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Magyars and Carpatho-Rusyns: 
On the Seventieth Anniversary of the Founding 

of Czechoslovakia 

PAUL ROBERT MAGOCSI 

Almost at the moment that Czechoslovakia came into existence seventy 
years ago, political observers were quick to point out that the new country 
was, in a sense, the former multinational Austro-Hungarian Empire rewrit 
small. Indeed, with the exception perhaps of Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia 
was the most ethnically complex country of Europe. The subject of this 
study is two of those peoples, the Magyars and Carpatho-Rusyns, in partic- 
ular their internal development and their relationship to Czechoslovakia 
from its establishment in 1918 to the present. 

Of Czechoslovakia's 13,600,000 inhabitants recorded in 1921, the 
Czechs, who numbered 6,747,000, made up barely half of the population 
(50.4 percent), the other half being divided into several nationalities: Ger- 
mans (23.4 percent), Slovaks (15 percent), Magyars (5.6 percent), 
Carpatho-Rusyns (3.5 percent), and others (Jews, Poles, Gypsies, together 
2.1 percent).1 The Magyars and Carpatho-Rusyns were to be found almost 
exclusively in the eastern provinces of the republic - in Slovakia and Sub- 
carpathian Rus'.2 

1 Vaclav L. Bene§, "Czechoslovak Democracy and its Problems, 1918-1920," in Victor S. 
Mamatey and Radomír Luza, eds. A History of the Czechoslovak Republic, 1918-1948 
(Princeton, N.J., 1973), p. 40. Here and elsewhere in the text, the figures have been rounded 
off to the nearest thousand and half percentage point. 

It should be noted that Czechoslovakia's official statistics before World War II did not dis- 
tinguish between Czechs and Slovaks, but provided only the rubric "Czechoslovak." The cal- 
culation for Czechs indicated here is based on the total number of "Czechoslovaks" living in 
Bohemia, Moravia, Silesia, and Subcarpathian Rus' (Ruthenia); the calculation for Slovaks 
reflects the total number of "Czechoslovaks" in Slovakia. As for Carpatho-Rusyns, the official 
rubrics used to describe them have varied: podkarpatorusky (Subcarpathian Rusyn), rusky 
(Russian/Rusyn), and since 1945 ukrajinsky (Ukrainian), rusky (Russian), rusinsky (Rusyn). 
The figures appearing here and elsewhere in this study reflect all of the above terms (two or 
more of which are sometimes indicated separately in one statistical source), although the group 
will be described throughout using the name Carpatho-Rusyn, which in other sources is some- 
times rendered as Ruthenian, Rusyn, Carpatho-Russian, or Carpatho-Ukrainian. 
1 As for other parts of the republic, the 1921 census recorded in Bohemia, Moravia, and 
Silesia only 6,100 Magyars and 3,300 Carpatho-Rusyns; the 1931 census recorded 11,600 
Magyars and 1 1,100 Carpatho-Rusyns. Bene§, "Czechoslovak Democracy," p. 40. 
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428 PAUL ROBERT MAGOCSI 

The 1921 percentages of Magyars and Carpatho-Rusyns were obviously 
larger in these eastern provinces than throughout the country as a whole. In 
Slovakia, Magyars numbered 637,000 and Carpatho-Rusyns 86,000- 
respectively 21.5 percent and 2.9 percent of the population in that province. 
In Subcarpathian Rus', the analogous figures were 373,000 (62.1 percent) 
Carpatho-Rusyns and 192,000 (17 percent) Magyars.3 In terms of geogra- 
phy, the two groups inhabited ethnically compact areas; the Magyars were 
found along the southern lowlands of Slovakia and Subcarpathian Rus', and 
the Carpatho-Rusyns in the foothills and mountainous terrain of Subcar- 

pathian Rus' and far northeastern Slovakia. 
At the outset of the period, these two groups numbered together nearly 

1,200,000 people (in 1921), or 8.9 percent of the total population of 
Czechoslovakia. Since 1945, as a result of border changes and assimilatory 
processes, the number of Magyars and Carpatho-Rusyns has been reduced 

by half (in 1980, 560,000 and 37,000, respectively), and together they 
comprise a mere 4.1 percent of the population of the country.4 Despite their 

relatively small numbers, both Magyars and Carpatho-Rusyns have, 
because of their strategic geographic location and their relationship to peo- 
ples of neighboring states, remained an issue of serious political concern 

throughout most of the seven decades of Czechoslovakia's existence. 
How and why did the Magyars and Carpatho-Rusyns come to be a part 

of the new state of Czechoslovakia? Since this is not the place to elaborate 
on the formation of the new Czechoslovak state, suffice it to say that its 
final form was justified by using historic and ethnographic arguments, 
despite the fact that these at times might seem contradictory. While the eth- 

nographic argument was used to justify the inclusion of Slovak-inhabited 
areas with Czech lands farther west, the solid Magyar-inhabited regions of 
what was to become southern Slovakia were demanded neither on historic 
nor ethnographic grounds but for strategic purposes: the Czechoslovak 

delegation to the Paris Peace Conference was convinced that a "border 

along the Danube was of utmost importance to the Czechoslovak republic," 
which, "to be more precise, must be a Danubian state."5 As for Carptho- 
Rusyn territory, this unexpected "gift to Czechoslovakia" came as a result 
of a request by immigrants from that area living in the United States, 
although Czech leaders were quick to point out that what was to become the 

3 Bene§, "Czechoslovak Democracy," p. 40. 
4 Ivan Bajcura, Cesta k internacionálnej jednote (Bratislava, 1982), p. 27. 
5 From the memorandum to the Paris Peace Conference submitted by Czechoslovakia's min- 
ister of foreign affairs, Edvard Bene§, cited in Ferdinand Peroutka, Budování státu, pt. 2: Rok 
1919 (Prague, 1934), pp. 1103-5. 
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MAGYARS AND CARPATHO-RUSYNS 429 

province of Subcarpathian Rus' (and was eventually to border on Romania) 
had strategic value as well. 

The history of the Magyars and Carpatho-Rusyns within Czechoslovakia 
can be said to fall into three periods: 1918-1938; 1938-1944; and 1945 to 
the present. Given the limitations of space, it is not possible to describe 

except in the most general terms the evolution of these two groups and to 

compare and contrast their development and status during these three 

periods. 

THE INTER WAR YEARS (1918-1938) 

During the first period, 1918-1938, there was in effect a basic difference in 
the legal status of the Magyars and Carpatho-Rusyns. The Magyars, for 
instance, were a national minority, in contrast to both the Czechs and Slo- 
vaks (more precisely "Czechoslovaks"), who were considered the state or 
dominant people of the country, and to the Carpatho-Rusyns who had a spe- 
cial status at least in the far eastern part of the republic. 

The minority status of the Magyars was made even more dubious 
because in the early years of the new republic their status as citizens of 
Czechoslovakia remained uncertain.6 Whereas the Treaty of Saint Germain 
(10 September 1919) granted "without the requirement of any formality" 
Czechoslovak citizenship to former Hungarian citizens of Slovakia and 

Subcarpathian Rus' who had possessed legal residence in a given commune 
(Heimatsrecht), a subsequent Czechoslovak constitutional law (9 April 
1920) specified that to obtain citizenship automatically, persons had to have 
had legal residence before 1910. As for those who did not have legal 
residence before that year, the Czechoslovak government reserved for itself 
the right to decide whether they were worthy of receiving citizenship. The 
practical result of this law was to encourage between 56,000 and 106,000 
Magyars (mostly former officials if the first figure is accepted; officials as 
well as laborers if the second is accepted) to emigrate southward to postwar 
Hungary. This left stateless for varying periods of time during the interwar 
years anywhere from 15,000 to 100,000 Magyars in the southern region of 
Slovakia and Subcarpathian Rus'.7 

In sharp contrast was the situation of the Carpatho-Rusyns. While they 
were not a state people like the "Czechoslovaks," they held a special status, 
spelled out as part of the postwar international peace agreements (Treaty of 

6 The complicated question of the status of the Magyars and the devastating effect stateless- 
ness had on individuals is discussed in C. A. Macartney, Hungary and Her Successors: The 
Treaty of Trianon and Its Consequences, 1919-1937 (Oxford, 1937), pp. 160-65. ' Macartney, Hungary and Her Successors, pp. 158 and 164. 
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430 PAUL ROBERT MAGOCSI 

Saint Germain, 10 September 1919) and then reiterated in the Czechoslovak 
constitution (29 February 1920): "the Ruthene territory south of the Car- 

pathians" would become "an autonomous unit" accorded "the fullest degree 
of self-government compatible with the unity of the Czecho-Slovak State."8 

Among the autonomous characteristics granted the territory that came to be 
known as Subcarpathian Rus' (Czech: Podkarpatská Rus) were its own 

diet, governor, and "equitable representation" in the Czechoslovak parlia- 
ment. 

Whereas it is true that the specific nature of that autonomy and even the 
boundaries of Subcarpathian Rus' were to become issues of controversy, 
the fact remains that Carpatho-Rusyn territory became part of Czechoslo- 
vakia precisely because it was inhabited by a group of Slavs who, by join- 
ing voluntarily the new republic, gained a special status that at least in their 
own province made them more like the "Czechoslovak" state nationality 
than the national minorities (Magyars, Jews, Germans, Gypsies, Romani- 

ans) living in their midst.9 

The Magyars, then, were classified as a national minority. In the Treaty 
of Saint Germain and again in its constitution, Czechoslovakia pledged that 
members of national minorities would be equal with other citizens before 
the law and have the right to schools in their native tongue. In actual prac- 
tice, as spelled out in the constitutional language law no. 122 (29 February 
1920), this meant that in judicial districts where at least 20 percent of the 

population comprised a linguistic minority, that minority was entitled to use 
its language to make submissions to the court and to receive replies. In 
those instances where the minority comprised at least 50 percent of the 

population, it was entitled to have all judicial proceedings conducted in the 

minority language. If a rural community had a minimum of 40 children 

(calculated on a three-year average) or a town 400 children, then that com- 

munity or town had the right to a school in the minority language.10 
For instance, with regard to the Magyars in Slovakia, by 1934 there were 

741 Magyar rural elementary schools (1,800 classes) accommodating 
91,500 pupils. This meant that 86.4 percent of the Magyar children in the 

republic received elementary education in their own language. The status 

8 Traité entre les Principales Puissances Alliés at Associées et la Tchécoslovaquie (Paris, 
1919), pp. 26-27; "Ústavní listina Ceskoslovenské republiky," in Sbirka zâkonû a nafízení 
státu ëeskoslovenského* pt. 26 (Prague, 1920), p. 256. 
9 On the particular status of Subcarpathian Rus' within Czechoslovakia, see Zdenëk PeSka, 
"Podkarpatská Rus," in Slovník vefejného prava ëeskoslovenského, vol. 3 (Prague, 1934), pp. 
107-15. 
10 Macartney, Hungary and Her Successors, pp. 1 54 - 55 and 1 65. 
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MAGYARS AND CARPATHO-RUS YNS 43 1 

of Magyar-language schools beyond the village was not as favorable. 
There were only 15 Magyar elementary schools in towns, so that only 31 

percent of Magyar pupils at that level received education in their own 

language. In addition to elementary schools, the Magyars had 5 gymnasia, 
1 teacher's college, and parallel classes in 2 more gymnasia and 1 teacher's 

college. Therefore, 72 percent of Magyar pupils at the secondary level 
attended schools in their own language. In contrast, there was a pro- 
nounced shortage of technical education in Magyar (2 agricultural schools, 
1 commercial academy, 1 trade school) and no Hungarian chairs at the 

university level.11 
The Magyars perceived their cultural status in Czechoslovakia, based on 

their educational opportunities, to be even worse than the above statistics 
would imply. By 1934 the number of Magyar elementary schools, which 
before the war numbered 2,200, had been reduced by two-thirds. Not only 
was university education in Magyar completely abolished, but for those 
Czechoslovak Magyars, who ventured (often with difficulty) to study in 

