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THE PROGRAMMES OF THE GREEK CATHOLIC CLERGY
OF NORTHEASTERN HUNGARY (1860-1867)"

The article addresses the problem of religious and political activity of the Greek Catholic
clergy of Northeastern Hungary between 1860 and 1867. Considerable attention is paid to
analyze the role of the local Rusyn leaders. Among the nationalities of the Hungarian Kingdom
in the XIX century, the Rusyns were considered to be the poorest people, both materially
and culturally. Their society was truncated, in other words, incompletely structured, consist-
ing of the vast majority of peasants. The author highlights that in the absence of nobility
and citizenry, their Greek Catholic clergy served as elites. Their ecclesiastical organization
provided an appropriate framework and base for the development of their national culture
and literature. The most significant ecclesiastical structure of the Rusyns in Northeastern
Hungary was the Greek Catholic Eparchy of Mukachevo, which had jurisdiction over seven
Hungarian counties (Zemplén, Ung, Bereg, Ugocsa, Maramaros, Szabolcs and Szatmar). The
current bishop of the diocese resided in Uzhhorod was the number one leader of the Rusyns.

It is alleged that the so-called October Diploma, enacted by Austrian Emperor Franz
Joseph on October 20, 1860, proclaimed a return to constitutional principles. On the basis
of analysis of the various programmes of the Greek Catholic priests of the Eparchy of
Mukachevo, it is established that the October Diploma had a great impact on the Rusyns
of Hungary. This time, Adolf Dobriansky, a councillor of Hungary’s Lieutenancy Council
claims the federal transformation of Hungary, the establishment of an independent Rusyn
congress and a Greek Catholic archbishopric. As noted, his ideas also influenced many
Rusyn priests. The traditionally pro-Hungarian Bishop of Mukachevo, Vasyl Popovych and
his followers rejected Dobriansky’s ideas because of their «radical» nature. Instead, the
Consistory of Uzhhorod wanted to accept nationality demands exclusively in cooperation
with the Hungarian Parliament.

The author comes to the conclusion that after the Austro-Hungarian Compromise of
1867, the pro-Hungarian Greek Catholic clergy of the Eparchy of Mukachevo was satisfied
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with the rights enshrined in the Nationalities Law of 1868. In the end it is revealed that the
clergy believed: the state subsidies of the Diocese of Mukachevo would have been at risk
by claiming nationality rights. The article summarizes the new material on the topic under
study, introduces it into scientific circulation.

Keywords: Greek Catholic Eparchy of Mukachevo, Rusyn clergy, Adolf Dobriansky,
Northeastern Hungary, nationality question.

Although the significance of the nationality issue in the Habsburg Empire during
the 1860s has been discussed in the literature, the political activity of the Rusyn priests
of the Eparchy of Mukachevo can be mentioned among the less researched issues. This
theme is little studied and requires further research. Therefore, the purpose of the article
is to analyze the religious and political programmes of the Greek Catholic clergy of
Northeastern Hungary between 1860 and 1867.

According to some historians, the above mention period of Habsburg Neoabsolutism
can be described as the era of a Rusyn «golden age». From the 1950s, several scholars
turned their attention to the 19th century history of the Rusyns of Northeastern Hungary.
Among the Hungarian historians, the names of Jozsef Perényi and his student, Maria
Mayer can be mentioned. Perényi’s doctoral thesis? investigates the Rusyn socioeconomic
developments while the publications of Mayer introduce the political activity of the Greek
Catholic clergy and secular activists®. Ivan Zeguc, a historian of Transcarpathian origin
gives a general overview of Rusyn aspirations of the second half of the 19th century*. The
book of a noted American scholar, Paul Robert Magocsi was published by the Harvard
University Press. It traces the historical, socioeconomic, religious, political and cultural
developments, and the language question of the Transcarpathian Rusyns between 1848
and 1948°. Among the contemporary historians, we can highlight the publications of
two Ukrainian scholars. Mariya Kashka’s PhD thesis® focuses on the ethnic and political
development of the Transcarpathian Rusyns-Ukrainians from the second half of 18th
century to the Austro-Hungarian Compromise of 1867. The scientific articles of Rostislav
Mayor examine the national and political aspirations of the Greek Catholic clergy and
the Adolf Dobriansky-led secular intelligentsia in the 1860s’.

2 Perényi J. A ruszinok torténetének vazlata 1800—1918. Kandidatusi értekezés. Budapest: MTA,
1954.

3 Mayer M. Karpatukran (ruszin) politikai és tarsadalmi torekvések: 1860—1910. Budapest:
Akadémiai Kiado, 1977; A ruszinok (karpatukranok) és az 1865. évi képviseldvalasztas. Szdzadok.
1974. 5-6. sz. P. 1142-1175.

4 Zeguc 1. Die nationalpolitischen Bestrebungen der Karpato-Ruthenen 1848—1914. Wiesbaden:
Otto Harrassowitz, 1965.

> Magocsi P. R. The Shaping of a National Identity Subcarpathian Rus’, 1848—1948. Cambridge,
Mass. and London: Harvard University Press, 1978.

