something to
rally the support of its leaders and membership, and
it seemed that that something was the celibacy issue.
Whatever the motivation, the GCU soon found itself
again embroiled in religious issues as it took up the
defense of the married priesthood and other traditions
it felt were unjustly undermined by the Cum Data
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38. Michael Yuhasz, Sr.

39. Dr. Peter 1. Zeedick.
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40. Dr. Adalbert M. Smor.

41. Father Stefan Varzaly

Fuerit decree of 1929.

The struggle was first carried out through attacks
against Bishop Takach on the pages of the GCU’s
Amerikansky russky viestnik, edited at the time by the
traditionalist priest, Stefan Varzaly, who ironically
had been recommended for the editorial post by
the bishop himself. Then in April 1932, the GCU
organized a Committee for the Defense of the Eastern
Rite (Komitet Oborony Vosto¢noho Obrjada) to carry
on the struggle. This Committee, headed by GCU
president Michael Yuhasz, Sr. and including other
influential lay and clerical leaders like Dr. Peter I.
Zeedick, Gregory Zatkovich, Adalbert M. Smor, and
Father Joseph Hanulya, convened several religious
congresses in 1933. In August of that year, a 12-point
letter was sent to the Pope urging that non-celibacy and
all other rights of the Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic
Church be restored immediately, and threatening that
if that did not happen within 60 days, the committee
would secede from the Catholic Church and form an
independent body.

This ultimatum led to almost two years of libellous
and often crude attacks by both sides. Angry works
appeared on the pages of the GCU’s Amerikansky
russky viestnik and the United Societies’ Prosvita, as
well as in numerous pamphlets intended to defend
Byzantine-rite religious traditions (and Carpatho-
Rusyn ethnonational distinctiveness), the most well
known of which was Our Stand (NasSe stanovisce,
1934), by the GCU leaders Peter 1. Zeedick and
Adalbert M. Smor. In the increasingly tense atmosphere
that prevailed at the time, Bishop Takach took the
unprecedented step in 1935 of excommunicating the
GCU as an organization and placing the Amerikansky
russky viestnik on the Index of forbidden literature.
“Consequently,” wrote the bishop in a pastoral letter
directed at all the faithful, “under strict punishment it
is forbidden to any member of this Eparchy to read
this newspaper.”!? If any church member disobeyed,
he or she would be commiting a “mortal sin.”

Not surprisingly, such harsh language caused
confusion in the minds of many of the faithful,
especially since the attacks on their church were not
coming from the Orthodox, but rather from their

19 Pastoral letter of Bishop Basil Takacs, November 20, 1935, cited
in Slivka, Historical Mirror, p. 284.



own leading fraternal organization, the GCU. In an
attempt to reduce tension, in 1937 the charismatic and
traditionalist Varzaly was removed for the second and
final time as editor of the Amerikansky russky viestnik;
he promptly joined with other rebellious priests who
founded the independent Carpatho-Russian Greek
Catholic Diocese of the Eastern Rite. To be sure, some
GCU leaders like Zeedick tried to carry on the struggle.
Even the new leadership—John P. Sekerak, elected
president of the GCU in 1936, and Michael Roman,
appointed editor of the Amerikansky russky viestnik
in 1937—initially favored Varzaly’s traditional “pro-
eastern” (pro-vostocny) platform. It was not long,
however, before there was marked change. Varzaly fell
out with the GCU president, while the organization as
a whole, concerned with stabilizing its own economic
situation exacerbated by the depression and the loss of
members who supported the church hierarchy, decided
with the full support of the new editor, Michael Roman,
to make peace with Bishop Takach and the Byzantine
Ruthenian Exarchate.

By the 1940s, not only had the GCU made amends
with the Byzantine Ruthenian Church, ever since then
it has generally avoided the sensitive issues of religion,
nationality, and politics. Symbolic of this change was
the adoption in 1953 of an English-language format
for its official organ, renamed the Greek Catholic
Union Messenger, which today only rarely publishes
any articles in Carpatho-Rusyn. At present, the GCU
functions primarily as an insurance agency, although it
also organizes golf and bowling tournaments, provides
scholarships for younger members, and contributes
$25,000 annually to support the Byzantine Ruthenian
Catholic Seminary. In 1987, the GCU opened new
national headquarters together with recreational
facilities in Beaver, Pennsylvania, a town northwest
of Pittsburgh.

Even though the majority of the GCU membership—
whether first-generation immigrants or their second-,
third-, and fourth-generation descendants—are of Car-
patho-Rusyn background, the organization maintains
a relatively low profile in terms of specific ethnic
identity. It reveals its Carpatho-Rusyn heritage only
by publishing a few articles on the history of the “old
country,” by participating in the annual Byzantine and
“Rusyn Day” celebrations held in the Pittsburgh area,
by sponsoring excursions to the Carpathian homeland,
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and by supporting folk ensembles like Slavjane under
the direction of Jack Poloka. A major history published
on the occasion of the organization’s centenary in 1992
did nonetheless stress the Rusyn origins and basic
membership profile of the Greek Catholic Union.

There have also been a host of other fraternal
organizations set up during this century to serve the
various regional, religious, and national factions of
the Carpatho-Rusyn community. From among the
converts to Orthodoxy, one group met in Monessen,
Pennsylvania, in July 1915, to found the Greek
Catholic, later United Russian Orthodox Brotherhood
of America—UROBA (Sojedinenije  russkikh
pravoslavnych bratstv v Ameriki). Although its
members were for the most part Carpatho-Rusyns from
pre-World War I Hungary, the fraternal’s pro-Orthodox
and Russophile orientation was promoted by Nicholas
Pachuta, the founding editor of its newspaper, Russkij
vistnik/Russian ~ Messenger/UROBA  Messenger
(Pittsburgh, 1917-92). From a high of nearly 20,000
members on the eve of World War II, the fraternal
dropped to only 2,000 in the early 1990s. To avoid
further decline, UROBA merged in 1992 with the
New Jersey-based Liberty Association to form the
Orthodox Society of America based in Lakewood,
Ohio. The newly expanded society was able to survive
only a decade, however, and in 2003 it ceased to exist
as a distinct fraternal association.

Meanwhile, in the New York City metropolitan area,
several members of the GCU were unhappy that most
of the fraternal’s benefits were being paid to lodges in
Pennsylvania where the accident rate, especially in the
mines, was greater. Not satisfied with the Pittsburgh-
based leadership of the GCU, a Byzantine Catholic
priest, Peter Kustan, together with John Lucow and
John Petrunak, in July 1918 founded in Perth Amboy,
New Jersey the Liberty Greek Catholic Carpatho-
Russian Benevolent Association (Organizacija Greko
Kaftoliceskich ~ Karpatorusskich ~ Spomahajuscich
Bratstv Svobody). The Liberty fraternal operated
its own print shop where it issued the newspaper
Vostok/The East (Perth Amboy, N.J., 1919-50), edited
by Vasil Izak and Stephen Banitsky. Like the GCU,
Liberty’s members were mostly Carpatho-Rusyns
from Hungary, and also like the older organization,
during the 1930s it abandoned a separatist Rusyn
(Ruthenian) national orientation for a pro-Russian one.
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But in the course of the struggle over celibacy, Liberty
remained traditionalist to the end, eventually breaking
with the Byzantine Ruthenian Pittsburgh Exarchate
and associating instead with the Carpatho-Russian
Orthodox Diocese in Johnstown, Pennsylvania. At one
time, Liberty claimed to have 100 lodges, but in 1992
the lodges that were left merged with UROBA, which
itself became the Orthodox Society of America.

Among smaller fraternal organizations, which
included many Russophiles from Galicia as well as
Carpatho-Rusyns, was the Cleveland-area American
Russian National Brotherhood. It functioned during
the 1930s and 1940s under the leadership of William
Racine and Father Ivan Ladizinsky. This group
sponsored the periodicals Rodina (Cleveland, 1927-
40) and Bratstvo/Brotherhood (Cleveland, 1927-49),
and was associated with the Russian Orthodox Church
(the Metropolia). Its ideological counterpart in eastern
Pennsylvania was the Russian Orthodox Fraternity
Lubov (Russka Pravoslavna Ljubov), founded in 1912
by Aleksij Sljanta. As was made clear in the fraternity’s
monthly magazine Liubov (Mayfield, Pa., 1912-57),
edited by Stefan F. Telep, it always identified itself as
a “Russian” organization associated with the Russian
Orthodox Church (the Metropolia), later the Orthodox
Church in America. With its approximately 1,000
members in 73 lodges, the Lubov Fraternity merged in
2002 with the Russian Brotherhood Organization.

For the longest time, Carpatho-Rusyn Americans
were generally less successful in maintaining cultural
organizations. There are several reasons for this. Very
few immigrants arrived in this country with a clear
sense of national consciousness. Moreover, they often
had only a rudimentary level of literacy in their native
language, and if they were to improve their education,
they generally preferred to do so in English so as to
adapt better to their new environment. Finally, the
churches, whether Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic
or Orthodox, were considered more than sufficient
outlets for a Rusyn American’s cultural needs.