Hungary, their diplomas were not recognized when, and if, they returned 
home. Such perceptions of seeming cultural injustice added fuel to the 

Magyars' political discontent, which was often expressed in votes for par- 
ties whose representatives spoke out frequently about the shortcomings of 
Czechoslovakia's educational and cultural policy toward the Magyars.12 

Regardless of the reality or the perceptions of Czechoslovak policy, it 
must be stressed that there was a significant percentage of Magyars who 

simply could not conceive, being as they were geographically so close to 

Budapest, that they would one day be living in any country other than Hun- 

gary. Moreover, even though they were now under Czechoslovak rule, this 
was surely of a temporary nature until the borders were redrawn to include 
at the very least Magyar-inhabited villages and cities, if not all of Slovakia 
and Subcarpathian Rus' (the traditional Hungarian Highland - Felvidék) 
right up to the crest of the Carpathians. Such an attitude was summed up in 

1 1 The figures in this paragraph are drawn from Macartney, Hungary and Her Successors, pp. 
166-67. For greater detail, see Juraj Purgat, Od Trianonu po KoSice: k mad'arskej otázke v 
Ceskoslovensku (Bratislava, 1970), pp. 41-48. 
l¿ For a recent concise if often overstated review of Magyar discontent during the interwar 
years, see chapter 2 of Charles Wojatsek, From Trianon to the First Vienna Arbitral Award: 
The Hungarian Minority in the First Czechoslovak Republic. 1918-1938 (Montreal. 19811 do. 
31-44. There are, of course, a large number of contemporary anti-Czechoslovak tracts that 
emanated from Hungary during the interwar years, the most comprehensive of which is the 
Hungarian Revision League's Memorandum Concerning the Situation of the Hungarian 
Minority in Czechoslovakia (Budapest, 1934), as well as from sympathizers abroad, like the 
Swiss geographer, Aldo Dami, Les Nouveaux martyrs: destin des minorités (Paris, 1930), esp. 
pp. 145-208. 
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432 PAUL ROBERT MAGOCSI 

a speech to the Czechoslovak parliament within a week after its Magyar 
members had pledged their loyalty to the Czechoslovak republic. Address- 
ing the assembly - of course in Hungarian - the spokesman for the largest 
Magyar party at the time, Deputy Lajos Ekes-Körmendy of the Regional 
Christian Socialists, stated: 
We consider it necessary to inform world opinion that we were against our will for- 
cibly torn away from the Hungarian body; that we were torn from the most ideal 
thousand-year-old Hungarian state; and that our presence here [in the Czechoslovak 
parliament] should not be construed as a denial of the deeds done against [our] 
human rights, but rather as representing a living and solemn protest against the inhu- 
man and unjust decisions made concerning us, but without consulting us.13 

The obvious discontent with Czechoslovakia and the anticipation of 
some kind of future border revisionism was typical of all Magyar political 
parties in Slovakia and Subcarpathian Rus' during the interwar years. The 
most important of these were the National Christian Socialist party 
(Országos Keresztényszocialista part) and the Magyar National party 
(Magyar nemzeti part), which in 1936 joined together to form the United 
Magyar party (Egyesiilt magyar part) under the leadership of Count János 
Esterházy (1901-1957), Andor Jaross (1896-1946), and Géza Sziillõ 
(1873-1957). These purely oppositional Magyar parties garnered on an 
average nearly half the votes in each of the four parliamentary elections 
(1920, 1925, 1929, 1935), while the rest of the Magyar vote went to the 
progovernment Agrarian and Social Democratic parties or to the Commun- 
ist party, which was antigovernment until the signing of the Soviet- 
Czechoslovak pact in 1935. 14 

The relative strengths of these political parties provide perhaps some 
insight into the attitudes of the Magyar minority in interwar Czechoslo- 
vakia. Certainly the established elements of pre- World War I Hungarian 
society that remained in Czechoslovakia - the landowners, Catholic and 
Protestant clergymen (likely to be Magyarized Slovaks), Magyar and 
Magyarized Jewish lawyers, school teachers, and other petty intelligentsia 
and former civil servants - were to remain unreconciled to Czechoslovak 
rule. It was they who often formed the leadership of the Magyar parties. 

13 Cited in Purgat, Od Trianonu po KoSice, p. 68. 
14 For details on Magyar political parties in interwar Czechoslovakia, see Purgat, Od Tna- 
nonu po KoSice, pp. 60-126; E. Arato, Political Differentation in the Hungarian Population of 
Czechoslovakia in the Post-World War I Years (Budapest, 1975); and P. Komora, Mad'arské 
burzoazné strany na Slovensku (1919-1929) (Bratislava, 1970) (=Zbomik filozofickej fakulty 
university Komenského: Histórica). 
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The attitudes of the Magyar peasantry were more difficult to ascertain. 
First of all, the peasantry clearly made up the majority (65.4 percent) of the 

Magyar population, followed by industrial workers (16.9 percent), mer- 
chants and financiers (6.3 percent), and civil servants and professionals (3.8 
percent).15 At first glance, it would seem that a certain percentage of the 

peasantry was content with Czechoslovak rule. The land reform carried jout 
in the early 1920s helped to redistribute land more equitably (79.8 percent 
of the large landholdings had formerly belonged to Magyar landlords), even 

though the landless class did not always benefit from the reform. 
Even more important was the autarchic economic policy of the 

Czechoslovak government, which protected grain producers from poten- 
tially cheaper imported foodstuffs. The result was that the wheat-producing 
areas along the southern frontier inhabited primarily by Magyars were 

materially better off than before the war, and the peasants living there were 

certainly more prosperous than their fellow Magyars across the frontier in 

Hungary. Nonetheless, as C. A. Macartney observed during a visit to 
several Magyar peasant households in the 1930s, the sentiment he fre- 

quently encountered was the following: "We are better off under the 
Czechs than we should be in Hungary, but if a vote came, I should still 
choose for Hungary."16 Such attitudes were confirmed at the ballot box dur- 

ing the communal elections in June 1938, when Esterházy's United Magyar 
party received 58 percent of the vote in Magyar-inhabited regions, the 

highest any antigovernment party had received throughout the whole 
interwar period.17 

In contrast to the Magyar minority, which actively or passively awaited 
the day when it would no longer be part of Czechoslovakia, the Carpatho- 
Rusyns, who also demanded changes in their status and often voted for anti- 

government parties, did so not because they were bent on disrupting 
Czechoslovak political life but rather because they genuinely hoped to 

improve their own group's status within a Czechoslovak polity in which 

they planned to remain. Among their demands were: (1) a definition of the 
territorial extent of the province of Subcarpathian Rus'; and (2) implemen- 
tation of the autonomy guaranteed Carpatho-Rusyns at the Paris Peace 
Conference. 

15 Purgat, Od Trianonu po KoSice, p. 48. 
15 Cited in Macartney, Hungary and Her Successors, p. 1 83. 
17 See the table in Purgat, Od Trianonu po KoSice, p. 113. 
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With regard to territory, the original agreement reached in the United 
States between Tomá§ Masaryk and Carpatho-Rusyn immigrants (Scranton, 
Pennsylvania, 12 November 1918) and the declaration of Carpatho-Rusyn 
unity with Czechoslovakia proclaimed in the homeland (Uzhhorod, 8 May 
1919) spoke of nine historic counties as comprising an autonomous "Rusyn 
state," including at the very least and until the final Slovak-Rusyn border 
was drawn the northern portions of SpWSzepes, Saris/Sáros, and 

Zemplín/Zemplén counties west of the Uzh River. This principle was then 

seemingly enshrined in the Treaty of Saint Germain and the Czechoslovak 

constitution, which stated that all "Ruthene territory south of the Carpathi- 
ans" would become part of a single province that was to be granted auton- 

omy.18 
Certainly, at that time no one doubted that the northern portions of Spis, 

Saris, and Zemplin counties were inhabited by Carpatho-Rusyns. However, 
the peacemakers in Paris decided to fix the river Uzh as the western boun- 

dary of Subcarpathian Rus', and it was subsequently to be enshrined in the 
Czechoslovak constitution as the provisional boundary between the two 

provinces. Immediate protests lodged by Carpatho-Rusyn leaders in Paris 
were rebuffed by the Czechoslovak foreign minister Edvard Benes, who 

correctly stated that the Slovaks would never agree to changes, since they 
were already discontent at not having their own border moved even farther 
east to include the "Slovak city" of Uzhhorod. Finally, in 1928, when the 

republic was administratively reorganized into four provinces, the boundary 
between Subcarpathian Rus' and Slovakia was definitely fixed along a line 

slightly west of the Uzh River (more or less the present Soviet- 
Czechoslovak border). 

In effect, this meant that throughout the interwar period, Carpatho- 
Rusyns were to be administratively divided into two provinces: those living 
in the former counties of Uzh/Ung (only the part east of the Uzh River), 
Bereg, Marmarosh/Máramaros, and Ugocha/Ugocsa (numbering 372,000 in 

1921) were part of the theoretically autonomous Subcarpathian Rus'; those 

living west of the Uzh River in western Uzh, Zemplin, Saris, Spis, Abov, 
and Gemer counties (86,000 in 1921) were part of Slovakia. 

18 For details on the Carpatho-Rusyn- Czech negotiations in the United States and at Paris, 
as well as on developments in the homeland in late 1918-early 1919, see Paul Robert Magocsi, 
The Shaping of a National Identity: Subcarpathian Rus' , 1848-1948 (Cambridge, Mass., 
1978), pp. 76-102; and Ivan Vanat, Narysy novitn'oi istorii ukraintsiv Skhidnoi Slova- 
chchyny, vol. 1: 1918-1938 (Bratislava and Presov, 1979), pp. 46- 102. 
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Such administrative division also effected the status of these two groups. 
Carpatho-Rusyns in Subcarpathian Rus' were virtually the state nationality, 
whose language and cultural institutions were considered representative of 
the area. On the other hand, Carpatho-Rusyns in northeastern Slovakia 
were only a national minority, whose rights were guaranteed to the degree 
that they fulfilled the requirements of the other minorities living on "Slo- 
vak" territory. 

Left with at most only three-quarters of the Carpatho-Rusyn population 
in Czechoslovakia, the province of Subcarpathian Rus' and its political 
leadership was also unsuccessful in attaining its other demand - autonomy. 
Again, the Treaty of Saint Germain spoke specifically of the "fullest degree 
of self-government compatible with the unity of the Czecho-Slovak 
State."19 However, the question of the degree of that autonomy was to be 
decided by the central government in Prague. 