¢ Kamika M. 0. ETHONONITHYHAI pO3BUTOK pyCcHHIB-yKpaiHiiB 3akaprarts (cepequna X VIII ct. —
1867 p.): muc. ... kaum. icT. Hayk: 07.00.01 / YKropoachbkuii HalliOHATBHUN YHIBEPCUTET. YKIOpOJI,
2008.

7 Maiiop P. TlapnameHTchKa AistibHICTh A. JIOOPSHCHKOTO B yTOPCHKOMY celimi Ta iioro 6oporshba
IPOTH MaJspH3allii HalllOHAIBHUX MEHIIUH Yropiiuau B 1861-1868 pp. IIpobremu icmopii kpain
Lenmpanvroi ma Cxionoi €gponu. 2012. Bum. 3. Ne 1. C. 120-139; Maiiop P. HarionanbHO-nOMi THYHI
MPOrpaMu Ta BUMOTH yKpaiHLiB 3akapnarts y 1865—1868 pp. [lpodnemu icmopii kpain Llenmpansroi
ma Cxionoi €eponu. 2015. Bum. 4. C. 141-154.
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The Rusyn movement first took the stage of history during the Hungarian Revolution
and the War of Independence in 184818498, Around this time, Bishop Vasyl Popovych
of Mukachevo and much of his clergy stood up for Hungarian liberal leaders advocating
civic transformation, and from the spring of 1849, he supported Hungary’s secession
from the Habsburg Empire’. Only a few Rusyn leaders joined the counter-revolution
led by the Habsburgs. At the beginning of 1849, Adolf Dobriansky, a mining engineer
from the Greek Catholic family of priests, asked Emperor Franz Joseph I to unite the
Rusyn-inhabited territories of Hungary to Galicia'®. Although the independent Rusyn
Crown Land, led from Vienna, was not established in the end, Dobriansky, who took on
the role of civilian commissioner in addition to the tsarist troops occupying Hungary, was
rewarded by Vienna after the defeat of the Hungarian War of Independence. In October
1849, the Rusyn leader was appointed civilian referent for the Uzhhorod Civil District,
which comprises the Counties of Ung, Bereg, Ugocsa, and Méramaros. He held this post
until the dissolution of an administrative unit also known as the «Rusyn District». That
event took place at the end of March 1850,

Dobriansky initial success also activated the Greek Catholic Church. Although
Bishop Popovych remained under house arrest until October 1850, his eparchial vicar,
Ioann Churhovych and the bishop of the Eparchy of Presov, losyf Gaganets’ were will-
ing to cooperate with the referent'?. The cooperation manifested itself on several levels:
Dobriansky employed Greek Catholic seminarians in the local administration, and also
advocated for the equality of the Rusyn language and nation".

In the 1850s, during the period of so-called neo-absolutism, the state form of the
Habsburg Empire was monarchial absolutism, where the will of Emperor Franz Joseph
I prevailed in all areas. The Austrian authorities declared every person suspicious, who
engaged in independent political activity. The change was brought about by the failure
of the Imperial-Royal Troops on the Italian battlefield in 1859, which resulted in a
serious loss of prestige for Vienna'*. The Emperor was forced to make allowances: in
the autumn of 1860, he issued the so-called October Diploma, which provided for the
federal transformation of the Habsburg Empire. In the spirit of returning to constitutional
principles, parliamentary elections were held in Hungary. As the Hungarian political elite

8 Magocsi P. R. The Shaping of a National Identity... P. 42.

° Molnar F. AMunkécsi Gorogkatolikus Egyhazmegye torténete 1848—1849-ben. PhD dissertation.
Budapest: E6tvos Lorand University, 2018. P. 104-118.

10 Maitop P. HarionansHa nporpama A. Jlo6psicekoro Ha Cios’ssHcbkomy 3’1311 y TTpasi 1848 p.
1 IparHeHHs yKpaiHiiB 00’ exHatu 3akapnarts i [anuuuny B okpemuii «PychKuii KOpOHHHN Kpaib».
Pycun. 2013. Ne 2. C. 72-83; Steier L. A tot nemzetiségi kérdés 1848-49-ben. A kérdés torténete.
Budapest: Magyar Torténelmi Tarsulat, 1937. 1. kot. P. 343, 477.

!I' Tanunak M. Tanuipki, OyKOBUHCHKI, 3aKapmaTchki ykpainii B peBomromii 1848—1849 pp.
Bparicnaga; [psmris: CIIB-BYJI, 1972. C. 183-184; [o6om C. Anonbd VMBanoBuy J{oOpsHCKHIA:
Ouepk xu3Hu U gesrensHoctu. [Ipames: SVKL, 1956. C. 42.

12 Mayer M. Karpatukran (ruszin) politikai... P. 31-32.

13 Kamka M. ETHonosiTnynuii po3sutok pycunis... C. 149,

4 Deak A. From Habsburg Neo-Absolutism to the Compromise 1849—1867. New York: Columbia
University Press, 2008. P. 42-43; Szabad Gy. Hungarian Political Trends between the Revolution and
the Compromise (1849-1867). Budapest: Akadémiai Kiado, 1977. P. 71-75.
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did not accept the ideas offered by the Emperor, Franz Joseph dissolved the Hungarian
parliament on August 22, 1861, and reintroduced decree government's.