Nonetheless, there were a few efforts to establish
distinct Carpatho-Rusyn cultural organizations. One
of the earliest was the Rusin Elite Society, established
in 1927 in Cleveland, Ohio at the initiative of Father
Joseph Hanulya and under the leadership of Dr.
Eugene Mankovich. This society set up ten branches
in Ohio and western Pennsylvania and also sponsored

42. Father Joseph Hanulya.

a Rusyn display at Cleveland’s All-Nations Exhibition
in 1929. From the outset, the Rusin Elite Society had
a clear sense that Carpatho-Rusyns formed a distinct
nationality, a view that was emphasized on the pages
of its English and Rusyn-language monthly, Vozd/The
Leader (Lakewood, Ohio, 1929-30). The organization
got caught up in the celibacy controversy of the 1930s,
however, and due to the defection of some of its leaders
was forced to reduce its activity.

The Cleveland area was again the basis for another
cultural organization, the Rusyn Cultural Garden,
which was founded in 1939 to establish a Rusyn
presence in the so-called Nationalities Gardens of
Cleveland’s Rockefeller Park. Dedication ceremonies
led by Byzantine Catholic Bishop Basil Takach and
Father Hanulya took place in June 1939 and culminated
in 1952 with the erection of a commemorative bust
of the nineteenth-century Carpatho-Rusyn “national
awakener,” Aleksander Duchnovy¢. Created by the
sculptor Frank Jirouch, this was the first (and only)
public statue of a Carpatho-Rusyn leader in the United
States. The Rusin Cultural Garden was maintained for
close to two decades by the Rusin Educational Society
and Rusin Day Association of Greater Cleveland,
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43. Rusyn cottage at the All Nations Exposition, Public Auditorium, Cleveland, Ohio, March 1929.

Greek Catholic-oriented cultural organizations which
functioned from 1939 to 1961. The public presence
of Carpatho-Rusyns as represented by the bust of
Duchnovy¢ was only to last for about two decades,
because during the 1970s the statue disappeared—a
victim of the deterioration and destruction of America’s
inner cities. In the 1990s, the Rusin Cultural Garden
was restored and since then is maintained as a project
of the Cleveland branch of the Carpatho-Rusyn
Society.

Carpatho-Rusyns in the Pittsburgh area also tried
to foster organized cultural activity. During the 1930s,
a Carpatho-Russian Symphonic Choir under the
direction of Father Michael Staurovsky became well
known in western Pennsylvania for its concerts of
religious and secular music. The choir was also used
to help raise funds for one of the nationalities’ rooms at
the University of Pittsburgh’s Cathedral of Learning.
An organizing committee for the nationality room
was set up under the leadership of Dr. Peter Zeedick
and other members of the Greek Catholic Union, but
because that organization was at the time Russophile
in orientation, it joined the smaller Russian-American

community of greater Pittsburgh to create a Russian
Nationalities Room. The Russian Room still exists
today, and although the bulk of the funds to establish
it actually came from the Greek Catholic Union’s
committee, there are no Carpatho-Rusyn features
incorporated into the design. A few decades later,
Pittsburgh was also the place where the Bishop Takach
Carpatho-Russian Historical Society was organized,
but after the publication of two short historical works
about the European homeland, it ceased to function.
On the east coast there were also a few shortlived
attempts at establishing cultural organizations, with
a 150-piece youth orchestra under Andrew Griz in
Bridgeport, Connecticut and a Carpatho-Russian
Museum under Father Joseph Milly in New York City,
both set up in the late 1940s and both affiliated with
churches in the Johnstown Diocese. Somewhat later,
but again in existence for only a decade or so, were three
cultural institutions founded during the 1970s within
the framework of the Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic
Church: the Archdiocesan Museum of Pittsburgh
organized by the Reverend Basil Shereghy; the Heritage
Institute of the Passaic Diocese established by Bishop
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Michael Dudick; and the library of Carpatho-Rusyn
materials at the Benedictine Holy Trinity Monastery
in Butler, Pennsylvania set up by Father Stephen
Veselenak. The Passaic Heritage Institute, which
is now closed to the public, contains especially rich
printed material on the history and culture of Rusyns
in America and the European homeland, as well as a
large collection of Rusyn religious and secular art and
ethnographic materials of European and American
provenance.

A new infusion of activity on the cultural front
followed the arrival of the small group of immigrants
who came during the late 1940s and early 1950s as
a result of the dislocations caused by World War II.
The newcomers left the various regions of Carpathian
Rus’ during or just after the war and were unwilling to
return home after Subcarpathian Rus’ was incorporated
into the Soviet Union (1945) and Czechoslovakia and
Poland came under Communist rule (1945 and 1948).
Many first settled in displaced persons camps in the
American zone of Germany and, therefore, were part
of the so-called DPs who later entered the United
States.

Small in number, the post-1945 immigration also
differed from the pre-World War I generations in that
most were highly educated. Some had even participated
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44. Rusyn Cultural Garden, Rockefeller Park, Cleveland, Ohio, 1952.

in the government and administration of Subcarpathian
Rus’ when it was within Czechoslovakia (1919-1938)
and when it functioned as an autonomous province
(1938-1939). Moreover, the majority identified
themselves with the Ukrainian nationality.

In 1949, a group led by William Ceresne, Ivan
Besaha, and Vincent Shandor founded the Carpathian
Alliance (Karpats’kyj Sojuz) in New York City.
The Alliance published several pamphlets about
the homeland as well as the periodicals, Karpats’ka
zorja/The Carpathian Star (New York, 1951-52) and
Vistnyk/Bulletin (New York, 1970-73). By the end of
the twentieth century, only its Washington, D.C. branch
was active, particularly in publishing the works of the
Carpatho-Ukrainian writer, Vasyl’ Grendza-Dons’Kyj.
In 1958, a few Alliance members, led by Julian Revay,
Augustine Stefan, and Wasyl Weresh, decided to
establish a new organization, the Carpathian Research
Center (Karpats’kyj Doslidnyj Centr). During its
nearly three decades of existence, the center sponsored
many conferences at its headquarters in New York
City (until 1978, at the impressive mansion of the
Ukrainian Institute on Fifth Avenue) and published
several studies about the homeland, especially those
dealing with the Ukrainian national movement and the
few months of autonomy in 1938-1939.




The main object of these Ukrainophile organizations
has been to promote the Ukrainian viewpoint regarding
the history and culture of Carpatho-Rusyns. Though
some attempts were made to interact with the older
and more established Carpatho-Rusyn religious and
lay organizations in America, especially on the part
of individuals like the former minister of Carpatho-
Ukraine (1938-1939) Julian Revay, these efforts
invariably failed because of the antipathy of the older
immigrants and their descendants to Ukrainianism.
Thus, the Ukrainophiles have remained alienated from
the vast majority of the Carpatho-Rusyns and interact
instead with the Ukrainian-American community.

Some Russophiles have also tried to set up cultural
organizations in the years after World War II. One
of these, the Initiative Group for the Organization of
Carpatho-Russian Society, was headed by Michael
Turjanica, who published Svobodnoe slovo Karpatskoj
Rusi (Newark, N. J., Mt. Vernon, N.Y., Phoenix,
Ariz., 1959-198?), an irregular publication which
attacked everything associated with Ukrainianism,
Catholicism, and Communism. In the tradition of
tsarist pan-Slavism, Turjanica considered Carpatho-
Rusyns and their homeland to be part of a supposedly
“common Russian” (obscerusskij) cultural and
linguistic world. A similarly-minded group, the
Carpatho-Russian Literary Association, was founded
in 1970 in Bridgeport, Connecticut by Peter S. Hardy.
Hardy financed the reprinting of four older scholarly
studies which stress the Russophile view of Carpatho-
Rusyn history. Neither of these groups ever contained
more than a handful of supporters and by the 1980s
both were for the most part inactive.

During the past three decades, new cultural
organizations have been founded by the second-,
third-, and fourth-generation descendants of the early
immigrants. Born and fully acculturated in the United
States, the founders and supporters of these newest
organizations are concerned with learning about and
propagating the specific features of the Carpatho-
Rusyn heritage within the American mosaic. The
oldest of these is the Carpatho-Rusyn Research Center,
established in 1978 and first based in Fairview, New
Jersey. Not affiliated with any religious, fraternal, or
political group, the center specializes in the publication
and/or distribution of scholarly and popular studies
on all aspects of the Carpatho-Rusyn heritage. It
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also maintains contacts with scholarly institutions
and universities in North America and the European
homeland and for two decades published an influential
quarterly magazine, the Carpatho-Rusyn American
(Fairview, N.J., 1978-97).