Carpatho-Rusyn expectations regarding self-rule had been established 

during the initial negotiations in the United States between Masaryk and the 

Carpatho-Rusyn-American immigrant spokesman, Gregory Zhatkovych, in 
late 1918 and again at the act of union carried out in Uzhhorod in May 
1919. There, and subsequently in Prague, when Subcarpathian leaders met 
with then President Masaryk, clear reference was made to "the Rusyns who 
will form an independent state in the Czecho-Slovako-Rus' Republic."20 
Great stress was put on the fact that "in all administrative and internal 
matters the Ugro-Russian state will be independent."21 The American 
citizen Zhatkovych, who formulated most of the demands, obviously 
assumed that Subcarpathian Rus' would be comparable to a state in the 
United States. Czechoslovak reality, however, was to be far from such 

self-governing expectations. 
The Treaty of Saint Germain and the Czechoslovak constitution both 

called for a governor and diet for Subcarpathian Rus'. However, the diet 
was never convoked, and although a Carpatho-Rusyn governor held office, 
his authority was virtually non-existent, since a Czech-appointed vice- 

governor representing the Prague government was in charge of the provin- 
cial administration. As a result, the honeymoon between Carpatho-Rusyn 
political leaders and the new state of Czechoslovakia dissipated rather 
quickly. Already in March 1921, the first governor of the province, the 

Carpatho-Rusyn-American Gregory Zhatkovych, resigned in protest over 

19 Traité entre les Principales Puissances, p. 27. 
20 Protocol of the Central Rusyn National Council in Uzhhorod, 16 May 1919 session, cited 
in Magocsi, Shaping of a National Identity, p. 99. 
21 Magocsi, Shaping of a National Identity, p. 99. 
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the border and autonomy issues and returned to the United States.22 

Although another governor was appointed in 1923, Prague continued its 

tight control over the province, which it hoped to integrate politically even 
further with the rest of the country. Therefore, in 1928, when a new admin- 
istrative structure was created for Czechoslovakia, Subcarpathian Rus' 
received instead of an autonomous diet a twenty-four-member provincial 
assembly (one-third of whose members were appointed), to be headed by 
the Czech vice-governor, whose title was now changed to that of president 
of the renamed Subcarpathian Rusyn Land (Zemë Podkarpatoruská). While 
there was still a Subcarpathian governor, his largely ceremonial functions 

were, as critics were quick to comment, appropriately carried out from an 
office located in the building of the city museum. 

Because of the uncertain political atmosphere in Subcarpathian Rus' dur- 

ing the first few years of Czechoslovak rule (the unresolved provincial 
borders, the yet-to-be convened diet, the presence of Romanian troops 
occupying nearly half the province until June 1920), Carpatho-Rusyns did 
not participate in the parliamentary elections of 1921. When the Prague 
government finally thought the province was ready to participate in such 
elections in 1924, the result was a rude shock. Sixty percent of the votes 
cast were for government opposition parties, the Subcarpathian Commun- 
ists alone receiving 39.4 percent of the vote. The following year, in elec- 
tions to the second parliament (1925), the results were not much better, with 
54 percent of the vote going to opposition parties.23 

Whereas discontent with unfulfilled autonomy and the border question 
were issues that motivated part of the antigovernment vote, popular discon- 
tent was primarily related to economic concerns. There was no industry in 

Subcarpathian Rus', and as high as 74.5 percent of the Carpatho-Rusyn 
population (1930) was engaged in small-scale agriculture or forestry work. 
Even after the land reform of the 1920s, Carpatho-Rusyn peasants (of 
whom 75 percent had holdings of less than 5 hectares) were at best only 
able to eke out a subsistence-level existence on their tiny and often unpro- 

22 The governor's disillusionment with Czechoslovak rule was spelled out in Gregory I. 
Zatkoviö, Otkrytie-Exposé byvSeho gubernatora Podkarpatskoj Rusi, o Podkarpatskoj Rusi, 
2nd ed. (Homestead, Penn., 1921); and then later elaborated upon in several protests by 
Carpatho-Rusyn-American leaders, the most extensive by Michael Yuhasz, Sr., Wilson's Prin- 
ciples in Czechoslovak Practice: The Situation of the Carpatho-Russian People under the 
Czech Yoke (Homestead, Perm., 1929). For details on the legal relationship of Subcarpathian 
Rus' to the rest of Czechoslovakia during the interwar years, see Hans Ballreich, Karpathen- 
russland: Ein Kapitel tschechischen Nationalitätenrechts und tschechischer Nationalitäten- 
politik (Heidelberg, 1938), esp. pp. 19-82. 
23 Magocsi, Shaping of a National Identity, p. 206. 
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ductive mountainous plots.24 Before World War I, economic catastrophe 
had been avoided by the possibilities of seasonal work on the fertile Hun- 

garian plain or permanent emigration abroad, mostly to the northeast United 
States. Now, in the postwar circumstances of Czechoslovakia, the new 
border with Hungary cut off the option of summer work nearby, while 
United States restrictions on immigration (1921, 1924) effectively elim- 
inated the American safety valve. 

Such harsh economic reality boosted the popularity of the Subcarpathian 
Communist party, which called for a total transformation of society, and the 
fortunes of other opposition parties (Carpatho-Rusyn Agricultural Auto- 
nomist Union and Magyar parties) that played on both economic and politi- 
cal discontent. The result was consistent electoral losses for the progovern- 
ment Czechoslovak parties. The only exception to this pattern was the par- 
liamentary elections of 1929. The partial relief from the land reform and 
the enormous governmental investments in communication, transportation, 
economic development, and education, combined with a concerted effort 

during the electoral campaign, led to a slight majority of 54 percent for pro- 
government parties in the Subcarpathian vote. However, the effects of the 
world economic depression and the worsening status of the Carpatho-Rusyn 
peasantry in the early 1930s resulted in the most serious electoral condem- 
nation of Czechoslovak rule. As high as 63 percent of the Subcarpathian 
electorate voted for opposition parties in the 1935 parliamentary elections.25 

Another cause of discontent was in the area of local culture, in what 
came to be known as the nationality question. From the very outset, when 

Subcarpathian Rus' was still under military rule (1919-1920), the popular 
(lidovy ) or Carpatho-Rusyn (rusinsky ) language was designated for use in 
schools and, after 1926, for use as the official language (together with 
Czech) in the courts, the administration, and in other official activities. In 
this regard, the Czechoslovak authorities genuinely wished to allow 

Carpatho-Rusyns to develop their own language and culture.26 
However, no one in either the Czechoslovak governing circles or among 

the Subcarpathian leaders was certain just what the local language was - a 
dialect of Ukrainian, a dialect of Russian, or a distinct Slavic language. 
Arguments and counterarguments for each position were put forth, so that 
before long the language question was transformed into a nationality 

24 Macartney, Hungary and Her Successors, pp. 235 - 36. 
¿:> Magocsi, Shaping of a National Identity, pp. 207 - 9 and 224 - 25 . 
*" Magocsi, ònaping of a national Identity, pp. 130-38; Feska, Todkarpatská Rus, pp. 
114-15; and George Y. Shevelov, "The Language Question in the Ukraine in the Twentieth 
Century (1900- 1941)," Harvard Ukrainian Studies 1 1, no. 1/2 (June 1987): 196-208. 
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question: Was the local population Ukrainian, Russian, or a distinct 

Carpatho-Rusyn nationality? What would each of these positions mean for 
the territorial integrity of Czechoslovakia? And, therefore, which orienta- 
tion should the Prague government support? 

The Czechoslovak government's position regarding the Subcarpathian 
nationality question was never really consistent. Initially, until about 1923, 
Prague supported the Ukrainian orientation, then (until the early 1930s) the 
Russian orientation, and finally (by the mid- 1930s) the local Carpatho- 
Rusyn orientation. These changes in Czechoslovak policy were not only 
the result of political developments in Subcarpathian Rus'; they also 
reflected the increasing awareness among Czechoslovak leaders of the stra- 

tegic importance of the province for the country's foreign policy. However, 
the government's frequent shifts in cultural policy alienated the local 

spokesmen for each of Subcarpathia's three national orientations.27 
Besides the discontent caused by the Czechoslovak government's chang- 

ing attitudes on the Subcarpathian language and nationality questions, 
another cause for increasing concern was the status of an entirely new 

minority that made its appearance among the Carpatho-Rusyns, namely, the 
Czechs. Whereas there were no Czechs in Subcarpathian Rus' before 1919, 
within two decades they numbered more than 35,000. The Czechs formed a 
virtual army of local and provincial civil servants who, together with their 

families, descended on the province. Not only did they take jobs away from 

potential Carpatho-Rusyn candidates, they also took advantage of the law 
on schools for national minorities (40 students in villages, 400 in towns). 
By 1936 the number of Czech-language schools - attended as well by many 
local Jews - increased from 0 to 204 (177 elementary, 23 municipal; 3 gym- 
nasia, 1 teacher's college).28 

It would be an error, however, to overstate the level of Subcarpathian 
discontent with Czechoslovakia during the first republic. The criticism 
directed by Carpatho-Rusyn politicians and commentators was perhaps 
more a reflection of the success of the democratic process at work than it 
was an indication that some fundamental change, such as opting out of 
Czechoslovakia, was a desired alternative. In fact, subsequent events were 
to prove the basic loyalty of most Carpatho-Rusyns toward the Czechoslo- 
vak republic. 

27 Magocsi, Shaping of a National Identity, pp. 202 - 33 passim. 
28 For details on the relative presence of Czechs, Carpatho-Rusyns, and other minorities in 
the Subcarpathian administration, see Macartney, Hungary and Her Successors, pp. 224-28. 
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THE MUNICH CRISIS AND THE WAR YEARS (1938-1944) 

The international political crisis of 1938 that began with Hitler's demands 
for border revisions in order to rectify the problem of the Volksdeutsche - 

Germans living outside the Third Reich - culminated on 28 September 
1938 with the signing by Germany, Italy, Great Britain, and France of the 
Munich Pact. This agreement had a profound impact not only upon Ger- 
mans living within Czechoslovakia but also upon the status of Magyars and 

Carpatho-Rusyns. In fact, an annex to the Munich Pact, together with a 
declaration signed the same day, specified that the problems of the Magyar 
and Polish minorities were to be resolved within three months by 
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Poland or a new conference of the four 
Munich signatories would be held to resolve this issue.29 

Encouraged by the Munich declaration, the Hungarian government, 
whose interwar rhetoric was based continually on calls for border revision- 
ism, now saw its chance. Backed especially by Italy, Budapest was able to 
force Czechoslovakia to the bargaining table, a process that lasted with 

interruptions throughout the month of October. For their part, United 

Magyar party activists in Czechoslovakia, János Esterházy and Géza 
Szülló, established a Magyar National Council which openly demanded the 
"reunification" of a large part of Slovakia with Hungary.30 

The Budapest government heightened political tension by partially 
mobilizing its army and by allowing irredentist bands to infiltrate the border 
into southern Slovakia and Subcarpathian Rus'. Finally, both Czechoslo- 
vakia and Hungary agreed to arbitration, which resulted in the so-called 
Vienna Award of 2 November 1938. Slovakia and Subcarpathian Rus' 

together lost to Hungary 4,500 square kilometers and 972,000 inhabitants, 
including the important regional centers of Kosice and Uzhhorod. The vast 

majority of Czechoslovakia's Magyars now found themselves once again 
within the borders of Hungary.31 While it is true that 66,000 Magyars were 
left within Slovakia (2.5 percent of the total population), for all intents and 

purposes the Magyar question within Czechoslovakia ceased to exist for the 
duration of the war. 