The legislature and the temporary restoration of the county administration also had a
great impact on the Rusyn Greek Catholic clergy in Hungary. During 1861, many priests
and intellectuals formulated their linguistic and national demands. These include the
protection of the mother tongue, the employment of Rusyn officials, the establishment of
Rusyn ridings, constituencies and the establishment of the Greek Catholic Archdiocese'®.

Compared to other Rusyn leaders, the councillor of Hungary’s Lieutenancy Council
and later court counselor, Adolf Dobriansky’s programme was the most radical with
the suggestion of the federal transformation of Hungary and the establishment of an
autonomous Rusyn district!”. He worked out his political program in cooperation with
the Slovak leaders. As no Slovak representative entered the Hungarian parliament in the
general elections held in the spring of 1861, Dobriansky was the only candidate to rep-
resent the Slavs in northern Hungary. Despite his victory in the Slovak-majority district
of Zboro (Zemplén County), he was accused of spreading pan-Slavic propaganda, and
the House of Representatives ultimately did not confirm his mandate'®.

Because of the election failure, he did not express his views in the parliament.
Therefore, he published his political program in German in Vienna. In his brochure, he
set out to create a Rusyn autonomous district consisting of the counties of Northeastern
Hungary. According to his plans, a German-Hungarian, a Serbian, a Romanian and a
Slovak district was to have been set up from the remaining territory of the Kingdom
of Hungary. Referring to an «ancient customy», Dobriansky demanded that an annual
Rusyn national assembly should be held to deal with religious and school affairs. The
president of the Rusyn assembly would have been the bishop of Mukachevo, with a
secular co-president appointed by the ruler. Dobriansky found it necessary to establish
a Rusyn archdiocese with independent jurisdiction and to restore the former diocese of
Maramaros with Khust as its centre'.

On August 22, 1861, the Emperor dissolved the Hungarian parliament and intro-
duced a government by decree®. Under these circumstances, Dobriansky’s brochure
published in Vienna did not significantly impact political life. The Rusyn leader, there-
fore, appealed to a new tactic. He issued a circular letter at the end of October, which he
distributed to Greek Catholic bishops and Rusyn secular leaders through his confidants.
In his circular he asked for authorization to lead a delegation to Franz Joseph and submit
their national needs to the ruler. Dobriansky’s historical concept was based on the fact
that the former bishops of Mukachevo could decide independently on the ecclesiastical
affairs of their nation until the X VI century. Thus, according to the councillor, what the

15 Ibid. P. 45, 484-490.

1 Mayer M. Karpatukran (ruszin) politikai... P. 10.

7 Dedk A. From Habsburg Neo-Absolutism. .. P. 488; Mayer M. Kérpatukran (ruszin) politikai...
P. 33.

8 Mayer M. Karpatukran (ruszin) politikai... P. 31-35; Zeguc 1. Die nationalpolitischen
Bestrebungen... S. 53.

1 Dobrzansky A. Rede des ungarischen Landtags-Abgeordneten Adolf Ritter von Dobrzansky
in der Adress-Angelegenheit. Wien: Typogr. Lit.—Artistischen Anstalt, 1861. S. 108-111, 117-121;
Perényi J. A ruszinok torténetének vazlata... P. 185-187.

20 Szabad Gy. Forradalom és kiegyezés valaszatjan (1860—61). Budapest: Adakémiai Kiado, 1967.
P. 596-597; Dedk A. From Habsburg Neo-Absolutism... P. 490.
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priesthood only has to do is to ask the ruler to restore the «ancient rights» of the Greek
Catholic church. Dobriansky included among these rights the free election of bishops
of the Greek Catholic clergy, the establishment of an archdiocese independent of the
Hungarian Catholic Church, and the convening of its national assembly. As an example,
he cited those national leaders who had already presented the needs of their people to the
ruler. He mentioned among them the Slovak, Jan Francisci-Rimavsky, the Serb, Dorde
Stojakovi¢ and the Romanian, Andrei Mocsonyi*'.

The Greek Catholic clergy and the secular intellectuals who took office in the 1850s
formed the national self-conscious Rusyn elite somewhat divided in several respects.
Some of them were willing to support Dobriansky’s pro-Habsburg policy. However,
a group of primarily Greek Catholic priests who wanted to enforce moderate national
demands became more and more active in cooperation with the Hungarian Parliament®.

Bishop Vasyl Popovych of Mukachevo proved to be important for Dobriansky and,
gained the Consistory’s support in Uzhhorod. Therefore, the Rusyn deputy councillor
asked Bishop Popovych to authorize him to submit the nationality issue to Franz Joseph®.
The precedent was given by the Slovaks. In December 1861, Bishop of Banska Bystrica,
Stefan Moyzes, led the delegation that handed over the Slovak Memorandum to the ruler?*.