The 1980s also saw the short-lived existence of
a Carpatho-Russian Ethnic Research Center in Fort
Lauderdale, Florida, which published a bi-lingual
(English and “Carpatho-Russian”) monthly newspaper,
Carpatho-Russian Echoes/Karpatorusskije otzvuki
(Fort Lauderdale, Flo.; Westmont, W. Va., 1983-89).
Somewhat later, Professor Paul J. Best of Southern
Connecticut State College established a coordinating
center for scholars called the Carpatho-Rusyn (later
Carpatho-Slavic) Studies Group, which began a
series called Carpatho-Rusyn Studies (New Haven,
Conn., 1990-present). At the local community level,
the Carpatho-Rusyn Cultural Society of Michigan
(est. 1979) and the Rusin Association of Minnesota
(est. 1983) were founded to rejuvenate and preserve
traditional customs among Carpatho-Rusyns in
the Detroit and Minneapolis-St. Paul areas. The
Minnesota group, founded by Lawrence A. Goga,
organizes several social functions, sponsors a Rusyn
cultural exhibit at the annual Minneapolis folk festival,
and publishes a newsletter, Trembita (Minneapolis,
Minn., 1987-present). The most recent and dynamic
organization is the Carpatho-Rusyn Society/Karpato-
rusyns’koe obscestvo, founded in 1994 under the
leadership of John Righetti. Based in Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania, the society has nine branches in New
England, New York City, New Jersey, Washington, D.
C., and various places in Pennsylvania, Ohio, and even
Tuscon, Arizona. It sponsors a wide variety of cultural
programs for its 1,700 members throughout the United
States, provides educational and humanitarian aid to
the European homeland, and publishes the bi-monthly
magazine, The New Rusyn Times (Pittsburgh, 1994-
present).

Those Carpatho-Rusyn immigrants from Galicia
known as Lemkos often felt the need to have their own
organizations. A Lemko Committee was established
as early as 1922 in New York City by Victor Hladick.
It published the magazine Lemkovicyna (1922-26)
and raised funds to help elementary schools in what
was by then the Polish-ruled Lemko Region. More
intense organizational activity was not continued in
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the United States, but first in Canada, where in early
1929 the first Lemko Council came into existence in
Winnipeg, Manitoba. Several other branches of such
councils were soon formed in Canadian and American
cities. By 1931, representatives of the branches
met in Cleveland to unite them into a single Lemko
Association (Lemko Sojuz) for the United States
and Canada, and to adopt as their official organ the
newspaper Lemko (Philadelphia, Cleveland, and New
York, 1928-39), edited by the cultural activists Dr.
Simeon Psyh and Dmitry Vislocky (pseudo. Van’o
Hunjanka).

By the late 1930s, the focal point for Lemko activity
moved eastward from Cleveland to the New York City
area. This was also a period when political preferences
divided Lembko activists and organizations. Displeased
with the increasingly leftist and pro-Soviet orientation
of the Lemko Association, Victor Hladick , the popular
Lemko cultural figure Stephen Skimba, and several
Orthodox priests established in 1935 the Carpatho-
Russian National Committee, which for a few years
made its views known through the bi-monthly
newspaper, Karpato-russkoe slovo (New York, 1935-
38).

More influential and longer lasting was the Lemko
Association. In 1939, it adopted as its mouthpiece

45. Dr. Simeon Pysh.

46. Carpatho-Russian American Center, Yonkers, New York, built
1939.

the recently-founded popular newspaper written
in Lemko dialect, Karpatska Rus’ (Yonkers, N.Y.,
Allentown, N.J., 1938-present), which was to be
edited for its first two decades by the group’s most
prolific postwar spokesperson, Dr. Simeon Pysh. To
accommodate the community’s increasing social and
cultural needs, members of a local branch of the Lemko
Association joined with members of the Russian
Orthodox Catholic Mutual Aid Society to construct
the Carpatho-Russian American Center. Opened in
1938, in the New York City suburb of Yonkers, the
C-RA Center was from the outset popularly known as
“Lemko Hall,” even though it was never owned by the
Lemko Association. For six decades the center, with
its large banquet hall, performing stage, restaurant-
tavern, and picnic grounds, promoted social and
cultural activity (including Lemko-Rusyn language
classes and theatrical performances) and it housed the
Lemko Association and its newspaper, Karpats’ka
Rus’. The Lemko Association no longer has a building
in its original Cleveland home, although smaller
Lemko clubs still exist in Ansonia and Bridgeport,
Connecticut.

Especially popular was the Lemko Park in Monroe,
New York, opened in 1958. With this park, older
immigrants obtained what their own symbolic vatra, or
fireside hearth, where they could spend their retirement
years in the warm surrounding of friends. The park also
became the site of the Talerhof Memorial, dedicated in
1964 to the “martyrdom” of thousands of Carpatho-
Rusyns in Galicia at the hands of Austro-Hungarian
authorities during the early years of World War 1. As



47. Lemko Hall, the headquarters of the Lemko National Home in
Cleveland, Ohio, from 1947 to 1986.

part of the remembrance, a pilgrimage with religious
services (usually led by an Orthodox bishop of the
Patriarchal Exarchate) was held annually at Pentecost
(Rusalja). Lemko Park also had a resort with hotel
facilities and an amphitheater where every summer
from 1969 to the 1990s a Carpatho-Russian festival
took place.

From the very outset, some Lemko Association
spokespersons were anti-clerical in orientation, even
though most of its members were and still are Byzantine
Catholic or Orthodox parishioners. The organization’s
publications have also been sympathetic to leftist
political ideologies, making it the only segment of the
Carpatho-Rusyn immigration to speak—at least until
1989—with sympathy about Communism, the Soviet
Union, and its east-central European satellite countries.
Pro-Soviet attitudes were especially evident during
the 1930s depression and World War 11, although since
then the group has often altered its views. During the
1960s, for instance, the editor of Karpatska Rus’,
Stefan M. Kitchura, criticized Communist rule in the
homeland and tried to have the Lemko Association co-
operate with anti-Soviet, Ukrainian-oriented Lemko-
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American groups. As a result, he was removed from
the editorship and started instead his own organ,
Lemkovina (Yonkers, N.Y., 1971-82). The Lemko
Association, on the other hand, returned to a pro-
Soviet stance. As for the problem of national identity,
the group’s publications have provided at various
times differing and even contradictory explanations:
that Lemkos form a distinct Slavic people; that as
“Carpatho-Russians” they are part of one Russian
nation; or that they are a branch of East Slavs most
closely related to Ukrainians.

The seeming contradiction between church member-
ship and the affirmation of pro-Soviet attitudes on
the one hand, and confusion with respect to ethnic
identity on the other, may possibly be explained by the
ideology of Pan-Slavism. Like their nineteenth-century
forebears in Europe, Lemko Association spokespersons
felt that the unity of all Slavs was the ultimate ideal.
In the twentieth century, only the might of the Soviet
Union seemed to make such unity possible. Therefore,
any threat to Soviet rule in east-central Europe was
to be viewed as a potential threat to the greater goal
of Slavic unity, which must be preserved at all costs.
As a corollary to such views, the Soviet Union was
viewed as the embodiment of Russia and of all Rus’
peoples, including those from the Carpathians. It is
in this sense, therefore, that the Lemko Association
remained ideologically pro-Soviet.

The Lemko Association’s main goals have
been to educate its members about their homeland
through the publication of books, annual almanacs,
and newspapers. Even after other Rusyn-American
periodicals adopted English, the Lemko Association
has continued to use the native language (Lemko
Region dialect in the Cyrillic alphabet) in some of its
publications. For instance, the association’s official
newspaper only became bi-lingual in the 1980s:
Karpatska Rus’/Carpatho-Rus’. In an attempt to
attract younger members, several exclusively English-
language publications were started—the Lemko
Youth Journal (Yonkers, N.Y., 1960-64), Carpatho-
Russian American (Yonkers, N.Y., 1968-69), Karpaty
(Yonkers, N.Y., 1978-79)—but these were unable to
survive for long. Young people were also attracted
to folk ensembles, the first of which, Karpaty, lasted
from 1967 to 1969 under the direction of a recently
arrived professional dancer from the PreSov Region
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in Slovakia, Michael Savcak. In the 1980s, a Karpaty
Chorus functioned in Yonkers. Despite these efforts to
attract young people, the Lemko Association is today
primarily the preserve of first- and second-generation
immigrants whose numbers are rapidly decreasing.

A smaller group of Lemkos of pro-Ukrainian
orientation felt they had little in common with the
policies of the Lemko Association. Led by Mychajlo
Dudra and Vasyl’ Leveyk, they founded in New York
City in 1936 the Organization for the Defense of the
Lemko Land (Orhanizacija Oborony LemkivsCyny),
which was opposed to the former Polish government’s
policy of considering Lemkos anationality distinct from
Ukrainians. This group was harrassed by American
authorities during World War II and effectively ceased
functioning, but in 1958 it was revived in Yonkers,
New York under the leadership of Julijan Nalysnyk.
By the 1960s, it claimed 1,500 members, and among
its publications which have appeared in literary
Ukrainian were Lemkivs kyj dzvin (New York, 1936-
40) and Lemkivs ki visti (Yonkers, N.Y. and Toronto,
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1958-79). A World Lemkos Federation came into
being in 1973, which under the leadership of Ivan
Hvozda attempted, though unsuccessfully, to function
as an umbrella organization for all Ukrainian-oriented
Lemko groups. The federation has managed to publish
six volumes of a scholarly journal, Annals (Camillus,
N.Y., 1974-98). Finally, in an attempt to consolidate
limited resources, these two organizations also support
the Lemko Research Foundation in Clifton, New Jersey,
which publishes the Ukrainian-language quarterly,
Lemkivs¢yna (New York, Clifton, N.J., 1979-present),
and in 1982 they all cooperated to open a Ukrainian
Lemko Museum at the headquarters of the Ukrainian
Catholic Eparchy in Stamford, Connecticut.