29 The text of the Munich Pact and its annexes is reproduced in Wojatsek, From Trianon, pp. 
205-6. 
30 For details on the Czechoslovak-Hungarian negotiations and the activity of 
Czechoslovakia's Magyars, see Wojatsek, From Trianon, pp. 151-70; and Lorant Tilkovszky, 
Jumé Slovensko v rokoch 1938-1945 (Bratislava, 1972), pp. 27-40. 
3 l Tilkovszky, Juîné Slovensko, pp. 48 - 8 1 ; and Theodore Prochazka, "The Second Republic, 
1938-1939," in Mamatey and Luza, History, pp. 258-59. 
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With the transformation of Czechoslovakia into a federative republic fol- 

lowing the Munich Pact, Subcarpathian Rus' finally was able to obtain its 

long promised autonomy. This was achieved through orderly negotiations 
between Carpatho-Rusyn parliamentary leaders and the government of the 
second, now federated, Czecho-Slovak republic. While it is true that the 
first autonomous government of Subcarpathian Rus', convened in October 
1938, was initially dominated by individuals (Andrei Brodii and Stepan 
Fentsyk) who worked for reunion with Hungary, it was replaced on October 
26 by a new government headed by the local Ukrainian-oriented activist, 
the Reverend Avhustyn Voloshyn (1874- 1945).32 

Like neighboring autonomous Slovakia, Subcarpathian Rus' faced the 
loss of its southern Magyar-inhabited regions (including the province's cap- 
ital of Uzhhorod and its second largest city, Mukachevo), which were 
returned to Hungary by the Vienna Award of November 2. However, 
Carpatho-Rusyns now formed a larger percentage of the population (78 per- 
cent as opposed to the previous 63 percent), and the policy of the Voloshyn 
government reflected in large measure the basic pro-Czechoslovak orienta- 
tion of the province's increased Slavic majority. Even though it had taken 
the international crisis at Munich to force Prague to grant autonomy to 

Carpatho-Rusyns, the Subcarpathian or, as it was soon renamed, 
Carpatho-Ukrainian autonomous government genuinely hoped to work on 
an equal basis with the Czechs and Slovaks in the truncated but federated 
second republic, a structure which more closely fitted earlier Carpatho- 
Rusyn expectations of what the first republic was supposed to have been 
like when it was created two decades before. 

Whereas there may have been talk in German circles of making little 

Carpatho-Ukraine a piedmont for a future anti-Soviet Ukrainian state, and 
whereas local Ukrainian-oriented leaders (with help from refugees from 

neighboring Polish-controlled Galicia) may have been dreaming of their 

Subcarpathian homeland as part of an independent Ukrainian state that 
included land beyond the Carpathians, the local Subcarpathian population 
was for the most part oblivious to such schemes. It was with this in mind 
that the Voloshyn government prepared for elections to the province's first 
diet (soim) in February 1939. Despite the fact that there was only one party 
on the ticket, the autonomous government argued that the vote would be a 
kind of plebiscite whereby a positive result would not only indicate support 
for the present Carpatho-Ukrainian government but also support for the 

32 For details on the Subcarpathian/ Carpatho-Ukrainian autonomous period, see Peter G. 

Stercho, Diplomacy of Double Morality: Europe's Crossroads in Carpatho-Ukraine, 
1919-1939 (New York, 1971), esp. pp. 107-44 and 226-83. 
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federative alliance with Czechs and Slovaks. It was this pro-Czecho-Slovak 
frame of reference that helped to produce an overwhelming majority 
(245,000 to 18,000) for the Ukrainian ballot.33 

However, the Czecho-Slovak federative solution was doomed because of 
decisions made by Hitler in Berlin. In contrast to his treatment of the Slo- 
vaks, who were given the choice to declare their independence or be 
annexed by Hungary, Hitler gave no options to the Carpatho-Ukrainian 
government. Hungary was simply given the green light to march into 
Carpatho-Ukraine. Without any help from the Czechoslovak army sta- 
tioned in the province, a local militia known as the Carpathian Sich, backed 
by the hasty but symbolic declaration of the independence of Carpatho- 
Ukraine on 15 March 1939, fought for three days against the invaders until 
they were entirely overwhelmed.34 

For all intents and purposes, 15 March 1939 ended Subcarpathia's rela- 
tionship with Czecho-Slovakia, which itself had ceased to exist. The 
Carpatho-Rusyn minority west of the Uzh River that numbered about 
91,000 was to remain under the rule of what became a semi-independent 
Slovak state allied with Nazi Germany, although, as a result of subsequent 
border adjustments with Hungary (April 1939), their number was reduced 
to about 70,000. 

In their new political circumstances within a Slovak state, the Carpatho- 
Rusyn minority became the object of suspicion because in the months after 
the Munich Pact their leaders had campaigned hard for unification with 
autonomous Subcarpathian Rus'. Now they were governed by a Slovak 
clerical-fascist version of national socialism, whose representatives strove 
to Slovakize all aspects of their territorially reduced country. Prewar 
Carpatho-Rusyn political organizations and publications were banned, and, 
although the school system was allowed to function under the leadership of 
the Greek Catholic Church, Slovak administrators, especially at the local 
level, began to emphasize that minority rights were unnecessary because, as 
was said, "the so-called Rusyn people in the Carpathian Basin are by origin 
and character Slovak."35 

33 Stercho, Diplomacy of Double Morality, pp. 144-53; Magocsi, Shaping of a National 
Identity, pp. 243-44. 
34 Stercho, Diplomacy of Double Morality, pp. 284 - 389. 
•" From an extensive 1943 report by the wartime head of the East Slovak district, later pub- 
lished as Andrej Dudás' Rusínska otázka ajej úzadie (Buenos Aires, 1971), p. 25. For further 
details, see Paul R. Magocsi, "Rusyns and the Slovak State," Slovakia (West Paterson, N.J.) 29 
(1980-81): 39-44; and Vanat, Narysy, vol. 2: Veresen' 1938 r.-liutyi 1948 r. (1985), pp. 
17-191. 
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FROM 1945 TO THE PRESENT 

With the reestablishment of Czechoslovakia at the close of World War II, 
the legal status of the Magyar and Carpatho-Rusyn minorities within the 
reduced boundaries of the renewed state differed substantially. Yet today, 
after more than four decades since the end of the war, it is ironic to note 
that the situation of the minority that had the most difficulty in Slovakia - 

the Magyars - is in many ways substantially better than that of the 

Carpatho-Rusyns, who were ostensibly in a favorable position because of 
their loyalty to Czechoslovakia on the eve of and during World War II. 

When hostilities ended on Czechoslovak soil in the spring of 1945 and 
the country was, with the exception of Subcarpathian Rus', reconstituted 

according to its pre-Munich boundaries, the Magyars of Slovakia were 
viewed in much the same way as the Sudeten Germans of Bohemia and 
Moravia. In short, the Magyars, like the Germans, were held collectively 
responsible for the destruction of Czechoslovakia in 1938-1939, and it was 
felt that they should be expelled en masse from the country. While forced 

expulsion had not necessarily been the position of Czech and Slovak politi- 
cians in exile during the war, by early 1945 the Czechoslovak government- 
in-exile in London, the Slovak National Council (Slovenská Narodná Rada) 
in the homeland, and the Moscow leadership of the increasingly influential 
Czechoslovak Communist party all agreed on this solution.36 

As a result, when the new Czechoslovak government was set up in 

Kosice, its first program, dated 5 April 1945, included the following sweep- 
ing policy. Those Germans and Magyars who had fought actively against 
nazism and fascism would retain full rights as Czechoslovak citizens, but 
the remainder described as "other" - which effectively represented the vast 

majority - were to be dealt with under the following provision: 

Czechoslovak citizenship of other Czechoslovak citizens of German or Magyar 
nationality will be cancelled. Although they may again opt for Czechoslovakia, 
public authorities will retain the right of individual decision in the case of each 
application. Those Germans and Magyars who will have been prosecuted and con- 
demned for a crime against the Republic and the Czech and Slovak people, will be 
declared to have forfeited their Czechoslovak citizenship and, unless they are under 
sentence of death, will be expelled from the Republic forever.37 

36 On the complicated evolution of the policy of Czechoslovak leaders in exile toward the 

Magyar minority question, see Purgai, Od Trianonu pò KoSice, pp. 256-93; and Kálmán Ja- 
nics, Czechoslovak Policy and the Hungarian Minority, 1945-1948, English-language adapta- 
tion by Stephen Borsody (New York, 1982), pp. 51 - 100. 
37 Cited in Ludvik Nëmec, "Solution of the Minorities Problem," in Mamatey and Luza, His- 

tory, p. 417. 
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The expulsion of the Magyar minority as envisaged by the Kosice program 
was reaffirmed one year later (11 April 1946) by all the political parties in 
Czechoslovakia's National Front, which at the same time instituted another 

principle: that henceforth Czechoslovakia was to be a national state of 
Czechs and Slovaks only. 

The announcement of Czechoslovak policy vis-à-vis the Magyars led in 
1946 and 1947 to protracted negotiations initiated by Hungary, which 

attempted to block expulsion. The subject was also discussed at the Paris 
Peace Conference, whose treaties signed in February 1947 regulating the 
end of the war did not accept Czechoslovakia's desire for the expulsion of 
its Magyars.38 

Despite such intervention, the practical result for the Magyar minority 
was hardly enviable. Those Magyars, the so-called anyás (literally, those 

pampered and tied to the motherland's apron strings), who had arrived in 
southern Slovakia with the Hungarian occupation forces after 2 November 
1938, were expelled immediately. By 1 July 1945, this category included 

32,000 people. These, together with other volunteers, totaled about 92,000 
Magyars who by 1947 left for the Hungarian motherland. Another 23,000 
Magyars were arrested on charges of collaboration (an accusation which 
included persons who committed serious crimes as well as those who may 
have done little more than publish a Magyar-language article during the 

war). Added to these were 73,000 Magyars who, on the basis of a 

Hungarian-Czechoslovak accord, emigrated to Hungary in 1947-1948 in 
return for an equal number of Slovaks who immigrated to Czechoslovakia. 

Finally, after the Czechoslovak desire for total expulsion was rejected at the 
Paris Peace Conference, the Czechoslovak government under the provisions 
of the "mobilization of manpower act" forced 42,000 Magyars to leave 
southern Slovakia between November 1947 and February 1948 to work in 
the depopulated Sudeten borderland regions.39 

By 1948, therefore, as many as 206,000 Magyars had left southern Slo- 
vakia (forcibly, voluntarily, or on an exchange basis). Based on an 
estimated 600,000 Magyars living in Slovakia at the end of the war, there 
were still about 400,000 left. Although the remaining Magyars were 

stripped of their citizenship, Czechoslovakia was blocked by international 
accord from its desire to expel them. 