Bishop Popovych discussed Dobriansky’s request at the consistory meeting on De-
cember 24, 1861. Most Rusyn leaders did not support the councillor’s petition movement
and the plan to send a Rusyn delegation to Vienna. Instead, a resolution was adopted in
which it was declared that the exclusive competence of the Hungarian Parliament to ensure
national rights were recognized. Nevertheless, Gyorgy Markos was asked to compile an
inscription on behalf of the Eparchy of Mukachevo asking for the ruler’s help to submit the
nationality issue to the next Hungarian Parliament. According to Markos, the consistory
of Uzhhorod made a decision that reassured the upset tempers?. The high clergy did not
ask for the promotion of the Eparchy of Mukachevo to the rank of an archbishopric. That
proposal of Dobriansky’s circular, which wanted to create an archdiocese independent of
the Hungarian Catholic Church, could not be considered for the consistory?.

The consistory motion by Markos dealt with Rusyn demands only in general terms.
He asked for the Rusyns to be guaranteed only those rights which other non-Hungarian
peoples enjoy and which do not violate Hungary’s constitution and territorial integrity?’.

2! Ruszoly, J. Mészaros Karoly és a rutén nemzetiségi térekvések 1861-ben. A Hajduisagi Miizeum
Evkényve V. 1983. 5. évf. P. 151-152.

22 Kovac D. Szlovakia torténete. 2. kiadas. Pozsony: Kalligram, 2011. P. 143; Molnar F. A kiegyezés
hatasa a ruszin mozgalomra. Nemzetiségek és térvényhozas Magyarorszdagon / ed. Kovacs Kalman
Arpad. Budapest: Orszaghaz Konyvkiado, 2019. P. 210-211.

2 Mayer M. Karpatukran (ruszin) politikai... P. 33; Ruszoly J. Mészaros Karoly... P. 141-142.

24 Bokes F. Dejiny Slovenska a Slovakov od najstarsich ¢ias po oslobodenie. Bratislava: Slovenska
akadémia vied a umeni, 1946. P. 167, 231-234; Maxwell A. Choosing Slovakia. Slavic Hungary, the
Czechoslovak Language and Accidental Nationalism. London; New York: Tauris Academic Studies,
2009. P. 24.

% Karpati Hirnok. 1861. december 16. 40. sz. P. 142; Szabad Gy. Forradalom és kiegyezés...
P. 606-607; Haraksim L. K socidlnym a kultirnym dejinam Ukrajincov na Slovensku do roku 1867.
1. vyd. Bratislava: Vydavatel'stvo Slovenskej akadémie vied, 1961. P. 188—189.

2 Pekar A. B. The History of the Church in Carpathian Rus’. New York: Columbia University
Press, 1992. P. 59-60.

27 Siirgdny. 1862. januar 28. 22. sz.; Pesti Naplo. 1862. januar 30. 13. évf. 3590. sz.



42 Fedir Molnar

However, several indications show that some Greek Catholic clergy were not satisfied.
They were seriously influenced by Dobriansky’s views.

In early April 1861, a two-part article was published, the author of which, under the
pseudonym Ungifi «derived the need for ethnic equality from the historical separation
provided by the Eastern Church»?®. Unlike Dobransky, Ungifi did not ask to create an
independent Rusyn province and would have been satisfied with establishing of Rusyn-
majority ridings and constituencies. However, the author insisted on convening his
own national assembly from time to time, which would decide on the ecclesiastical and
educational issues of the Rusyns®. A similar view of Ungifi’s writing was represented by
the three priests from Maramures who published their petition in the Hungarian news-
paper, Karpati Hirnok [Carpathian Herald]. The Subdeacon of Khust, Janos Pésztélyi,
and two other priests, namely Andrés Popovych and Ivan Rakovsky asked the bishop
of Mukachevo to convene a Rusyn congress and to submit the national demands to the
Parliament. In their motion, they called for the recognition of an independent nationality
and the Greek Catholic Church®. In the same issue of the Karpati Hirnok, some Rusyn
leaders in Ung County, presumably followers of Dobriansky, called for an autonomous
voivodship and a national congress to be convened. However, Bishop Popovych did not
support these efforts and urged the leaders of the movement to be patient®'.

In Osij (Szajkofalva, Bereg County), 14 deans of Bereg and Ugocsa Counties
organized a meeting, at which it was proposed to convene a Rusyn national assembly.
The Osij program also required the establishment of ethnic counties and the proportional
employment of Rusyn officials. As far as the church organization is concerned, it formed
the right to promote the Eparchy of Mukachevo to the rank of an archbishopric. The
creation of the Rusyn archdiocese was explained by the «ancestral bishopric» nature
of the Eparchy of Mukachevo, as it once rounded out the territory of the Eparchy of
PreSov. In addition, several parishes from the Eparchy of Mukachevo were annexed to
the Romanian-speaking dioceses of Oradea and Gherla®?. In August 1861, the program
of Miklos Homicsko, a grammar school teacher in Uzhhorod, was published, which also
required the regular operation of the national congress, the free election of bishops and
the establishment of a Rusyn archdiocese*.