Besides meeting periodically for social and cultural
functions, the main activity of these various Ukrainian-
oriented Lemko groups seems to be the publication of
periodicals and some books (including a recent one
on wooden churches) explaining the fate that has
befallen their homeland. Most of the members are
post-World War II immigrants who experienced first
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48. The Phoenixville Falcons, Greek Catholic Union’s Sokol baseball team, no. 98 from Phoenixville, Pennsylvania, 1931



hand the displacement of the Lemko population from
its ancestral Carpathian homeland in Galicia either
eastward to the Soviet Ukraine or westward to other
parts of Poland. Consequently, they are adamantly
anti-Communist and anti-Polish, as well as Ukrainian
in national orientation, factors which not surprisingly
make them natural antagonists of the older Lemko
Association. Since 1989, the pages of Lemkivicyna
have also been filled with harsh criticism of the Rusyn
national revival in Europe, and this attitude has further
alienated pro-Ukrainian Lemkos from the larger
Rusyn-American community.

Carpatho-Rusyns have also had their own sports and
youth organizations. The oldest of these was the Sokol
athletic organization of the GCU. Founded in 1910,
the Sokol sponsored throughout the northeast United
States a broad network of basketball teams and other
sports activities. The Sokol also had its own newspaper,
the Amerikansky Russky Sokol (Homestead, Pa., 1918-
36), as well as a youth branch with its own organ, Svit
ditej/Children’s World (Homestead, Pa., 1917-38,
1946-75). These publications contained reports on
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sports activities and also articles designed to promote
awareness of the Old-World culture.

Similarly, the Johnstown Diocese set up in 1937
the American Carpatho-Russian Youth organization,
whose goals have been to promote social, cultural, and
educational development among its approximately
1,000 members. This youth group has also had its
own publications, often filled with articles stressing
its “Carpatho-Russian” heritage: Carpatho-Russian
Youth (Johnstown, Pa.; Binghamton, N. Y., 1938-41),
ACRY Annual and Church Almanac (Ligonier, Pa.;
Pittsburgh, 1949-present), and the ACRY Guardian
(New York; Perth Amboy, N.J., 1957-62). For its
part, the Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic Church has
since the 1960s had a Byzantine Catholic Youth
Organization. Branches exist at several parishes
throughout the country and are concerned primarily
with coordinating social functions for children,
teenagers, singles, and young married couples.
Among the most popular youth organizations are
the performing folk groups, which will be discussed
more extensively in Chapter 6.

49. The Greek Catholic Union’s Sokol Girl’s Basketball Team from Bridgeport, Connecticut, 1930-31.



Chapter 6

Culture

Carpatho-Rusyn culture in the United States has been
expressed most naturally through the family unit,
sometimes through fraternal organizations, but most
especially through the church. Besides basic customs
and habits, including language, learned from the family,
it is really the religious context that is most important
as a cultural identifier. In fact, the role of religion
is so great that in the mind of most immigrants and
their descendants, Carpatho-Rusyn culture is virtually
synonymous with the Eastern-rite liturgy (originally
sung in Church Slavonic) and the attendant rituals
and family celebrations (births, marriages, funerals)
associated with the church.

At the level of the family, it is cuisine and home
handicrafts that symbolize most poignantly the “old
country” culture. Recipes handed down from grand-
parents—stuffed cabbage (holobci/holubki), home-
made noodles (halusky), stuffed peppers, and the
generous use of garlic and sour cream in the preparation
of many dishes—as well as embroidered or crocheted
needlework and painted Easter eggs (pysanky) are
still integral elements of Carpatho-Rusyn family life
even after language and other cultural attributes have
been long forgotten. The tradition of painted Easter
eggs in their distinct Carpatho-Rusyn forms, which
are generally symmetric short-stroke patterns using
floral motifs and figures from life, has undergone a
recent vogue. In some communities, classes have been
organized to teach the skill to Americans of Rusyn and
non-Rusyn background alike. The painted eggs and
some of the traditional recipes are directly related to

the religious calendar. Easter, in particular, remains a

memorable occasion, as the full gamut of Rusyn cuisine
is again made available to palates that (if tradition is
followed) have been especially whetted because of
fasting during the preceding Lenten season.
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50. Embroidered ritual cloth (rucnyk) from the PreSov Region
(former Zemplén county) in Czechoslovakia.
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51. Rusyn hand-painted Easter eggs in (1) the geometric line style; and (2) the short-stroke pattern with real-life figures (photo by Anton
Zizka).

52. Traditional Easter morning blessing of baskets filled with painted eggs (pysanky) and embroidered ritual cloths. The Reverend Alexis Toth
outside St. Mary’s Church, Minneapolis, Minnesota, circa 1890.
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Even more striking evidence of the close ties
between religion and Carpatho-Rusyn culture in
America is the most important building outside of
the familial home, the church. With regard to church
architecture, many of the early structures first in
wood and later in stone or brick were modeled on
architectural prototypes brought from the homeland.
These Old-World models reflected both the eastern
and western influences that characterized Carpatho-
Rusyn culture in Europe. Thus, while some Rusyn-
American churches, especially among the Orthodox,
were built according to the central-domed eastern
style based on a Greek-cross ground plan, most were
constructed on a hybrid pattern. This meant that their
ground plans followed the western, basilica form,
having a nave and transept and one or two towers
dominating the westwork (western facade), while the
towers themselves were often topped with golden,
Baroque-style “onion” domes above which were
placed three-barred Eastern-rite crosses. Many of these
old “Russian” churches, as they are often incorrectly

designated, are still standing and remain distinct
landmarks in many urban centers of the northeastern
United States. The eastern character of these structures
was particularly noticeable in the interiors, which
usually had icon screens (iconostases) separating the
altar from the congregation. Such churches clearly
reminded the parishioners of their cultural relations
with the Carpatho-Rusyn homeland which, in turn,
found its religious and artistic inspiration in Orthodox
Byzantium.

At least until World War II, churches built by
the Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic and Orthodox
communities maintained traditional architectural
styles. Since then, however, building costs and
changing tastes have led to the construction of more
“modern” structures, most often in a bland functional
style that hardly distinguishes them externally—and
in many cases internally as well—from other Catholic
and even Protestant churches.

While construction of these simplistic, nondescript
structures has become the rule in recent years,

53. Iconostasis, St. John the Baptist Byzantine Catholic Church, Lyndora, Pennsylvania, crafted by John Baycura, 1915.



54. St. George, later St. Nicholas Greek Catholic Church,
Minersville, Pennsylvania, built 1896. An early example of the
western-oriented basilica style.

55. St. Theodosius Russian Orthodox Greek Catholic Cathedral,
Cleveland, Ohio, 1896. Early example of the eastern-oriented
central-domed style.
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there have nonetheless been a few exceptions. The
Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic Church of St. Mary
in New York City (lower Manhattan), completed in
1963, combines both the functionalism of the modern
international school of architecture with many motifs
of the Carpatho-Rusyn Eastern-rite heritage. Another
adaptation of architectural tradition is to build entirely
in wood, such as the striking Carpathian wooden
church constructed for a new Byzantine Ruthenian
parish in the Atlanta suburb of Roswell, Georgia.

The early immigrants have left other marks on
the American cultural landscape, especially in local
graveyards. Several cemetaries in towns where
Carpatho-Rusyns settled contain gravestones with the
visually distinct Eastern-rite three- or two-barred cross.
Aside from the number of bars on the crosses, Rusyn
graves are also easy to determine if their inscriptions
are written in Cyrillic letters (using Rusyn phonetic
transcription) or if they use Hungarian spellings in
the Roman alphabet for Slavic names (for instance,
Maczko, Zsatkovics).

Music has been a particularly important element
in Carpatho-Rusyn culture. Secular music in the form

56. Holy Trinity Russian Orthodox Church, Chicago, Illinois,
built 1903. Stylized central-domed style by the leading American
architect, Louis Sullivan.
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of Rusyn folk melodies was most often sung, and in
some cases still is, although in a homogenized form at
wedding receptions and other family gatherings. Social
dancing to spirited Carpathian rhythms like the karicka
(girl’s circle dance) and most especially the cardas (the
most popular “Rusyn” dance) were widespread during
the first decades of this century, although they have
been replaced by more “international” and stylized
dances like the waltz or, for a more Slavic flavor, the
Slovenian polka, the Polish polka, the Russian kalinka,
and the Ukrainian kozacok.