38 It was the United States delegation, later joined by Great Britain, which argued against 
including in the treaty any clause calling for the forcible removal of the Magyars from 
Czechoslovakia. The Soviet delegation supported Czechoslovakia's call for expulsion. Janics, 
Czechoslovak Policy, pp. 1 28 - 5 1 . 
39 Nëmec, "Solution," pp. 422-25; Janics, Czechoslovak Policy, pp. 152-90; and Juraj 
Zvara, Mad ar ská mentina na Slovensku pò roku 1945 (Bratislava, 1969), pp. 56-73. 
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Another solution was to Slovakize or, as was said at the time, "re- 
Slovakize" a population which ostensibly represented a considerable 
number of originally Slovak persons who themselves or whose parents had 

forcibly been Magyarized during the late nineteenth century. The policy, 
which was initiated by the government in June 1946, was based on the fol- 

lowing principle: 
Under the name of re-Slovakization it is necessary to understand the effort of the 
Slovak nation to get back that which was originally ours. . . .We are undertaking a 
program in which each person who feels him or herself of Slovak origin will have 
the possibility to choose voluntarily whether to become a Slovak with all its implica- 
tions or to share the fate of a people without legal citizenship.40 

Given the unenviable choice between becoming a Slovak and remaining 
stateless, it is not surprising that by December 1947 as many as 200,000 

Magyars declared they were Slovak. The result was that by 1948, only 
190,000 people in Slovakia claimed they were of Magyar nationality.41 

Not only were these remaining 190,000 Magyars deprived of their 

citizenship, they were also deprived of cultural institutions. Angered by the 
decision of the Paris Peace Conference in not allowing Czechoslovakia to 

expel its Magyar minority, the minister of foreign affairs, Jan Masaryk, 
declared toward the end of the diplomatic negotiations that "Czechoslo- 
vakia would not adopt any statute on minorities, and that children of 
citizens of Magyar nationality who remained in Czechoslovakia will have 
to attend Slovak schools."42 In fact, until 1948 there were no Magyar 
schools in Czechoslovakia, only 154 Magyar classes in Slovak schools 
attended by 5,400 students. Until 1948, there were also no Magyar newspa- 
pers, journals, or cultural organizations of any kind in Czechoslovakia.43 

Following the Communist accession to power in February 1948, the 
situation of the Magyars gradually improved. It should be remembered 

that, until 1948, the Communists did agree with their otherwise bitter politi- 
cal enemies on one thing - the desirability of expelling the Magyars. How- 

ever, by the time the Communists came to power, international accords had 
blocked the expulsion solution and the success of the re-Slovakization pro- 
gram (which Slovak Communist leaders had supported) had already 
reduced the size of the Magyar problem. Moreover, Marxist-Leninist pol- 
icy frowned on national discrimination, which seemed particularly inap- 
propriate when directed against a group that had traditionally provided a 

significant number of Czechoslovak Communist party leaders as well as 

40 Cited in Zvara, Mad'arská mentina, p. 68. 
41 Zvara, Mad'arská mentina, pp. 88 - 89. 
42 From a speech delivered in October 1946, cited in Zvara, Mad'arská mentina, p. 63. 
43 Zvara, Mad'arská mentina, p. 150. 
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rank-and-file members. Finally, neighboring Hungary was by then ruled by 
a Communist regime, and it would be inappropriate within the new postwar 
Soviet sphere of Eastern Europe to treat harshly a national group whose cul- 
tural homeland was now a brotherly Communist country. 

All of these factors contributed to a change in Communist Czechoslo- 
vakia's policy toward its Magyars, although it is important to note that in 
the country's new socialist-oriented constitution of 9 May 1948 nothing was 
said and no provisions were made regarding national minorities. And, 
while the new Communist leadership condemned nationalist extremism, it 
did not oppose the policy of "re-Slovakization." In fact, Magyars were not 
mentioned as a group warranting any kind of protection until 1956, when a 
constitutional law indicated that the Slovak National Council had the task 
"to guarantee in the spirit of equality favorable conditions for the economic 
and cultural life of citizens of Magyar and Ukrainian nationality."44 

In the interim, however, certain steps were taken to improve the status of 
the country's Magyars. In the fall of 1948, Czechoslovakian citizenship 
was restored to the Magyars, and those who had settled in the Sudetenland 
were allowed to return to southern Slovakia. One year later, Magyar ele- 
mentary schools were again permitted to operate, leading to a restoration of 
the educational system that by the 1963/1964 school year saw 611 Magyar- 
language schools with 3,064 classes and 88,000 students.45 By 1965, 
twenty-one Magyar-language newspapers and journals were appearing in a 
total printing of 295,000 copies and included the weekly and then daily Új 
Szó (New Word; 1948 -present), the weekly A Hét (The Week; 
1965 -present), and the important literary and cultural quarterly and then 
monthly, Irodalmi Szemle (Literary Review; 1958 -present). Book produc- 
tion (not including school texts and translations) averaged about seven titles 
a year, so that between 1949 and 1965, 117 original Magyar-language 
works (in a total printing of 643,000) appeared in Czechoslovakia. The 
existence of such publications made possible the development of a regional 
Magyar-language literature, for which the most important representatives 
were Tibor Bábi (b. 1925), Oliver Rácz (b. 1918), Viktor Egri 
(1898-1982), Bela Szabó (1906-1980), and most especially Zoltán Fabry 
(1897-1970). Other cultural developments begun after 1948 included a 
Magyar-language radio program (1,287 hours by 1965), the establishment 

44 From a constitutional law dated 31 July 1956, cited in Zvara, Mad 'ar ská mentina, p. 104. 
45 See the statistical table in Zvara, Mad'arská mentina, p. 152. 
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of amateur folk ensembles (600) and theaters (300), and a regional theater 
in Komárno that opened in 1952.46 

The most important cultural organization created was Csemadok, the 

acronym for Czehszlovakiai Magyar Dolgozak Kulturegyesiilete (The Cul- 
tural Union of Hungarian Workers in Czechoslovakia). It began function- 

ing in March 1949 from its headquarters in Bratislava and branches 

throughout Magyar-inhabited towns and villages. Its goal was to coordinate 
and promote all aspects of Magyar cultural development in Czechoslovakia, 
not only among members of the group but also, in a spirit of international 
and socialist brotherhood, among fellow Czech and Slovak citizens. The 
Csemadok Society was in particular called upon to fight against any rem- 
nants of "chauvinism, revisionism, and national extremism" among 
Czechoslovakia's Magyars.47 In 1951, Csemadok was reorganized so that it 
could become a part of the Slovak National Front. 

Because of the organization's close links to the Czechoslovak govern- 
ment during the height of the Stalinist 1950s, many Magyars considered 
Csemadok members "traitors," calling them "state" or "Czechified 

Magyars."48 However, by 1968, with the movement for reform that accom- 

panied the Prague Spring in Czechoslovakia, Csemadok, still under its first 

chairman, Julius Lorincz (b. 1910), stood in the forefront demanding 
improvements in the status of Magyars.49 In March, even before the call of 
the Czechoslovak Communist party's Action Program (5 April 1968) to 

"strengthen the unity, integration, and national individuality of all nationali- 

ties,"50 Csemadok issued a resolution based on the concept that 
Czechoslovakia's national minorities should henceforth be treated not only 
as individuals but as corporate entities. As such, they should be entitled to 

group autonomy, which in the case of Magyars should be instituted through 
the creation of predominantly Magyar districts (okresy), a separate Magyar 
representative body to speak on behalf of these districts, and a Slovak 

government ministry staffed by Magyar officials to deal with the Magyar 
minority. 

46 These figures and further details may be found in Zvara, Mad' ar ská mentina, pp. 147-80. 
Cf. the more recent data in Bajcura, Cesta, pp. 195-99 and 209-13; and Juraj Zvara and Imre 
Dusek, eds., A magyar nemzetiség Csehszlovákiában (Bratislava, 1985), pp. 85 - 145. 
47 From the founding statute of Csemadok, dated 15 June 1949, cited in Zvara, Mad arskâ 
mentina, p. 181. 
48 Zvara, Mad ar ská mentina, p. 182. 
49 The following discussion of the Magyars in 1968 can be supplemented with information 
from Robert R. King, Minorities under Communism: Nationalities as a Source of Tension 
Among Balkan Communist States (Cambridge, Mass., 1973), pp. 109-23; and H. Gordon Skil- 

ling, Czechoslovakia's Interrupted Revolution (Princeton, N.J., 1976), pp. 606- 10. 
50 Cited in Zvara, Mad' arskâ mentina, p. 99. 
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In the course of 1968, Csemadok was joined by the Magyar section of 
the Union of Slovak writers which included further demands, such as 
official repudiation of the Kosice government program of 1945 (stripping 
most Magyars of their Czechoslovak citizenship), the policy of re- 

Slovakization, and the postwar trials of Magyars with compensation for the 
victims. On the cultural front, demands were made for the creation of 
several new Magyar institutions. 

Not surprisingly, Slovak spokespersons responded with sharp criticism 
of Csemadok and Czechoslovakia's Magyar press for propagating what was 
described as its "chauvinist" and "separatist" tendencies. Tensions rose: 

throughout southern Slovakia anti-Magyar slogans followed by anti-Slovak 

responses appeared on walls, and in some instances their appearance was 

accompanied by minor clashes between the two groups. Yet, in the end, 
Slovaks had nothing to fear because, following the Warsaw Pact interven- 
tion of August 1968 and the subsequent period of "political consolidation" 
that began in 1970, there have been no specific advances in the status of the 

Magyar minority.51 
While in 1969 the Magyars did get a new publishing house (Madach) 

and their own minister without portfolio (László Dobos) in the first govern- 
ment of the Slovak Socialist Republic, within two years the ministerial post 
was abolished and Csemadok was removed from the Slovak National Front, 
thereby changing its status from an organization which represented the 
interests of the group as a whole to a unit within the Slovak Ministry of Cul- 
ture. As for the school system, the high point of 1970/1971, when 83 per- 
cent of Magyar children were attending Magyar-language schools, was fol- 
lowed by a gradual decline that reached 73 percent in 1977/1978. These 
same years also witnessed an increase from 14.8 to 26.6 percent of Magyar 
children attending Slovak schools.52 

The demographic picture has, however, changed dramatically (at least in 
terms of statistical reporting) since 1948, when a mere 190,000 inhabitants 
claimed their nationality as Magyar. After their Czechoslovak citizenship 

51 As part of the new constitutional law of 27 October 1968 transforming Czechoslovakia 
into a federal state, the Magyars, together with the Germans, Poles, and Ukrainians (Carpatho- 
Rusyns), were recognized as the country's four national minorities (národnosti), each of which 
comprised a corporate entity {statotvorni ëinitelé). Csemadok welcomed this new definition of 
minorities (as groups, not simply individuals), although it regretted that the law made no men- 
tion of their respective political, economic, and cultural equality with the Czech and Slovak 
nations (národy). The Slovak text of the 1968 federalization law is reproduced in Zvara, 
Mad'arska mentina, pp. 100-101. For its subsequent effect on the minorities, see Skilling, 
Czechoslovakia' s Interrupted Revolution, pp. 875-77; and Baicura, Cesta, pp. 186-93. 
52 Gyula Denes, "The Status of the Hungarian Minority in Slovakia and its Problems: A 
Reply to Milan Hubl, Czech Historian," East European Reporter (London), 1, no. 4 (1988): 6. 
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was restored (1948) and the "re-Slovakization" decree declared void 

(1954), Magyars began returning to their true nationality. Already by 1950 
their numbers almost doubled to 355,000, and by 1970 the figure stood at 

573,000. Whereas there has been a recent decline, the 1980 census figure 
of 560,000 still makes Magyars by far the largest national minority in 
Czechoslovakia.53 

There is another important factor that has contributed to Magyar cultural 
and language retention as well as to self-pride - the proximity of the group 
to Hungary. By the 1970s, nearly every household had a television whose 

Magyar-language programs from Budapest could easily be received in 
southern Slovakia. Moreover, in the past decade, Hungary has itself come 
to attain a new level of respect, if not envy, in the eyes of Czechoslovakia's 
Slavic inhabitants. This is because of the reforms in the Hungarian econ- 

omy that have provided a new prosperity and availability of western-like 
consumer products, sought after and now more easily obtained by 
Czechoslovak citizens of both Magyar and non-Magyar origin who regu- 
larly flock to Budapest and other nearby Hungarian cities on shopping 
sprees. Hence, the success of the Hungarian economic experiment, coupled 
with the impact of a Magyar-language mass media originating in Budapest, 
has contributed at the very least to a positive self-image and the general cul- 
tural retention of the Magyar minority in nearby Czechoslovakia. 