In 1861 the Greek Catholic clergy expressed demands for the organization of an
independent Rusyn church several times. Although these programs were more moderate
than Dobriansky’s demands, the effect of the Rusyn councillor’s views can be felt in their
text. In 1861, Bishop Popovych who had good relations with the Hungarian elite and
the government in Vienna, did not stand up clearly for the establishment of the Rusyn
archdiocese. The bishop’s modest position was reflected in the consistory resolution of
July 2, 1861, in which he stated that he was content with granting the rights enjoyed
by other nationalities in the country. The Consistory of Uzhhorod, led by Bishop Popo-
vych, called on the Greek Catholic members of parliament to seek to achieve national

28 Ruszoly J. Mészaros Karoly... P. 137.

2 Siirgony. 1861. aprilis 9. és 11. 81. sz. és 83. sz.

30 Karpati Hirnok. 1861. jalius 18. 6. sz. P. 23.

31 Ibid.

32 Siirgony. 1861. augusztus 15, 17-18. 187-189. sz.; Mayer M. Karpatukran (ruszin) politikai...
P. 29.

33 Karpati Hirnok. 1861. augusztus 29. 16. sz. P. 61-62.
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aspirations within the constitutional framework and keep Hungary’s territorial integrity
always in mind*. As we have seen, the high clergy represented this principle even when
Dobriansky asked Bishop Popovych for authorization to submit Rusyn claims to the ruler.
Dobriansky’s methods proved too risky for the bishop of Mukachevo and his followers.
Bishop Popovych’s fears were not unfounded, as the imperial authorities watched the
national movements with increasing resentment after the dissolution of the parliament.
For example, a formal procedure was initiated against Dobriansky because of an end
of October circular letter addressed to deans and Rusyn secular leaders. As a result, the
Hungary’s Lieutenancy Council gave him the strictest rebuke and significantly limited
his powers**. In October 1862, the Hungarian governor Moér Palffy also warned Bishop
Popovych himself when the Rusyn priests in Ugocsa County protested that the language
provisions attached to the October Diploma of 1860 had not been implemented. Accord-
ing to Palffy, the organized action of the protesters could be considered «incitement»?®.

As the previous examples have shown, the governance by decree (provisorium)
applied during the interim period (1861-1865) did not favour national movements. The
old and much ill Popovych, who had also been the Emperor’s privy councillor since
1863, tried to balance between Vienna and the Hungarian political elite. On the other
hand, he also had to take into account his Romanian and Hungarian believers, who
repeatedly spoke out against the Rusyn dominance of the Eparchy of Mukachevo®.
Vasyl Popovych, who, although enlisted in the history of the Eparchy of Mukachevo as
an eminent bishop, was unable to become an active participant in the turmoil of events
because of his serious illness and his death in the autumn of 1864%.

In 1865, the political life of Hungary took a favourable turn. By December, the
Emperor reconvened the Hungarian parliament, which in 1867 approved the Austro-
Hungarian Compromise. As a result, the Hungarian Kingdom gained extensive self-
government in the Habsburg Empire, and the Hungarian nobility regained its leading
role within the country?.

Another revival of the Rusyn movement can be attributed to the Parliament sitting
from December 1865 to December 1868. As a result, new programs have been launched
to address the demands for national and ecclesiastical self-determination in drafting the
forthcoming Nationalities Law. On November 12, 1867, on behalf of the 80,000 Greek
Catholic followers of the Archdeacon of Bereg, Janos Desk6 applied to the Lord Lieu-
tenant of Bereg County to appoint a Rusyn speaking deputy-lieutenant. The Archdeacon
argued that the Rusyn population, which makes up most of the county, does not speak
the Hungarian language, so they would suffer a disadvantage in litigation. The General

34 Ruszoly J. Mészaros Karoly... P. 143.

3 Haraksim L. K socialnym a kultirnym dejindm Ukrajincov. P. 190—191; Toth A. Parteien und
Reichstagswahlen in Ungarn: 1848—1892. Miinchen: Oldenbourg, 1973. P. 240.

36 Dedk A. Soknemzetiségii nemzetallam és soknemzetiségii irodalom. Szdzadvég. Uj folyam
50. sz., P. 64.

37 Pirigyi 1. A magyarorszagi gorog katolikusok torténete. Nyiregyhaza: Gorog Katolikus
Hittudomanyi Féiskola, 1990. 2. kétet. P. 64; Molnar F. The Life and Work of Stefan Pankovych, the
Bishop of the Greek Catholic Eparchy of Mukachevo. Rusin. 2021. Vol. 64. No 4. P. 54.

3 Pirigyi I. A magyarorszagi gorog katolikusok torténete. .. P. 64.

% Dedk A. From Habsburg Neo-Absolutism. .. P. 556—577.
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Assembly of Bereg County rejected the request of Archdeacon Deskd because language
skills could not be a condition for the sub-election process*.