The desire to perform the Old-World dances and
songs in their original musical and lyrical form has
become the goal of Rusyn-American folk ensembles.
While many such groups existed during the earlier
years of this century, by the 1950s they had begun to
disappear. There was a revival, however, related in
large part to the “roots fever” and general interest in
ethnicity that swept much of the United States during
the mid-1970s. Although often associated with a parish
church or fraternal society, these ensembles were
usually founded and led by young people interested
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57. Former cathedral church of the Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic
Archdiocese of Pittsburgh, built in 1903, Munhall, Pennsylvania.
Since 2004 the national headquarters of the Carpatho-Rusyn
Society.

in learning the dances and in making and donning
the colorful costumes representative of the Carpatho-
Rusyn heritage.

Not surprisingly, the new groups were based in the
traditional centers of Rusyn-American settlement—
the metropolitan areas of Pittsburgh, Cleveland, and
Detroit. Often organized for several age levels and
encouraging parent participation, the folk ensembles
showed a real potential to draw and to maintain
interest in popular Carpatho-Rusyn culture. Among
the most effective activists in the folk ensemble
movement during the 1970s and 1980s was Jerry
Jumba, a professional musician and choreographer,
who initiated and/or participated in many of the
dozen new ensembles that came into being. Among
these were the Carpathian Youth Choir and Dancers
(Monessen, Pennsylvania), Rusyni (McKeesport,
Pennsylvania), Karpaty (Ambridge, Pennsylvania),
Kruzhok (Parma, Ohio), Beskidy Rusyns (Livonia,
Michigan), Krajane (Sterling Heights, Michigan), and
the Carpathians (Barberton, Ohio). By the late 1980s,
however, most of these groups ceased functioning,

58. Rusyn tombstones at the Rose Hill Cemetary, Butler,
Pennsylvania (photo by Peter Bajcura).



either because the initial enthusiasm of the "roots
fever" years had worn off, or because they were
unable to find financial support from the established
religious and secular organizations which, in general,
remained unmoved by the ethnic revival. As a result,
today only four of the groups founded since 1975 are
still active—Slavjane (McKees Rocks, Pennsylvania),
the Holy Ghost Choir and Dancers (Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania), the Carpathians (Binghamton, New
York), and the St. Michael's Youth Folk Dance Group
(Chicago, Illinois).

While interest in secular music performed by
Rusyn-American folk ensembles has risen and fallen
at various times, church music has been more constant.
The dominant feature of the church repertoire is the
prostopinije, or liturgical plain chant, which is still used
in both Byzantine Catholic and Orthodox churches.
The prostopinije brought by the early immigrants
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from the Carpatho-Rusyn homeland was distinct from
other Eastern-rite chant music because it incorporated
numerous local folk melodies. This specific liturgical
music has been preserved by generations of church
choirs as well as by more formal programs, such as
cantors’ schools and the Carpatho-Rusyn Liturgical
Chant Renewal Program run by Jerry Jumba for the
Byzantine Ruthenian Metropolitan Archdiocese of
Pittsburgh between 1984 and 1992.

Several choirs have also produced records with
both religious and secular folk music, including
renditions of the spirited Carpatho-Rusyn national
anthem, ‘“Podkarpatskij rusyni, ostavte hlubokyj
son" (Subcarpathian Rusyns, Arise From Your Deep
Slumber), and the even more popular "Ja rusyn bil,
jesm' i budu" (I Was, Am, and Will Remain a Rusyn).
Particularly well represented over the past three
decades, with several recordings to their credit, are

59. Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Greek Catholic Church of St. John the Baptist, Mill Hill Avenue, Bridgeport, Connecticut, built 1946, by
architect Jesse J. Hamblin. Neo-Byzantine basilica and central-domed hybrid modelled after the Church of the Madeleine in Paris
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60. St. Mary Byzantine Catholic Church

Baumann, OFM.
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61. SS. Cyrill and methodius Church, Amerivcan Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Diocesan Camp Nazareth, Pennsylvania, bult 2003, by Stylized

traditional Carpathian wooden church

62. Holy Trinity Church, Wilkeson, Washington, typical white
wooden clapboard rural church (photo by Orestes Mihaly).

the Holy Ghost Byzantine Choir of Philadelphia,
directed by Daniel J. Kavka; St. Mary's Metropolitan
Choir of New York City, directed by Gabriel Zihal;
and the St. Mary Choir of Van Nuys, California,
directed by Michael M. Bodnar—all associated with
the Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic Church; Christ the
Saviour Cathedral Choir of Johnstown, Pennsylvania,
directed by Andrew Panchisin, and St. Michael's
Church Choir of Binghamton, New York, directed by
Edward Sedor—both with the Johnstown Diocese; and
St. John the Baptist Russian Orthodox Church Choir
of Passaic, New Jersey, directed by Michael Hilko, of

the Orthodox Church in America.

The combination of music, spiritual devotion, and
an appropriate architectural and natural setting is also
expressed among those Carpatho-Rusyns in the United
States who still actively maintain the Old-World custom
of annual religious processions and retreats known
as otpusti. These events are usually associated with
retreats, such as those held at St. Tikhon’s Monastery
outside of Scranton, Pennsylvania among Orthodox in
the OCA; at Holy Trinity Monastery in Jordanville,
New York among the Orthodox in the Synod; at Christ
the Saviour Seminary in Johnstown, Pennsylvania and
at the Annunciation Monastery in Tuxedo Park, New
York for Orthodox in the Johnstown Diocese; and at
the Monastery of the Basilian Fathers of Mariapoch
in Matawan, New Jersey among Byzantine Ruthenian
Catholics.

The oldest and largest of these religious processions/
retreats is held each August on the grounds of
the Basilian Convent at Mount St. Macrina near
Uniontown, Pennsylvania, south of Pittsburgh. Each
Labor Day weekend since 1934, at times as many as
40,000 Byzantine Ruthenian Catholics have gathered
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to renew their faith, and by so doing to re-emphasize
a sense of community among the group’s members.
The sisters at Mt. Macrina, in addition, have published
for many years a periodical, The Voice of Mount St.
Macrina/Holos Hory Sv. Makriny (Uniontown, Pa.,
1948-present), which especially in its early years
contained material on Carpatho-Rusyn culture. In 1975,
during the height of the “roots fever” in America, the
Basilian sisters sponsored a two-day cultural seminar
on Carpathian Rus’, which brought together secular
and clerical scholars to lecture on several aspects of
Rusyn history, language, and culture.

Another Old-World tradition that was begun and is
still maintained among Carpatho-Rusyns in the United
States is a celebration known as Rusyn Day (Rus 'kyj
Den’), held during the summer months and often at
amusement parks. Rusyn Days have been geared to
both people of Carpatho-Rusyn background as well as
to the larger American public. Traditionally, the annual
event includes speeches by Carpatho-Rusyn religious
and secular leaders (joined sometimes by local
politicians) as well as performances by folk choirs and
dance groups. The oldest Rusyn Day celebration has
been held since 1921 at Kennywood Park in Pittsburgh.
From the 1920s until the 1950s, several towns in the
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63. Slavjane Folk Ensemble, McKees Rocks, Pennsylvania.

northeast had annual Rusyn days, among the largest
being those at Luna Park in Cleveland and at Idora
Park in Youngstown, Ohio. From 1969 to the 1990s,
the Lemkos held annual “Carpatho-Russian” festivals
at their resort in Monroe, New York.

Among the various cultural characteristics as-
sociated with ethnic groups, language frequently
has been considered the most important vehicle for
transmitting and preserving group identity. With
regard to language as a carrier of Carpatho-Rusyn
culture in the United States, it would be useful first to
emphasize the differences that exist between spoken
and written languages. All languages are composed of
several spoken dialects and of one, or even more than
one, standard written form. Moreover, there is often
a substantial difference between the standard written
form of a language and the dialects that the written
form ostensibly represents.

In the European homeland, Carpatho-Rusyns at the
time of the largest migration to America before World
War I communicated in a variety of speech which
belonged to either the PreSov Region, Lemko Region,
or Transcarpathian (Subcarpathian) dialectal groups,
which together were classified by many linguists
as part of the Ukrainian language. Living along the
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65. Otpust-religious procession at Mount St. Macrina, Uniontown, Pennsylvania, 1968.
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66. Clergy lead the festivities on Rusyn Day (Rus ’kyj Den’), Olympia Park, Cleveland, July 16, 1935.

The 34th Annual

~ RUSIN DAY

-SpthoMJ 53
THE RUSIN DAY ASSOCIATION OF GREATER CLEVELAND,INC.

SUNDAY
July 26, 1959

ST. JOHN'S GROVE

5822 BROADVIEW ROAD
PARMA, OHIO

REV. MYRON HORVATH, CHAIRMAN
RUSIN DAY COMMITTEE

e T S T T R . 0 O S W
PROCEEDS FOR BENEFIT OF THE
CLEVELAND BYZANTINE RITE DEANERY

67. Program to the annual Rusyn Day in the Cleveland area.

extreme western portion of the Ukrainian linguistic
area, however, the Carpatho-Rusyns were strongly
influenced by the Slovak, Polish, and Hungarian
languages. The immigrants described their native
speech in a variety of ways: (1) Rusyn (rus ’kyj), which
in English was frequently and incorrectly rendered
as Russian or Carpatho-Russian; (2) “Slavish,” a
meaningless term which probably arose as a result
of sharing with eastern Slovak dialect speakers many
terms and expressions; and (3) po-nasomu, meaning in
our own way.