The same four decades since the close of World War II have witnessed a 
marked decline in the status of the Carpatho-Rusyns. The period began 
with an immediate drop in their numbers, following Czechoslovakia's ces- 
sion of Subcarpathian Rus' to the Soviet Union.54 As a result, four-fifths of 

Carpatho-Rusyns living south of the Carpathians (an estimated 500,000 in 

53 Cf. the tables in Denes, "Status of the Hungarian Minority," pp. 27 and 32; and in 
Vladimir Srb, "Demograficky profil madarské menslny v Ceskoslovensku," Cesky lid (Prague), 
72 (1985): 218-22. It is interesting to note that of the 560,000 Magyars listed in Slovakia in 
1980, 40,000 are Gypsies who claimed Magyar nationality. 
54 The seeming last-minute decision of the Red Army to liberate by itself (without the pres- 
ence of the Czechoslovak Army Corps) Subcarpathian Rus' and thus prepare the region for its 
"voluntary" request to be united with its "maternal homeland," Soviet Ukraine, has become the 
subject of extensive historiographical controversy. The basic points of view are the Soviet 
Russian: I.F. Evseev, Narodnye komitety Zakarpatskoi Ukrainy - organy gosudarstvennoi 
vlasti (1944-1945) (Moscow, 1954); the Soviet Ukrainian: Mykhailo V. Troian, Toho dnia 
ziishlo sontse vozz" iednannia: Pershyi z"izd narodnykh komitetiv Zakarpats' koi Ukrainy 
(Uzhhorod, 1979); the non-Soviet Ukrainian: Vasyl Markus, L'Incorporation de V Ukraine 
subcarpathique à V Ukraine soviétique (Louvain, 1956); and the Czech: Frantisek Nemec and 
Vladimir Moudry, The Soviet Seizure of Subcarpathian Ruthenia (Toronto, 1955); and Ivo 
Ducháõek, "Jak Ruda Armada mapovala stfední Evropu: TeSínsko a Podkarpatsku," Svédectví 
(Paris, New York, and Vienna), 16 [63] (1981): 541 -81. 
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1945) found themselves within the Transcarpathian oblast' of the Ukrainian 
SSR. This left approximately 100,000 others within the borders of 

post-World War II Czechoslovakia. These were the same Carpatho- 
Rusyns west of the Uzh River in Eastern Slovakia who, despite promises, 
were never united with the province of Subcarpathian Rus' after it joined 
Czechoslovakia in 1919 and who therefore functioned as a national minor- 

ity in the province of Slovakia during World War II. The group had, during 
the interwar years, come to be known as the Carpatho-Rusyns of the PreSov 

Region (Priashivshchyna, or Priashivs'ka Rus'), because their religious and 
secular cultural center since the early nineteenth century had been the 
Slovak-inhabited city of Presov. 

In post -World War II Czechoslovakia, the Presov Region Carpatho- 
Rusyns became a national minority separated from their brethren in neigh- 
boring Soviet Transcarpathia (old Subcarpathian Rus') by a state border, 
which before very long became a heavily guarded barbed-wire and watch- 
tower barrier between villages and their inhabitants that for centuries had 
never been separated. As a minority, Presov Region Carpatho-Rusyns 
naturally fell into that category of post- World War II problems that states- 
men had hoped to resolve, whether by voluntary or forcible evacuation or 

by population exchange. We have seen how the Czechoslovak authorities 
of that time urged the expulsion of Germans and Magyars from its borders. 

Similarly, just north of the Carpathians, in what was southeastern Poland, 
Carpatho-Rusyns (known locally as Lemkos) and Ukrainians were volun- 

tarily deported eastward to Soviet Ukraine (1945-1946) and then forcibly 
to other parts of western and northern Poland (1947).55 

Therefore, in an era in which the displacement of national minorities 
seemed to be an acceptable policy, the Carpatho-Rusyns living in 
northeastern Slovakia were also encouraged to move eastward to what was 
described as their maternal homeland in Soviet Ukraine. In 1947-1948, 
over 12,000 Presov Region Carpatho-Rusyns voluntarily went eastward as 
part of a population exchange that saw an approximately equal number of 
Czechs from Volhynia in western Ukraine (where they had lived since the 
eighteenth century) "return" to Bohemia and Moravia. Nonetheless, the 
vast majority of the approximately 100,000 Presov Region Rusyns 
remained within Czechoslovakia.56 

55 For a discussion of population movements, including those in Czechoslovakia and neigh- 
boring countries in the context of the world-wide trend at the time, see Joseph Schechtman, 
Postwar Population Transfers in Europe, 1945-1955 (Philadelphia, 1962), pp. 151-79. DO Vanat, Narysy, 2: 264-66. 
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Unlike the other national minorities in postwar Czechoslovakia, the 

Carpatho-Rusyns were the only group that could not be accused of working 
for the break-up of the first Czechoslovak republic on the eve of and just 
after Munich. And, even though the new Czechoslovak regime discounted 
as illegal all acts that occured in Czechoslovakia after 28 September 1938, 
it could not be forgotten that Voloshyn's Carpatho-Ukrainian government 
remained loyal to the idea of a federated Czecho-Slovakia until the very 
end. 

Pro-Czechoslovak Carpatho-Rusyn loyalty became even more evident 

during the war years. After the Hungarian army took over what remained 
of Subcarpathian Rus' in March 1939, more than 20,000 Carpatho-Rusyns 
who opposed the occupation remained underground until the end of the year 
when they fled northward and eastward to what was then Soviet-occupied 
East Galicia. The Soviets viewed these refugees as spies and sentenced 
them to labor camps, but in mid- 1941, when a Czechoslovak Army Corps 
under General Ludvik Svoboda was formed on Soviet soil, it was 
discovered that there were numerous Czechoslovak citizens held in Soviet 
detention camps. After long negotiations they were freed, so that by the 
end of 1943, Carpatho-Rusyns comprised 66 percent of the 3,348 troops in 
the Czechoslovak Army Corps.57 

These Carpatho-Rusyn soldiers, who fought for the restoration of pre- 
Munich Czechoslovakia, endeared themselves to General Svoboda, and 
when at the end of the war it turned out that their Subcarpathian homeland 
was not to become part of a restored Czechoslovakia, they were singled out 
in the Soviet-Czechoslovak treaty of June 1945 (which confirmed the 

exchange of territory) as having the right to move westward within the new 
boundaries of Czechoslovakia. About half chose to do so, settling for the 
most part in Bohemia where, because of their wartime record and participa- 
tion in the liberation of the country, they were given well-placed jobs in the 

postwar Czechoslovak military establishment and ministry of interior.58 
As for the Presov Region Carpatho-Rusyns who remained at home, they 

founded as early as 1944 an underground partisan organization known as 
KRASNO (Karpatorusskii Avtonomnyi Soiuz NatsionaTnogo Osvobozh- 
deniia - Carpatho-Russian Autonomous Union for National Liberation), 
which fought against the "fascist" Slovak state and joined the Czechoslovak 

Corps and Red Army when they arrived on Czechoslovak territory.59 
Because of their loyal record toward Czechoslovakia and their desirable 

57 Vanat, Narysy, 2: 159-78. 
58 Magocsi, Shaping of a National Identity, pp. 252 - 55 . 
59 Vanat, Narysy, 2: 1 30 - 59. 
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leftist political orientation, these partisans, together with veterans from the 
Czechoslovak Army Corps who had already been members or who now 

joined the Communist party, were given jobs in the postwar administration 
of Eastern Slovakia and in the ministry of interior in Prague (especially in 
the Communist-controlled security organs).60 

Although the new Czechoslovak government did not make any special 
provisions for the country's national minorities, the Carpatho-Rusyns were 
able to establish legally recognized political and cultural organizations even 
before the war had ended. In March 1945, a Ukrainian National Council of 
the Pre§ov Region (Ukrains'ka Narodna Rada Priashivshchyny) was set up 
in PreSov, proclaiming itself the legitimate representative of the Carpatho- 
Rusyn population. It is interesting to note that the new council, like its 

predecessors going back to 1918, at first called for union with their brethen 
in what was about to become Soviet-ruled Transcarpathia.61 When the 
Soviet authorities proved unreceptive to their requests, the council's leaders 

argued - as their predecessors had done at the end of World War I - that the 
reconstituted Czechoslovakian republic should be comprised of three equal 
partners: Czechs, Slovaks, and Ukrainians. The platform of the Ukrainian 
National Council was made known to its constituents through a newly 
founded weekly newspaper Priashivshchyna (The PreSov Region; 
1945- 1952).62 

During 1945-1946, Carpatho-Rusyn leaders also set up a Ukrainian 
National Theater, an office for Ukrainian schools, a book publishing house 
(as part of the Ukrainian National Council), and a youth organization (Soiuz 
Molodi Karpat - Union of Carpathian Youth). The school system, which 
had functioned more or less uninterruptedly since the interwar years, was 
now able to expand, so that by 1950 there were 284 schools (266 elemen- 

tary, 14 municipal, 3 gymnasia, 1 pedagogical institute, and 1 commercial 

academy) operating in Carpatho-Rusyn communities.63 

60 Among the best known Carpatho-Rusyns to rise through regional and then national politi- 
cal ranks was Vasyl' Bilak, who until his retirement in late 1988 was the leading pro-Soviet 
conservative leader in Czechoslovakia. He was not, however, a partisan or member of the 
Czechoslovak Army Corps, since as a young boy he had emigrated in the 1930s to Bohemia, 
where he remained during the war years. 
61 Also in 1945, as in 1918- 1919, the Lemko-Rusyns just across the border in Poland had 
requested to be united with their brethen south of the mountains. Their request was turned 
down by Czechoslovakia in 1919 and by the Soviet Union in 1945. 
62 For details on the Ukrainian National Council's political demands, see Vanat, Narysy, 
2: 218-36 and 267-76. 
63 Bajcura, Cesta, p. 20 1 ; Vanat, Narysy, 2: 276 - 89. 
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The existence of schools as well as newspapers and a national theater 

inevitably led to a discussion about the national orientation of the local 

Carpatho-Rusyn population and its representative institutions. During the 
Czechoslovak years, and for that matter during the Hungarian and Slovak 
domination in the course of World War II, the nationality or language ques- 
tion (was the local population Russian, Ukrainian, or distinctly Carpatho- 
Rusyn?) had never been decisively resolved. In neighboring Transcar- 

pathia, after the war the Soviet authorities simply declared the local popula- 
tion was Ukrainian and the matter was closed. In part, that move was based 
on earlier decisions of the Ukrainian Communist party (Bolshevik) in 1926. 
Since many of the post- World War II Presov Region Carpatho-Rusyn 
leaders were Communist party members or Communist sympathizers, the 
Ukrainian orientation was adopted at least for the names given to the 

group's new organizations, such as the Ukrainian National Theater and the 
Office for Ukrainian Schools. 