On August 15, 1867, the Rusyns of Maramures convened a meeting in Tyachiyv,
where a 15-member committee was commissioned to work out the Rusyn needs of
Maramures. At the meeting, Gyorgy Illyasevics, Dean of Tyachiv, was elected the old-
est member?*!. The program of the Maramures Committee was presented to the general
public at the general meeting in Tyachiv on 17 September*?. Istvan Markos was elected
chairman of the meeting. The Dean of Bychkiv, Sandor Seregéllyi, was asked to lead
the session, and he gladly accepted the task. According to the Tyachiv program, the
forthcoming nationality law should consider the needs of Rusyns and other nationalities
in county settlement, church administration and education. Concerning ecclesiastical
matters, it was mainly the request to ensure the autonomy of the Greek Catholic Church
by involving secular persons. The authors of the petition considered the main guarantee
of ecclesiastical self-determination in raising the Eparchy of Mukachevo to the rank of
an archbishopric. In addition, a separate diocese was asked for the followers of Bihar,
Szabolcs, Szatmar, Borsod Counties and the Hajdu District, and they demanded the
restoration of the former Eparchy of Maramures. As for educational matters, the position
was expressed that folk education should be entrusted to the Greek Catholic Church with
self-government. However, the payment of the salaries of the folk teachers was expected
from the Hungarian state*. Subsequently, the decision was made to send the minutes of
the meeting to the Hungarian government*, the bishops of Mukachevo and PreSov, the
neighbouring counties and the bishops. The consistory of the Eparchy of Mukachevo
accepted the decisions of the Rusyn assembly in Maramures and took a waiting position®.

By sending the minutes of the meeting in Tyachiv, the Rusyns of Maramures wanted
to prove that they wanted to fight for their rights only within the legal framework, in
contrast to Dobriansky’s autumn circular of 1861, which was distributed in secret with-
out the knowledge of the authorities. Members of the Maramures Committee rejected
the view emphasized by Dobriansky that it wished to justify the self-determination of
the Rusyn Church from the supposed former existence of a Rusyn autonomous duchy*.

A program resembling the Maramures submission was adopted by the Rusyns of
Ugocsa (November 25, 1867). The programs in Maramures and Ugocsa included the
provision of language and education rights, the raising of the Eparchy of Mukachevo to
the rank of an archbishopric, the establishment of the Hungarian diocese in Hajdudorog
and the Rusyn diocese in Maramures, the use of the yellow-blue flag and the recognition
of the Rusyn political nation*”.

40 DAZO [State Archives of Transcarpathian Oblast]. Fund 151, Archival List 12, Storage Unit 1703.
P. 1-2.

4 Tratok a nemzetiségi kérdés torténetéhez Magyarorszagon a dualizmus koraban (1867-1892).
Budapest: Tankonyvkiado, 1952. 1. Kétet / ed. G. G. Kemény. P. 53-54.

4 DAZO. Fund 151, Archival List 12, Storage Unit 1702. P. 3-4.

4 Mayer M. A ruszinok (karpatukranok)... P. 1164-1167.

4 Cf. Maramaros. 1867. oktober 30. 31. sz.

4 DAZO. Fund 151, Archival List 12, Storage Unit 1702. P. 1-2.

4 Maramaros. 1867. oktober 9. 28. sz.

47 Maramaros. 1867. december 18. 38. sz.; Mayer M. A ruszinok (karpatukranok)... P. 1170-1171.
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The creation of a Greek Catholic archdiocese was also proposed by the Rusyns of
Sari§ (January 1868) and Spi$ (January 11, 1868). However, the authors of the last two
submissions did not request the organization of the Hungarian-speaking diocese of Hajdu-
dorog and the Rusyn-speaking diocese of Maramures. Like the authors of the program
of Ugocsa, regarding their «ancient rights», they proposed allowing the free election of
bishops and the marriage of priests. The priests of Bereg County made similar demands and
also requested the establishment of the archdiocese of Mukachevo under the supervision
of the archbishop of Esztergom*. The Bereg County petition was sent to the Ministry of
Religion and Culture, where the document was not dealt with on the merits. The ministerial
justification argued that it is necessary to wait for the adoption of the Nationalities Law®.

On January 27, 1868, the Rusyns of Zemplén proclaimed a meeting attended by
21 Greek Catholic priests, four cantors, and ten wealthy peasants. The motion adopted
here demanded rights similar to those already mentioned: the recognition of Rusyns as
apolitical nation, the establishment of a Greek Catholic archdiocese, and the right of the
Greek Catholic clergy to elect bishops freely. However, the program of the Rusyns in
Zemplén attracted the interest of the Hungarian Ministry of the Interior, and an official
investigation was launched into this case. The investigation tried to prove that the clergy
fraudulently squeezed out the village seals and the signatures of the peasants. The peas-
ants testified that they were unaware of the content of the petition and did not support
the Rusyn demands. The on-the-spot committee concluded that the priests involved in
the case had been able to deceive the farmers by promising to abolish the allowances
payable to the Greek Catholic Church for their signature™.

The same investigation was launched in the case of the national program of the
Slovaks in Spi$. The Rusyn program in Zemplén and the Slovak program in Spi§ were
connected by the person of Dobriansky, who was re-elected to Parliament in 1865 in
the Slovak majority district of Zbor6. This time his mandate was confirmed and he was
able to be a member of the Hungarian House of Representatives®!. In February 1868, the
magistrates of 21 Slovak villages applied to Dobriansky to submit a petition of Slovaks
to the Parliament. The authors of the Rusyn petition in Zemplén and the Slovak peti-
tion in Sari§ followed the method announced in Dobriansky’s circular of October 1861
to have their petition signed by as many church and secular people as possible, thus
emphasizing the social weight of their movement®. The role played by Dobriansky in
drafting his motion in Zemplén seems to be proved by the fact that the wording of the
document reveals proficiency in matters of nationality. Like the Zemplén program, the
Hungarian House of Representatives did not discuss the SpiS program, so the committee
dealing with the issue of nationality did not take it into account®.