Despite what the immigrants actually spoke—
various Rusyn dialects—and notwithstanding what
they called theirlanguage, they also wrote and published
in a wide variety of linguistic forms and alphabets.
An analysis of their publications has revealed that
basically three types of written languages were used.
These may be classified as: (1) the Subcarpathian
dialectal variant; (2) the Lemko dialectal variant; and
(3) the Carpatho-Rusyn variant of Russian.

The Subcarpathian variant reflected the spoken
language of immigrants from the PreSov Region of
present-day northeastern Slovakia (sometimes with
strong East Slovak dialectal influences) and from the
Transcarpathian Oblast in Ukraine (Transcarpathian
dialects). This was the form used in the most widely
read newspapers, such as the Amerikansky russky



viestnik (1892-1952), Prosvita (1917-1970s), Vostok
(1919-50), Russkij vistnik (1917-1970s), and the only
daily, Den’ (1922-27). Some of these publications
originally used the Cyrillic alphabet (including the
old orthography distinguished by the letters + and 5r),
but by the 1930s they changed to a Czech-based Latin
alphabet (recognizable by use of the hacek accent
over certain letters—c¢=ch, §=sh, z=zh—as well as
apostrophes to indicate East Slavic soft signs usually
at the end of words).

The Lemko variant reflected the spoken language
of Lemko Rusyns from Galicia and was used in
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most publications of the Lemko Association, such as
Karpatska Rus’ (1938-present), which still uses the
Cyrillic alphabet in its modern orthography. The third
written form, the Carpatho-Rusyn variant of Russian,
represented the attempt of some Carpatho-Rusyn
immigrants from various parts of Carpathian Rus’ to
write in Russian. The result was an unstandardized
language using the Cyrillic alphabet (in the old
orthography) that tried to follow the rudiments of
literary Russian grammar but which invariably
included numerous lexical and syntactical borrowings
from Carpatho-Rusyn dialects. This linguistic form

(1)

LTI AL

l“’ VASICH RUKACH, doroho] éitatel’, jubilejnyj vypusk naseho
l official'noho organa “Vostoka", s uvclitennym koliéestvom
llut[ stranic

Jubilejny] nomer! Jubile) dvadeat’ pjat’ lithaho suiestvova-
nija odno) iz nemnehich karpatorusskich zapomohovych organizaci)
v Sojedinennych Statach — organizacii Svobody.

DFa postoronnaho éitatela sej jubilejny] nomer ne oznacajet
insoho. jak uveliéennoje koliéestvo stranic: bohato dobranyj mate-
rial, snimki, stat’ji iz pod pera raznych lic, mnoho pozdravitel'nych
1 kommeréeskich privitstvij | proé.  No dl'a élenov-truienikev sej ju-
bile] ocznadéajet zaverienije dvadeat’ pjat’ litnaho truda na organi-
Facinym poprisci

Kazdy) jubilej — ecto obzor vseho toho, £to bylo sdilano =a
minuvitj srok. 1 tak, jak v nastojaiéem misjaci my stavim toéku v
konel toj raboty. kotoru my konéili v prot'aZenii éetvert’ stol'itija, ne
budet neumistnym ohl'anutis' nazad na projdennyj nami put’ | datl
scbi otéet iz nasich dostizeni)

Neotricajemyj fakt, éto my za dvadeal’ pjat Iit krasnu rabotu
zrobili Nake élenstvo — v tysjaéach. Vopreki tomu, €¢lo u nas nit

r nyeh znatokov-ekspertov, jak u druhich velikich inorod.
iwohovyell organizacijach, kotory rukovodal organieaci)-
nymi o4 Cmyv sumill sordati oruanizacijn, kolura po svojemu do-
stojinstyy mozel zammati odno iz pervych mist sredi karpatorus-
skich zapomohovych organizaci)

{4

Vostok, July 1943.

(3)

Tlochatgm  WaM  cepaculle  1os1o- pofHTen Toal, Kot e e o=
(RS TRS R T VI T T U TTR (1 1 ]mﬁuu”_m T AL EL PR TR LIRS B T A [T LR AR R L L
IV V0T MLITTCIHN 1 AOUICORA- WL, G TN YRR AP TR Uiy
T MM FATIE, KOTPIE PO ey VOO0 i anet e 1eie i i
G e pesan i, WA= U CRERIE B TN M e
Horg aa0pun’y i WAL, ECHI OVTHICLINTE BCTEPaIchig

* I Pyen®, WK ahtigecs HHEEED : S
PRI TREV M FOROPOM, UM I3 nepmoi l""""""" CULLLLLRE R LD
PRI O APWTIN FI3CT, e APCHIToIIan 4 BenouiKRoM T
PECH B TIIM, T HOROCTAMIL, WK TOM, O 6k 1 OIGHIL ORI Ipeas
Hepe i, LIE HAYM MOATINOCTL (0T Bl M L
WOHOPOIYMITIE AGHeIE  CHITURIIX PONNCTH, M OCTAeH PN
i, Y THeIG Y CRAeTY CTae SHIRAIE 1 JUHRAMI Gknon i
MOHEENE,  THETe HEEnrn _'!ﬂ"‘|\nrn Hapu- oo (LRI C A TR T ER S ANBIMHON.

P UM I MARY T CHOTIIT IR 0 DaTise CTAACH U PTHOM  NepecTin-
TEEX, 1T AL Dianuing g WEIIRE BPATAME GHore  pEapeaas

AL CRUR TP

Maep or ms 0 Taaeptodi novam

W HOOPYARCITE,
- fy GLaoro, @ 0T HOXOBIIG L cotiimin

OO Onuiert voung

LRV T S (RS TAN TS ([RTTRH L

Karpatska Rus', July 6, 1980,

(2)

V New Yorku byla derfana konferencin miefdu kompa
wismi mjnhkoho uhl'a i zastupuikami majnerskej unii. Na
sacatku kanferencii tak pokazovalosja, Ze iz tohio nebude eil-
hom ni¢, ponee kompanie nijak nechotili pristati na sije, élo-
by ot 1-ho april'a 1923, pod takima uslovijmni byli majnery
platene, juk teper polugajut za svoju robotu, a to dl’a kleviind
plej konferencii rideni] Konetuo po dlukiom razbiraniju
majnerskoho voprosa, wa vlijanije pravitelstva iz Washingto-
v, kompanie prijmajut 16, ze podpizu paktum klevelindske,
Lonfereneii na odin rok.  To jest, ot 1-ho april’a 1923, do 1-ho
apvil®a 1924 Zastapniki wignerske) unii chofili na dva roki,
o Lo nendalosja. Tak samo i to bylo prijato ne newyorkskej
Lonlereneii, #o nacalom roku 1924 |:uc|t-l'i sja wnova taka kone
ferencia, aly bylo obkerovano steazku ot 1-ho april'a 1924,

Slavae Tebi Hospodi! — Chotaj oduo vazneie Jilo pokoj-
no riavno 1o majuery hudwt spokojno prodolziti svou robnte
do -l apeil'a 1924, hada Sija rmdostnaja =prova ne tol'ko
prew e Jheion, T e k‘lidullu lll'L‘h\llhI“iil :I Ill'j-lllllili.l_

Russkij viestnik, January 25, 1923.

(4)

B, ponepe nesrt, aneals seisimaan M iy e i
Mitoro b e ceie THWL ey L=opsitsropon OO LB i
MOETHO TPV, ETCH LU OpISETIEG eI §1 S oRinier s, Jerkolain
HLX L POOWEIHIRG ., WLOOR. O0EIIMEL TG, D00 BT S 16 b
H Wil RO A CMY Depenieerien 1w whnieat, --
THitesan Mid 1o 1T, 10 TNEITI SLICHAM TG LT
MAIGT 1+ CLBFLEIETIE TE 0B 1L CHPOTHL Ul T Si=
WONGENT CTe TPV, Do cean e QpralbEa L I I.‘ .":‘-
SOBIHI G0 L I DOT b 1 s LR PR LR TTRM AR
CILAN T T MVIRIN)

o mwes Aldlere cenn, Toe Mome CYREPUET noniii
ULIKGST P BOTHN MOIVEIOTD o 11 posepiny 1,
Homepa: Lowmrs Ppemio, saemon 1, — Mapise g, o)
4, — Mux. Muxaansesnn w17, — Teoaopn Manm, o
Toendy R w19, — Muox, Hieno, w20, — Creiars
Funm s, . — eoprid Bowaniowers, o, 1Y, — Toani,
Brmganrs, v, 63, — Josnes b, v, 83, — Aacieki
Tosuruencrif, o 100, — Awapedi Puvpiaa, 100 — n Mu-
saprs ommenift o, 126,

Pravda, February 16, 19213,

68. Varieties of Carpatho-Rusyn written language from the press. (1) Vostok—Subcarpathian dialect using the Latin alphabet; (2) Russkij
viestnik—Subcarpathian dialect using the Cyrillic alphabet; (3) Karpatska Rus —Lemko dialect; (4) Pravda—attempt to write in Russian.
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CARPATHO-RUSYN IN THE CONTEXT
OF NEIGHBORING LANGUAGES AND DIALECTS

English
translation

Soon my sister
is getting married.
I can’t wait to see
her in her wedding
dress. All our family
and friends will be
in church and then
we will all go to the
wedding  reception.
Father says he will
dance with my sister
and mother and that
there will be enough
food, drink, and mu-
sic to last all though
the night. I only hope
the weather will be
nice.