However, regardless of their names, these organizations did not use 
Ukrainian at all but rather Russian or the so-called Carpatho-Rusyn 
language (local dialect mixed with Russian and Church Slavonic). This 

seemingly paradoxical situation was a function of local tradition in the 
Presov Region, which (in contrast to neighboring Subcarpathian Rus') 
never had a Ukrainian orientation. Thus, literary Russian was taught in the 

schools, which, moreover, the local population considered to be their own, 
since the terms russkyi (Russian) and rus'kyi (Rusyn) sounded virtually the 
same to the undiscriminating and barely educated local peasantry. The 

point is that whatever they were called, the Carpatho-Rusyns in early 
postwar Czechoslovakia had political, cultural, and educational institutions 
that they considered their own. 

Change was on the horizon, however. Slovaks of whatever political per- 
suasion were already displeased when in 1945 the Ukrainian National 
Council called for union with neighboring Transcarpathia and then for a 

Czechoslovak republic in which Carpatho-Rusyns would be equal to 

Czechs and Slovaks. Then, on the eve of the Communist ascent to power in 

February 1948, the Slovak National Council turned down the request of the 

Ukrainian National Council to become a permanent political body 

representing Carpatho-Rusyns/Ukrainians. The situation worsened: 

between 1949 and 1952, the group's recently established youth organiza- 
tion, publishing house, and, finally, the Ukrainian National Council itself 

were all liquidated on the grounds that they were all set up before the Com- 
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munists came to power and were therefore probably guilty of "bourgeois 
nationalism."64 

In their stead, the government supplied funds to set up in 1951 a non- 

political and acceptably socialist organization, the Cultural Union of 
Ukrainian Workers in Czechoslovakia (Kurturnyi Soiuz Ukrains'kykh 
Trudiashchykh), known by its acronym KSUT. Similar to Csemadok 

among the Magyars, KSUT was designed to work closely "with existing 
state organs" in order "to educate Ukrainian workers toward national con- 
sciousness and pride, and to instill in them the consciousness of belonging 
to the great Soviet Ukrainian people."65 

Despite the liquidation of several recently established political, cultural, 
and educational institutions, the worst was yet to come. At the outset of the 
1950s, during the height of the Stalinist period, the Carpatho-Rusyn popula- 
tion of Czechoslovakia was to lose the three elements that for all intents and 

purposes defined their very existence, namely, their religion, their land, and 
their national identity.66 

Following the example in neighboring Soviet Transcarpathia, in April 
1950 Czechoslovak authorities organized in Presov a meeting of some 
Greek Catholic priests and laymen, who declared the union of their church 
with Rome (dating from the seventeenth century) null and void. The Greek 
Catholic Church ceased to exist legally. The nearly 75 percent of 

Carpatho-Rusyns who were of this religion were forced to become Ortho- 
dox, their bishops (Pavlo Goidych and Vasyl' Hopko) were sentenced to 
life imprisonment, and all Greek Catholic institutions, including the histori- 

cally important seminary in Presov, were closed. 
As for the land, a decree abolishing private ownership struck particularly 

hard at the agriculturally based Carpatho-Rusyn minority. Peasants were at 
first encouraged voluntarily and then were forced administratively to sign 
over their holdings to village cooperatives. This process, known as collec- 
tivization, was particularly intense in Carpatho-Rusyn villages in 
1951-1952, and by the end of the decade 63 percent of landholdings were 
collectivized. 

Finally, in June 1952, following the complaints about the nationality 
question lodged by some Carpatho-Rusyn delegates to a Communist party 
conference held in Presov, the authorities in Bratislava decided, again 

64 Pavel Maöu, "National Assimilation: The Case of the Rusyn-Ukrainians of Czechoslo- 
vakia," East Central Europe (Pittsburgh), 2, no. 2 (1975): 1 13-14. 
03 From the founding statute of KSUT, cited in Maõu, "National Assimilation," p. 114. 66 The following discussion is based largely on Ivan Bajcura, Ukrajinská otázka v CSSR 
(KoSice, 1967), pp. 105-65. 
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following the Soviet model in Transcarpathia, to introduce Ukrainianization 

by fiat. Consequently, Russian was no longer to be used in the schools, and 
instead Ukrainian became the language for all subjects. Furthermore, the 
name "Rusyn" was not to be accepted in official documents or in census 
declarations. Later, in 1968, when it became possible to speak openly about 

many matters, one Carpatho-Rusyn summed up the early 1950s in a radio 
interview: "Today I am like that dumb sheep; I don't have anything. I had 

my own God, you took him from me. I had my own nationality, but you 
took it away too. I had a little piece of land, even that you took. Everything 
that I had you took."67 In return for what it took away, the Czechoslovak 
Communist authorities did make a concerted effort to improve the cultural 
and educational levels of the Carpatho-Rusyn population. KSUT began to 

publish a Ukrainian-language weekly newspaper {Nove zhyttia; 1952-), a 

monthly magazine (Druzhno vpered; 195 1-), a quarterly, later bi-monthly, 
literary journal (Duklia; 1953-), and original works of literature and scho- 

larship. Fellowships were provided for young members of the local intelli- 

gentsia to study in Soviet Ukraine. Like their predecessors, PreSov Region 
leaders invariably identified themselves as Russians (some even denying 
that a separate Ukrainian people existed), but under the new conditions they 
had to become Ukrainian if they wished to remain teachers, editors, or 
retain other posts in the cultural establishment. Hence, Russian-language 
authors like Fedir Lazoryk (1913-1969), Vasyl' Zozuliak (b. 1909), and 
Ivan Matsyns'kyi (1922-1987) were among many who changed their 
national orientation and began to write in Ukrainian.68 

Several other well-funded institutions were founded in rapid succession: 
a Ukrainian National Museum (1950); a Ukrainian Faculty and Research 
Institute at Safárik University in Presov (1953); and a professional song and 
dance ensemble named "Duklia" (1955), not to mention hundreds of local 
folk ensembles and annual festivals of folklore and culture. It seemed no 
amount of money was spared to provide new institutions that would give 
Carpatho-Rusyns a Ukrainian cultural identity in a socialist mold. 

For the most part, however, the Carpatho-Rusyn masses rejected a cul- 
tural policy that was linked to the destruction of their Greek Catholic 

Church, the loss of their land, and the imposition of a Ukrainian identity.69 

67 Cited in MaCu, "National Assimilation," p. 108. 
68 Some switched nationality allegiancies for opportunistic reasons; others did so through 
conviction based on intellectual evolution. For a good example of the latter, see the historical 
introduction to Ivan Matsyns'kyi, Rozmova storich (Bratislava and Presov, 1965), pp. 13-230. 
69 Bajcura, Ukrajinská otázka, p. 193, points out that whereas those who accepted the new 
orientation argued that Ukrainian was simply an older name for Carpatho-Rusyn, the "broad 
masses" felt that Carpatho-Rusyn and Ukrainian were two different peoples and identities. 
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They expressed their response in the one area where at the time they could 
make their voice heard - in the matter of the language to be taught in vil- 

lage schools. If we cannot have our own Carpatho-Rusyn schools, they 
argued, then it is better to have Slovak than Ukrainian ones. In 1961, when 
a resolution of the Czechoslovak Communist party declared that citizens 
had the right to choose which language their children were taught in 

schools, village after village where Carpatho-Rusyns lived voluntarily 
requested that Slovak replace Ukrainian in the local elementary school. 
Between 1961 and 1963 alone, parents in 160 Carpatho-Rusyn villages 
requested that Ukrainian-language schools become Slovak, and by 1966 
there were only 68 Ukrainian-language schools left. This represented a 
decline of 74 percent from 1950, when Russian or Carpatho-Rusyn was 

taught in 266 elementary schools.70 
Not surprisingly, with the change to Slovak schools and the lifting of 

other restrictions in the use of the name Carpatho-Rusyn, the statistical size 
of the group declined as well. Whereas in 1930, 91,000 Carpatho-Rusyns 
were recorded in northeastern Slovakia, by 1960, when only a Ukrainian 

identity was permitted, a mere 35,000 declared themselves as such.71 
The Prague Spring of 1968 brought to the Carpatho-Rusyns, as to other 

national minorities in Czechoslovakia, the hope that their situation could be 

improved. The local intelligentsia realized that the Ukrainian cultural pol- 
icy followed since 1952 was a failure, and in an attempt to stave off the 

rapid trend toward assimilation with the Slovaks, concrete plans were made 
to introduce publications, theatrical performances, and radio programs in 
the local Carpatho-Rusyn vernacular instead of in Ukrainian, which the 
masses said they could not understand. Meetings were also held with the 
aim of restoring a political organization to be called the National Council of 
Czechoslovak Rusyns or, simply, the Rusyn National Council. 

As with the Magyars at the time, there were calls for administrative res- 

tructuring that would allow for a Carpatho-Rusyn autonomous territory. 
Newspapers (now partially in Carpatho-Rusyn) were also filled with letters 
from readers who demanded that they be "given back" their Carpatho- 
Rusyn schools taken from them during the Ukrainianization process. 
Finally, Greek Catholic adherents pressed the government for the legal res- 
toration of their church, which actually took place in June 1968. The pro- 
ponents of these various political and cultural measures hoped that they 
would restore pride in things Carpatho-Rusyn, and they began planning for 
the upcoming 1970 census, which might more accurately record the 

70 Bajcura, Ukrajinská oíázka, p. 159; and idem, Cesta, p. 201. 
71 Maöu, "National Assimilation," p. 105. 
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estimated 130,000 Rusyn-Ukrainians - as they were now being called - 
who actually lived in the Presov Region.72 

However, the Warsaw Pact intervention of 21 August 1968 and the sub- 
sequent "political consolidation" in Czechoslovakia put a stop to all such 
experiments. Before long, those who favored the restoration of a 
Carpatho-Rusyn national orientation were branded as part of the "anti- 
Socialist, right opportunist, and revisionist forces" that dominated KSUT 
and other Ukrainian organizations in 1968- 1969.73 The result was the 
removal of the most outspoken intellectual and party leaders (even those 
who favored a Ukrainian orientation), and the return to a policy of adminis- 
trative Ukrainianization so reminiscent of the 1950s. 