* Mayer M. A ruszinok (karpatukranok)... P. 1172-1174.

4 Perényi J. A ruszinok torténetének vazlata... P. 216.

0 Tratok a nemzetiségi kérdés torténetéhez... P. 168-169; Perényi J. A ruszinok torténetének
vézlata... P. 212-215; Zeguc 1. Die nationalpolitischen Bestrebungen. .. S. 68-71.

5! Tratok a nemzetiségi kérdés torténetéhez... P. 75-77; Maiiop P. [TapnameHTchka AisIbHICTH
A. Jlobpsicekoro... C. 130; Abraham B. A nemzetiségi torvény szlovak szemmel. Erdélyi Jogélet.
2020. 3. évf. 2. sz. P. 132.

2 Perényi J. A ruszinok torténetének vazlata... P. 215; Zeguc 1. Die nationalpolitischen
Bestrebungen... P. 69.

53 Tratok a nemzetiségi kérdés torténetéhez... P. 75, 168.
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The demands of the Rusyn programs of 18671868 were not submitted to the Hun-
garian Parliament, so they did not affect the content of the Nationalities Law passed on
December 8, 1868%*. The contemporary sources testify that the adoption of the law on
nationality did not have a marked effect on Rusyn clergy’s aspirations, while other na-
tionalities were primarily disappointed and politically passive®. After 1868, the intensity
ofthe movement of the Greek Catholic clergy in Northeastern Hungary came to an end*.
Rusyn leaders did not pay much attention to the law of nationality itself. Both the radical
and the more moderate followers took note of the power relations. The law recognized
only the Hungarian nation in political terms. Representatives of the radical trend led
by Dobriansky were forced to give up efforts to create the Rusyn-majority ridings and
constituencies. Dobriansky, who served as a councillor dignity in the 1860s, ran out of
air in politics owing to the Austro-Hungarian Compromise of 1867°. His influence was
further reduced by his failure to win a mandate in the next parliament®®. As his immunity
was waived, his room for maneuver was severely limited. For Dobriansky’s supporters,
the proceedings initiated in connection with the programs of the Rusyns of Zemplén
and the Slovaks of Spis served as a deterrent. In the current situation, Dobriansky tried
to increase his influence only within the Greek Catholic Church and in Galicia.

The majority of Rusyn leaders were those who could easily adapt to the situation
created by the Austro-Hungarian Compromise. There are several reasons behind this. On
the one hand, a significant part of the Rusyn high clergy became Hungarian, and on the
other hand, the priesthood hoped that the Andrassy Government would settle the financial
situation of the Eparchy of Mukachevo. The Rusyn movement did not have compara-
ble financial means to the Serbs or the Romanians®. Social strata consisting mainly of
more moderate peasants or traders were missing. The Greek Catholic bishop at the time
usually acted in accordance with the policy of the Hungarian government, and did not
formulate any demands that went beyond the possibilities offered by the Nationalities
Law of 1868, It was mainly open to hold different offices who enjoyed the trust of the
Hungarian government and the bishop of Mukachevo (Sdndor Nehrebeczky, Gyorgy
Markos, Janos Pasztélyi, Péter Dolinay and others) considering building their careers
a primary consideration. They did not dare to come up with claims that went beyond
the Nationalities Law, as it would have jeopardized their public service office, which
represented their existence. Instead, the possibilities offered by the law, such as the use
of the mother tongue in different settings (e.g. middle and lower-level administration,
church life, courts, schools), or scientific and cultural associations, societies, institutions,
or even the right to establish non-Hungarian language of instruction schools. Thus, the
Greek Catholic clergy, which had previously formulated a moderate nationality program,

5% Perényi J. A ruszinok torténetének vazlata... P. 210.

55 Katus L. Nemzetiségi kérdés és Horvatorszag torténete. Magyarorszdg torténete 1848—1890.
Budapest: Akadémiai Kiado, 1979. 2. kotet. 6/2 / eds. E. Kovacs, L. Katus. P. 1345.

56 Perényi J. A ruszinok torténetének vazlata... P. 219; Magocsi P. R. The Shaping of a National
Identity... P. 54-55; Maiiop P. HanionansHo-nomitiysi mporpamu... C. 151.

57 Magocsi P. R. The Shaping of a National Identity... P. 52.

58 Pesti Naplo. 1869. marcius 12. 5673. sz. R. k.

% Katus L. Nemzetiségi kérdés... P. 1388.