SLOVAK

literary
standard

Sestra sa mi bude
zanedlho  vydavat’.
Nemozem sa dockat’,
az ju uvidim v sva-
dobnych Satach. Cela
rodinaa priateliabudu
v kostole a potom
pdjdeme na svadobntt
hostinu. Otec hovori,
7e bude tancovat’ s
mojou sestrou a ma-
mou, a ze bude dost’
jedla i pitia a hudba
bude vyhravat’ celt
noc. Duafam len, Ze
pocasie bude pekné.

East Slovak/Saris
dialect
(Presov)

Onedluho $e mi
budze S$estra vida-
vic. Uz $e nemozem
docekac, kedi ju uvi-
dim vof svadebnich
(veSelnich, braltovs-
kich) satoch (la-
choch). Cala rodzina
a parcel’e budu v
koscelé a potim pu-
jdzeme na svadebnu
hoscinu. Ocec (Apo)
hutori, ze budze tan-
covac z moju $estru i
z maceru a ze budze
dosc jedzena I pijatiki
a muzika budze hrac
calu noc. L’em zebi
chvil’a bula Sumna.

Sotak
(Humenné)

Sestra $4 mi budze
skoro odavac. Juz $&
nemozu docakac,soju
uvidzim u veseln™th
gatoch. S™ka rodzi-
na i pajtase budu v
koscel¢, a potym pu-
jdzeme na hoscinu.
Ocac povedaju, ze
v™ancuju moju Sestru
i mac, a ze jesc i pic
budze nadosc a muzi-
ka budze v™ravac
calu noc. L’am naj b™
¢as b™ dobr™

RUSSIAN

literary
standard

Moja sestra skoro
vychodit zamuz. Ne
mogu dozdat’sja,
kogda ja uvizu e€ v
podvenecnom plat’e.
Vsja sem’ja i1 nasi
druz’ja budut v cer-
kvi, a zatem my vse
pojdém na svadebnyj
uzin. Otec govorit,
¢to on budet tancevat’
s sestroj i materju i ¢to
budet dostato¢no edy,
napitkpov i muzyki
na vsju no¢. Ja tol’ko
nadejus’, ¢to pogoda
budet choroshaja.

CARPATHO-RUSYN

Presov Region
dialect
(Svidnik)

Sestra sja mi bude
neodovha v™lavaty.
Nemozu sja docekaty,
koly ju uvydzu vo
vesil’n™h $matoch.
Vi§™ka rodyna I pry-
jatele budut v cerkvi,
a potim pideme na
vesil’nu hostynu.
Naiio povidajut, Ze
budut tancovaty zo
sestrom i mamom, a
ze bude dost jisty i
pyty a muzyka bude
vyhravaty cilu nic.
L’em zeb™ chvil’a
b™a dobra.

Lemko Region
dialect
(Dukla)

Skoro moja sestra
bude sja v™avaty.
Ja ne mozu docekaty
vydity jej slubne
ubranja. Vsja rodyna
pryjdut’ do nasej
cerkvej a pak potomu
m™ usytk™ pideme
na hostynu. Otec hv-
aryt’, Ze vin iz sestrov
i mamov bude tancu-
vaty i Ze bude dosta
v§™koho jisty i pyty
i pohuljaty od vecera
az do rana. Ja tilko
zycu, Zzeb™bula dobra
pohoda.

Transcarpathian
dialect
(Mukacevo)

Skoro moja se-
stra bude sja ud-
davaty. Ja ne honna
docekaty vydity jeji
u molody¢niij odezi.
Usi naSi rody¢i taj
znamnyk™  prejdut’
do cerkvy a potiim
m™us™ki piideme na
hostynu. Otec kaze,
oS bude yhraty yz
mamov taj sestrov, o8
bude dosta isty j pyty
taj banda bude bavyty
do rana. Ja lem b™h
ljubyla ob™b™a kras-
na pohoda

UKRAINIAN

Galician
dialect
(Stanislaviv)

Skoro si  bude
viddavaty moja se-
stra. Ne mozu si
docykaty zobalyty ji
v §ljubnim ubranju.
Cila nasi familija
pryjde do cerkvy, a
potim na vesilje. Tato
kazut, zy budut hul-
jaty z mamov i ses-
trov i zy bude dosta
vs’oho jisty j pyty, a
muzyky hratymut do
samoho rani. Ja bym
ino chtila, by bula
fajna pohoda.

literary
standard

Nezabarom moja
sestra vychodyt’zamiz.
Ne mozu docekatysja,
koly pobacu jiji v
§ljubnomu odjazi. Vsja
nasa ridnja ta znajomi
pryjdut’ do cerkvy na
vin¢annja, a potim
na vesil’nu hostynu.
Bat’ko kaze, $¢o bude
tancjuvaty z mamoju j
sestroju, §¢o na vesilli
bude dosyt’ vsjakoji
ka hratyme do samoho
ranku. Ja duze chotila
b, §¢ob bula harna po-
hoda.

Carpatho-Rusyn, Ukrainian, and Russian are written in the Cyrillic alphabet. The texts have been transliterated for those who may read only in Latin
alphabet. For basic pronunciation: c=ts; ch=kh; j=y; ja=ya; fi=nye; § and §=sh; z=zh. The characteristic Carpatho-Rusyn (and Sotak) vowel ™is pronounced

like ea in the word earth.

The dialectal forms in columns 2 through 7 have been transcribed from native speakers from villages near the cities that are indicated in the parentheses.
Sotak is a transitional dialect between Slovak and Carpatho-Rusyn, and it traditionally spoken in several villages between Humenné and Snina (old

Zemplén county).




Dorchaya Marushka:

| guess ze ti dumala ze ya leave-
vovala svit jak ja nye pisala soon-
er. Ale ja bula taka busy sos holi-
days, i ja mala mali mishap zhe
ja neznala chi ja coming or going.

Tam tyi Thursday noch, ja bula
babysitting, everything ishlo O.K.,
yak ja noticesovala zhe baby chok-
vje. Ja dostala so excited, ja grabu-
vala babu, i turnovala kid upside
down, i trepem, i trepem, a ona
estche chokuje.

Ja po callovala doctors, on prish-
ol, i powil zati do hospitalya na
X-rayse. X-rays buli O.K., i ya vzala
jeh domy. Ja bula taka happy zhe
nich ne yest wrong, i na druhu ruku
taka mad zhe ona scareovala mene.

Ja learnovala taki lesson zhe nev-
er zabudem. Ja nihda budem watch-
ovati kidsy anymore. Moji babysitt-
ing days pishle het.

Budte zdorovi, Helena

69. Rusyn-English pidgeon language as used in an amusing article
from the Orthodox Herald.

dominated the early years of the newspapers Svit
(1894-present) and Pravda (1902-present), and more
recently appeared in the Cyrillic sections of Carpatho-
Russian Echoes/Karpatorusskije otzvuki (1983-89).
To these three categories of Carpatho-Rusyn
written language in the United States were added
standard literary Ukrainian (Karpats’ka zorja,
Vistnyk) and literary Russian (Pravoslavnaja Rus’,
Svobodnoe slovo Karpatskoj Rusi) used by post-
World War II immigrants of the Ukrainian or Russian
national orientations. But it is English which by far
has become the most important language. Today, very
few Carpatho-Rusyn immigrants or their descendants
speak a language other than English in their daily lives
and, with the exception of the Lemko Association
newspaper (Karpatska Rus’) and the now rare Rusyn
columns in a few other newspapers (Church Messenger,
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GCU Messenger), the group’s religious and secular
press is in English.

Even before English became the dominant linguistic
formin the late 1950s and 1960s, it infiltrated Carpatho-
Rusyn, so that both the spoken language as well as
all three forms of written language rapidly acquired
a high number of borrowings from English. This was
particularly the case for words related to industrial
and political situations not present in the old country
at the time of the immigrant’s departure. Among the
more commonly used linguistic borrowings were: bos
(boss), kara (car), majna (mine), burder (boarder),
and salun (saloon). English loanwords also quickly
entered everyday Carpatho-Rusyn speech—for
example, boysik (boy), stor (store), porc (porch), Susy
(shoes)—so that most first-generation immigrants and
their offspring (if they retained their original language
at all) spoke at best a kind of Rusyn-English hybrid.
Today, the middle and retirement age children of the
first immigrants may understand Carpatho-Rusyn,
but they are unable to speak very much. The third-,
fourth-, and fifth-generation descendants rarely know
any Rusyn at all.