During the two decades since 1968, the status of the Carpatho-Rusyn 
minority in Czechoslovakia has declined further. The demands for Slovak 
instead of Ukrainian schools at the village level has continued, so that by 
1987 there were only 23 Ukrainian-language schools left, with a mere 1,450 
pupils.74 Cultural institutions like the Ukrainian National Theater cannot 
attract audiences for its performances; print runs of books (generally 600 to 
800) and newspapers (2,000) are minimal because of a lack of readers; and 
the latest census (1980) has recorded only 37,000 Ukrainians in Eastern 
Slovakia.75 

Aside from the fact that the peasant masses and the intelligentsia have 
traditionally identified themselves as Carpatho-Rusyns (in local terminol- 
ogy, Rusnaks) or as Russians, since World War II there has not been any 
advantage for Carpatho-Rusyns to identify themselves as Ukrainians. In a 
Slovak environment, identity as a Ukrainian inevitably has meant associa- 
tion with the Soviet Union, hardly a favorable alternative in Czechoslovak 
society, most especially after 1968. Moreover, there has never been easy 
contact with neighboring Transcarpathia, closed off, like the rest of the 
Soviet Union, since 1945. There has not even been the possibility for 
linguistic and cultural reinforcement from Soviet Transcarpathia via radio 
or television since Czechoslovakia's Carpatho-Rusyns, when they finally 
obtained widespread access to such media during the 1970s, never tuned 
into Soviet programming - and if they did, that media would in any case be 
primarily in Russian, not Ukrainian. Even the Greek Catholic Church, the 

72 Maõu, "National Assimilation," pp. 1 19-24. 
73 Ivan Bajcura, "Vyvoj a riesenie ukrajinskej otázky v CSSR," in Michal Corny, ed., So- 
cialistickou cestou k národnostej rovnoprávnosti (Bratislava, 1976), p. 29. 
74 Speech of Mykhailo Popovych, inspector for Ukrainian schools in Eastern Slovakia, in 
Nove zhyttia (Presbv), 1 1 December 1987, p. 3. 
75 Table in Bajcura, Cesta, p. 32. 
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only "experiment" to survive from 1968, has become during the past decade 
an instrument of Slovakization.76 

Thus, while Ukrainian institutional life for the Carpatho-Rusyn minority 
has remained well financed by the Czechoslovak Communist government 
during the past four decades, the practical results of an administratively 
forced Ukrainian orientation combined with an unfavorable international 
environment and the natural assimilatory trends resulting from intermar- 

riage with Slovaks and/or displacement to Slovak cities in search of 

employment are all factors that have created a situation in which the 
national minority, whether its members call themselves Ukrainians, 
Carpatho-Rusyns, Rusnaks, or Russians, is on a path of irreversible numeri- 
cal decline and perhaps eventual disappearance. 

CONCLUSION 

Looking back on the seven decades of Czechoslovakia and its relationship 
to the Magyar and Carpatho-Rusyn inhabitants within its borders, it seems 
inevitable that the country's policy towards these two national minorities 
would from the outset be fraught with difficulties. This is because with one 

exception every Czechoslovak government, regardless of its political per- 
suasion, has been committed to the concept of a unitary Czechoslovak state, 
which in practice has been dominated since 1918 by the Czechs and since 
1945 by Czechs and Slovaks as the leading or "state peoples." The one 

exception to this approach was the second republic, whose federative struc- 
ture was but a short-lived tenuous interlude that in any case was forced 

upon the country after September 1938 by the events of Munich. Even after 
Czechoslovakia was "re-federalized" in 1968, the country has remained a 
nation-state of Czechs and Slovaks in which the minorities are subordinate, 
with no possibility of functioning within the system as political groups or 

corporate entities. 
From this perspective, it becomes clear why during the interwar years 

the Carpatho-Rusyns were simply refused any real autonomy, even though 
they were guaranteed such rights through an international treaty subse- 

quently enshrined in the first Czechoslovak constitution. As for the 

Magyars, it is unlikely they would ever have been satisfied, whatever 

degree of self-rule they may have obtained, since their basic outlook was 
that the Czechoslovak "occupation" was at best to be tolerated as a tem- 

porary solution until the inevitable return of their territory to the Hungarian 
homeland. 

76 Paul Robert Magocsi, "Religion and Identity in the Carpathians," Cross Currents (Ann 
Arbor, Mich.), 7 (1988), esp. pp. 97-101. 
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With the end of World War II, the Carpatho-Rusyn minority was 
reduced in size by three-quarters while the Magyars, like the Germans, 
were to be expelled from Czechoslovakia en masse. If these expectations 
had been fulfilled, the country would finally have become a nation-state of 
Czechs and Slovaks. But the exclusion efforts and subsequent "re- 
Slovakization" program toward the Magyars ultimately failed. The group 
was numerically restored, remaining culturally strong and ethnically aware, 
so that with its 580,000 (official data) to 700,000 (unofficial estimate) 
members it is today the largest national minority in Czechoslovakia. 

Entirely different tactics were used against the Carpatho-Rusyns. As a 

people that did not work for the break-up of Czechoslovakia on the eve of 
World War II and that fought at home and abroad for the restoration of the 

republic, the Carpatho-Rusyns became in a sense a privileged minority after 
1945. Initially, they were allowed to create their own national organiza- 
tions; then after the Communists came to power in 1948, Carpatho-Rusyns 
were showered with funds to set up a revised cultural infrastructure that was 
concerned with building socialism through the medium of a new national 
and linguistic orientation - Ukrainian. The practical result of this change 
was to encourage an increasing trend toward assimilation with Slovaks and 
the demise of the group to a mere one-quarter its potential size. The future, 
moreover, looks bleak, since today less than 1,500 students attend 

Ukrainian-language schools, a mere fraction of the group's total school 

population.77 
Nonetheless, too much emphasis should not be placed on the change in 

nationality orientation as the only reason for the decline of Carpatho- 
Rusyns as a national group. As great a cause for the decline lies in the 
social mobility that has accompanied their improving economic status under 
Communist rule. The prevalence of economic backwardness in peripheral 
rural areas is perhaps the safest way to assure the maintenance of traditional 
cultures and identities. By the late 1950s, mountainous Carpatho-Rusyn 
villages were for the first time all connected with daily bus routes to low- 
land Slovak cities, making daily commuting to work, and eventually per- 
manent settlement, possible. For instance, whereas in 1930, 89.6 percent of 

Carpatho-Rusyns in the Presov Region were engaged in agriculture or 

77 Even the local Ukrainian intelligentsia sends its children to Slovak schools, an embarrass- 
ing fact brought out from time to time in the local press when it engages in a rare exercise in 
soul searching. Cf. "Shchob 1988 rik stav perelomnym," Nove zhyttia, 11 December 1987, p. 3 
and "Shkodymo sami sobi," Nove zhyttia, 1 January 1988, p. 7. 
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forestry, by 1980 that figure was only 28.5 percent.78 The result is that 

today Carpatho-Rusyn villages have become home to people who are in 
most cases sixty years and older. Young people have left and there is little 
need for schools, regardless of language of instruction. Carpatho-Rusyn 
villages are literally dying out demographically or in several instances are 

being destroyed to make way for seemingly more productive use, such as 
reservoirs.79 

For those who began to work in the towns farther south and who eventu- 

ally settled there, the setting is purely Slovak. The assimilatory linguistic 
and cultural environment has been encouraged further by the advent of 

Slovak-language radio and television, which is also widespread in 

Carpatho-Rusyn villages. Thus, Czechoslovakia's policy of industrializa- 
tion in Eastern Slovakia has brought concrete improvements in the well- 

being of Carpatho-Rusyns, which in turn has contributed to undermining 
the group through what has become a "natural" trend toward social mobility 
and Slovakization. 

National assimilation has, of course, been made easier by the similarity 
of the Slavic dialects spoken by the two peoples (East Slovak and PreSov 

Region Carpatho-Rusyn dialects), the similarity in religion (many East Slo- 
vaks are, like Carpatho-Rusyns, Greek Catholic), and the continuance of a 
traditional pattern of intermarriage, in which more often than not Slovak 
becomes the dominant medium in ethnically mixed households. 

In contrast, it is a lack of these same factors that has worked against any 
significant assimilation among the Magyars. The Magyar language, with its 

non-Indo-European roots, is the first significant barrier against Slovakiza- 
tion, which is being reinforced by a Magyar-language school system that in 
1980 still served over 70 percent of the group's children. Intermarriage 
with Slovaks is not common, and in churches (whether Catholic or Protes- 
tant) Magyar is the language of the liturgy. Finally, in the economic sphere 
Magyars too have shared in the general increase in Czechoslovakia's stan- 
dard of living, at least through the 1970s, but in contrast to the Carpatho- 
Rusyn experience, socioeconomic mobility has not affected significantly 
their ethnicity. 

Whereas there has been some Magyar out-migration in search of work, 
that trend has been largely tempered by the presence of sixty new factories 
and forty other reconstructed works established in or near Magyar-inhabited 

78 Vanat, Narysy, 1:212; Bajcura, Cesta, p. 177. 
79 In the early 1980s, seven Carpatho-Rusyn villages in the Upper Cirocha valley were inun- 
dated to make way for a reservoir, and from time to time there has been talk of turning other 
parts of the Carpatho-Rusyn-inhabited lands into a state reserve. 
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lands in southern Slovakia. This has made it possible for Magyars to gain a 
livelihood outside the traditional agricultural sector without, nonetheless, 
having to leave a Magyar linguistic and cultural environment. Moreover, 
agriculture has remained a viable occupation in Magyar-inhabited southern 
Slovakia, so that 34.4 percent of Magyars are still engaged in that sector, a 

percentage that is the highest of any nationality in Czechoslovakia.80 
It is also true that since the 1970s there has been a slight decline in the 

number of Magyars and in the percentage of their children attending 
Magyar-language schools. These trends have even prompted protests from 

newly established underground groups like the Committee for the Defense 
of the Rights of the Magyar Minority in Czechoslovakia, which, since its 
establishment in 1978, has issued appeals to civil rights groups within the 

country (Charter 77) and abroad.81 Despite the recent assimilatory trends, 
the achievements of the 1950s and 1960s toward preserving the Magyar 
minority in Czechoslovakia, combined with the increased access since the 
1970s to Magyar-language radio and television programs from Budapest 
and the traditional patterns of cultural self-maintenance (social stability, 
language use at home, endogamous marriages), are all factors that have 
worked toward sustaining group identity. 

Thus, from the perspective of preserving the culture and identity of 
national minorities in Czechoslovakia, the Carpatho-Rusyns have had a 

negative experience, especially during the last three decades, despite 
governmental support and encouragement for what is considered their cul- 
ture. On the other hand, whereas the Magyars may have suffered some- 
times extreme political and administrative deprivations at the hands of 
Czechoslovakia after World War II, their own clear sense of self-identity, 
their proximity to Hungary, and the development of economic opportunities 
in or near their native villages are factors which have allowed them to con- 
tinue functioning as a viable minority. 

University of Toronto 

80 Bajcura, Cesta, pp. 176-77. 
01 The committee is led by a Bratislava geologist, Miklós üuray, whose essays critical ot 
Czechoslovak policy toward its Magyars have been published abroad: Kutyaszoritó (New 
York, 1983). For further details, see Stephen Borsody, ed., The Hungarians: A Divided Nation 
(New Haven, 1988), pp. 174-90. 
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