80 Magyar Torvénytar. 1836—1868. évi torvényczikkek / eds. D. Markus. Budapest: Franklin, 1896.
P. 494.



The programmes of the Greek Catholic clergy of Northeastern Hungary... 47

identified with the system of the Compromise and maintained a good relationship in the
hope of social uplift®'.
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ITPOI'PAMMU I'PEKO-KATOJIMIBKOT'O IYXOBEHCTBA
HNIBHIYHO-CXIJHOI YTOPIIIUHU (1860-1867)

PozrstHyTO poGIieMy peririiHol Ta MoJITHYHOT AiSUIBHOCTI IPEKO-KaTOIHUIBKOTO JTyX0-
BeHctBa [liBHIuHO-CXigHol Yropurmau B 1860—1867 pp. 3HauHy yBary mpuaijICHO aHATi3y
poJIi MiCIEBHX PYCHHCHKHX JIiJiepiB. 3a3HaueHo, 1m0 y XIX cT. i3-moMix HapoziB YropchKoro
KOPOJTIBCTBA HAHOIIHIIIMM €THOCOM SIK Y MaTepiaJIbHOMY IIJIaHi, TaK 1 B KOHTEKCTI KyJIBTYPHHX
3100y TKIB BB)KaJIM PYCHHIB; COLlIAJIbHA CTPYKTYpa 11i€] CIUIEHOTH OyJia HEeTIOBHOIO, aJKe O111b-
LIICTh CTAHOBMIIN HETTMChbMEHHI celisiHU. CTBEpIKEHO, 1110 3a BiJICYTHOCTI BIIACHOTO JIBOPSIHCTBA
Ta Oyp Kyasii poJib eJTiTH BiJirpaBajo rpeko-KaToIUIIbKE TyXOBEHCTBO, a 023010, 30KpeMa (iHaH-
COBOIO, JUTSl PO3BUTKY PYCBKOT HAI[IOHAILHOI KYJIBTYPH Ta JTITEpaTypy CTAJIN LIEPKOBHI CTPYKTYPH.
BcraHoBneHo, 1110 HalO1IbII 3HAYHOIO LIEPKOBHOIO CTPYKTYpoto pycuHiB [liBHIuHO-CXiqHOT
VYropmuan BBaXkanacss MyKadiBcbka I'PEKO-KaTONHMIbKA €MapXis, Yusl BilaJa MMOLINPIOBAIACS
Ha CiM yropchkux Komiraris (3emiuti, Yur, beper, Yroua, Mapamapour, Cadonu i Carmap), a
E€ITUCKOII, IKUH KepyBaB €M1apXi€lo 3 OCIAKOM B YKTOpOJIi, — IIPOBITHUM JIiJIEPOM PYCHHCTBA.

CrBepkeHo, mo JKOBTHEBHI AWIUIOM, SIKUI MTPOTOJIOCHB aBCTPIHCHKUH iMIepaTop
®pann Hocud I 20 sxosrHs 1860 p., 03HAMEHYBAB HOBEPHEHHS 10 KOHCTUTYI[HUX MPHH-
nuniB. Ha migcTasi aHauizy pi3HEX IporpaM rpeko-KaToINIBKUX CBIIIEHHNKIB MyKa4iBChKOT
enapxii BCTaHOBJIEHO, 1110 JKOBTHEBHH ANTIIIOM MaB BEJIMKHH BIIMB HA YTOPCHKUX PYCHHIB; Y
neit nepiox paguuk [Tpuasopuoi paxu Yropmman Anonsd oOpsiHChKHI BigcToroBaB dese-
patizariiro YropIinHH, CTBOPEHHS CaMOCTIHHOTO PyCHKOTO KOHIPECY Ta I'PEKO-KaTOINIBKOT
apxuenapxii. 3a3HadueHo, 1110 Horo inel BIIMHYIN Ha 6araTbox pyChKUX CBSIIEHHUKIB. KoH-
CTaTOBAHO, 110 NMPOYrOPChKUI MyKawiBChKUI envrckon Bacuip [Tonosud i fioro mocimitos-
HUKH BIIXWIIMIIY TTIPONo3uiiii JI0OpsIHCHKOTO, OCKIIBKH BBAXKAIH 1X 3aHAITO PaIUKaIbHUMH,
HAaTOMICTh YKIOpOJICbKa KOHCHUCTOPISl XOTiJIa BTUIMTH HAIllOHAIIBHI TOTPEON BUHSTKOBO Y
B3aemoii 3 [lep>kaBHUMH 300paMu YTOPILMHY.

BucHoBaHo, 110 micist aBcTpificbKo-yropcbKoi yroau 1867 p. ApyXHeE 10 yropuis
I'PEKO-KaTOJNIBKE yXOBEHCTBO MyKadiBChKOI €mapxii 3aJI0BOJILHUIIOCS THUMH ITPaBaMH,
sIKl 3a0e3reuyBaB 3aKkoH IMpO HalioHaidbHOCTI Bi 1868 p. Ha 3akiHueHHs 3a3HaueHO, 110
JYXOBEHCTBO ITOOOIOBAJIOCS, 1[0 BUMOTA PO3IIUPEHHS HaliOHAJIBHUX NpaB IPHU3BEIE 10
3MEHILCHHS JIep>KaBHOTO (iHaHcyBaHHS (cyOcuuii) MykadiBChKoi enapxii.

Knrwouosi cnosa: MyxadiBcbka I'PEKO-KaTOJIMIbKA €MApXisl, pyChKE TyXOBEHCTBO,
Anoned HoOpsuchkuid, [TiBHIYHO-CXigHA YTOpIIHA, HAllIOHATBHE TUTAHHS.