In the past, a few immigrant writers tried to provide
some standards for their language. A grammar (1919)
and a reader (1919, 1935), both by Father Joseph
Hanulya, and three primers (bukvary) by Peter J.
Maczkov (1921), Dmitry Vislocky (1931), and Stefan
F. Telep (1938) all strove to provide “literary” forms
which could be used in schools and by editors in their
publications. In effect, each of these amateur linguists,
who knew well only their own Carpatho-Rusyn
dialect, tried to write in Russian, the result being
highly individual varieties of the Carpatho-Rusyn
variant of Russian. It is also interesting to note that,
with the exception of Telep, these same authors did not
try to write in Russian in their other publications, but
rather used the Subcarpathian (Hanulya, Maczkov) or
Lemko (Vislocky) Carpatho-Rusyn dialectal variants.
Since World War II, there have been a few attempts
to provide Carpatho-Rusyn texts for people who want
to relearn or learn for the first time the language of
their forefathers. The most recent of these are the
two English-Rusyn phrasebooks by Paul R. Magocsi,
Lets Speak Rusyn (Bisidujime po-rus’ky, 1976, 1978
and Hovorim po-rus’ky, 1979), based on the speech
of individual villages in the PreSov Region and in
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Subcarpathian Rus’.

In the end, spoken Carpatho-Rusyn has not
survived, because there have been few formal means
for preserving it. During the 1930s and 1940s, radio
stations in cities like New York, Pittsburgh, and
Cleveland offered short programs in Carpatho-Rusyn,
and until the early 1960s most priests still gave brief
homilies in the language, although the liturgy was
sung in Church Slavonic, a classical language that
functioned as Latin did until the 1960s in the Roman
Catholic Church. For nearly three decades until his
death in 1994, the “Byzantine Catholic Radio Bishop,”
John M. Bilock, used Carpatho-Rusyn in his homily
on weekly church services broadcast from Pittsburgh.
But today English is the predominant language in the
Byzantine Ruthenian Catholic and Orthodox churches,
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70. Title page of the first Grammar for American Rusyns
(Hrammatyka dlja amerykanskych rusynov) by Father Joseph
Hanulya.

except in some parishes where Church Slavonic may
still be used for the liturgy and in rare cases Rusyn for
homilies.

There were educational facilities in Carpatho-
Rusyn communities already during the last decade
of the nineteenth century. These were usually “ethnic
schools,” called the Rus’ka Skola (Rusyn school),
that began first in church basements and in some
cases later had their own buildings beside or near the
church. The early “schools” were actually classes held
after the public school day was over, and they were
staffed more often than not by church cantors, who,
because of their activity, popularly became known as
“professors.” By the 1940s, many of the after-public-
school-classes were discontinued, while churches
began to sponsor all-day parochial schools staffed, at
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71. Title page of a primer for American Lemkos, the Carpatho-
Russian Primer (Karpatorusskij bukvar’) by Vanja Hunjanka
(pseud. of Dmitry Vislocky).



72. St. John’s Greek Catholic School, Perth Amboy, New Jersey,
built 1921.

least in the Byzantine Ruthenian Church, by sisters
from the Order of St. Basil the Great. Although the
Rusyn religious tradition was still stressed, language
and other elements of the Old-World heritage were
dropped from the curriculum.

Even during the early decades, when Carpatho-
Rusyn language instruction was still offered, there were
never any adequate textbooks nor, as we have seen, a
clear decision as to what language should be taught—
Rusyn vernacular, Russian, or a transitional East
Slovak/Rusyn dialect. On the other hand, Carpatho-
Rusyn had (and in some cases still has) a functional
use in churches—whether in homilies, confessions, or
general pastoral work—so that new priests assigned to
older “ethnic” parishes are still expected to have some
linguistic knowledge in order to communicate with
the albeit ever-dwindiing numbers of first-generation
immigrants. Thus, since the 1950s, both the Byzantine
Ruthenian Catholic Seminary in Pittsburgh and the
Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Seminary in Johnstown,
Pennsylvania have from time to time offered instruction
in Carpatho-Rusyn, but this, too, has been largely
ineffectual because of the lack of suitable texts and the
restricted use of the language outside the classroom. For
the Orthodox seminary course, a “Carpatho-Russian”
text was prepared by Monsignor John Yurcisin, while
for the Byzantine Catholic seminary course—offered
during the mid-1970s in conjunction with Duquesne
University and renewed in the 1990s—a “Ruthenian”
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text was prepared by Father Athanasius Pekar. Neither
of these instructional manuals was ever published.
The Carpatho-Rusyn immigration has produced
a small corpus of belles-lettres. Short plays and
collections of poetry were the most popular literary
media. Plays describing village life in Europe or the
American experience were particularly important,
because they provided a repertoire for the adult and
children’s dramatic circles that before World War II
were found in most local parishes and fraternal lodges.
The most talented and prolific writer was Father Emilij
A. Kubek, who published numerous short stories,
poems, and the only novel produced in the Carpatho-
Rusyn immigration: Marko Soltys: roman iz Zit’ja
Podkarpatskoj Rusi (Marko Soltys: A Novel About
Life in Subcarpathian Rus’, 1923), 3 volumes. Three
other capable writers whose literary careers began in
Europe but who also published in the United States
were Dmitry Vislocky, author of short stories and plays
in the Lemko dialect about life in the immigration and
the homeland—V Ameryki (In America, 1932), Soltys
(1938), Petro Pavlyk (1937); the Russian-oriented
Dmitry Vergun—~Karpatorusskie otzvuki (Carpatho-
Russian Echoes, 1920); and the Ukrainian-language
lyric poet and Basilian monk, Sevastijan Sabol, who
wrote under the pseudonym Zoreslav—Z rannich

73. Father Emilij A. Kubek.
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74. Cast of the Berecka svad’ba (Bereg Wedding), performed in 1935 by the parishoners of the St. John the Baptist Church, Perth Amboy, New
Jersey.

vesen (From Early Spring, 1963).

The remaining belletrists were amateurs, whose
work had more sentimental, patriotic, and linguistic
significance than literary value. Among the more
popular writers were Peter P. Hatalak, Peter J. Maczkov,
Stefan F. Telep, and several priests: Sigmund Brinsky,
Valentine Gorzo, Orestes Koman, Ivan A. Ladizinsky,
Jurion Thegze, and Stefan Varzaly.

A few belletrists of second-generation Carpatho-
Rusyn background used autobiographical elements in
some of their English-language works. The most well-
known of these was the novelist and dramatist, Thomas
Bell, whose father came from the PreSov Region in
northeastern Slovakia. Several of Bell’s novels dealt
with the fate of Rusyn, Slovak, and other east-central
European immigrants during the Great Depression.
The best known of these was Out of This Furnace
(1941). The hardships of the 1930s also served as the
backdrop for the novel, Icon of Spring (1987) by Sonya
Jason, the daughter of immigrants from Subcarpathian

Rus’ who continues to incorporate Rusyn-American
themes in her writings.

More widely read than belles-lettres was the
large variety of polemical pamphlet literature. In a
community that was continually rent by religious,
political, and national controversy, it is not surprising
that attacks and counterattacks were often the “literary
order” of the day. And the environment was almost
always one in which subtlety and persuasion by nuance
were virtually unknown. Instead, blunt and aggressive
though in retrospect colorful titles often summed up
the “objective” and “truthful” arguments put forth by
the avid polemicists. Typical in this genre for religious
argumentation were pamphlets like: Where to Seek the
Truth (1894) by Father Alexis Toth; Whose Truth Is It?
That of the Catholics or Non-Catholics?! (1922) by
Father Joseph P. Hanulya; Why Am I a Greek Catholic
of the Orthodox Faith? (1939) by Father Peter J.
Molchany; or Should a Priest Be Married? (1942)
by Father Joseph Mihaly. The defense of “Rusynism”
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75. Title page of the novel Marko Soltys by Emilij A. Kubek.

through anti-Czechoslovak attacks was most evident
in Wilson's Principles in Czechoslovak Practice: The
Situation of the Czechoslovak People Under the Czech
Yoke (1929) by Michael Yuhasz, while Orthodox
Russophile denials of the very existence of Ukrainians
were summed up in The Biggest Lie of the Century—
‘the Ukraine’ (1952) and Highlights of Russian
History and the ‘Ukrainian’ Provocation (1955), both
by Father Peter G. Kohanik. Praise for the Soviet
Union by leftist activists in the Lemko Associaton was
best represented by Dmitry Vislocky, who under the
pseudonym Van’o Hunjanka wrote Pravda o Rossyy
(The Truth About Russia, 1935) and Shto treba znaty
Lemkam v Ameryki: (What Lemkos in America Need
to Know, 1962).

The largest percentage of Carpatho-Rusyn belles-
lettres, polemical articles, and more serious historical
and social commentaries did not come out as separate
titles, but rather appeared in the more than 60
newspapers and annual almanacs that have appeared
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since 1892 and have been published for the most part
by the community’s several churches and fraternal
organizations. There was even a large format, though
short-lived Rusyn-American literary monthly called
Niva (Yonkers, N.Y., 1916).

Many of the individual titles were put out before the
1950s by publishing houses such as the Greek Catholic
Union Typography (Homestead, Pennsylvania), the
Vostok and Vestal Publishing Company (Perth Amboy,
