2. THE AUTONOMY QUESTION IN TRANSCARPATHIA
Csilla Fedinec

This matter may be divided into periods. Transcarpathia (Carpathian
Ukraine) was an administrative region under the autonomy
legislation of Czechoslovakia (Second Republic) from October 11,
1938, to March 15, 1939, headed by the pro-Hungarian Andras Brody
(Andrej Brody) and then by the Ukrainian-oriented Avgusthyn
Voloshyn, who sympathized with Ukrainian notions and saw the
region in terms of the future of its indigenous Slav inhabitants.
The areas returned to Hungarian administration under the First
Vienna Award of November 2, 1938, including the cities of Ungvar
(UZhorod), Munkacs (Mukacevo) and Beregszasz (Berechovo), were
placed under their pre-1919 counties. Military action then brought
the rest of Trianon Transcarpathia under Hungarian rule after March
15, 1939, and the earlier, smaller area, not contiguous with Trianon
Transcarpathia and mainly inhabited by Rusyns, was declared to be
the “Subcarpathian Governorship.” The territory of the region was
also affected by the Second Vienna Award.!

Under Hungarian military rule the governorship was headed by
Julius Marina as commissioner, with Béla Novakovits as military
commander. Then came as governors Zsigmond Perényi (July
1939—October 1940), Miklos Kozma (November 1940—December
1941) and Vilmos Pal Tomcsanyi (from January 1942). In April
1944, after the region again became a theater of war, Andras Vincze
was both governor and military commander until October 15, when
Hungarian administration in Transcarpathia ceased.

On October 11, 1938, the Czechoslovak council of ministers
agreed to appoint an autonomous government for “Podkarpatska
Rus” (Subcarpathian Rus, or Subcarpathian Ruthenia) known as the
Council of Ministers of Podkarpatska Rus. Under the First Vienna
Award, 1,523 square kilometers of Podkarpatska Rus (21.1 percent of
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the region) was transferred to Hungary. In the remainder, Voloshyn
established a Carpatho-Ukrainian state with its center in Khust, to
which Adolf Hitler gave recognition in the form of a consulate. The
constitutional law granting autonomy to “Podkarpatskd Rus” was
passed in the Prague Parliament on November 22, 1938, having
been promised for twenty years in the Treaty of Saint-Germain of
September 10, 1919, and the 1920 Czechoslovak Constitution.

Hungary did all that it could to recover the whole of
Transcarpathia. In the autumn of 1938, an incident was directed
by Miklos Kozma, involving an incursion by the so-called Ragged
Guard. This was officially halted, but such border incidents
continued.®> Meanwhile the Poles tried similar tactics to Kozma'’s,
under the command of a professional army officer, Feliks Ankerstein,
in what was known as Operation Crowbar in late October and
November 1938. The Polish Consulate in Uzhorod became a
domestic information source.*

The decisive events took place in mid-March, when regular
Hungarian troops, with tacit agreement from Germany, put paid
to the Carpatho-Ukrainian state and its resistance forces, the
Carpathian Sich Guard. Then Voloshyn's government in Khust
declared the independence of Carpathian Ukraine on March 15.
This was merely a symbolic act, as the whole of Transcarpathia had
been annexed to Hungary by then.’

After the reannexations, the local inhabitants were discontented
by a relative loss of freedom of speech compared with liberal
Czechoslovak democracy, for the Hungarian system kept public
opinion under tight control. This was not just the fault of the
Horthy regime, for this was a border region of military significance.
Institutions won in “twenty years’ struggle” were lost or absorbed
into similar institutions in Hungary. On March 15, 1940, the United
Hungarian Party was disbanded or absorbed into the Hungarian
Party of Life. A decision of the Synod of the Reformed Church
of Hungary in October 1939 abolished the Reformed Church
Diocese of Subcarpathia, placing it in the Hungarian-based Trans-
Tisza Diocese. The Roman Catholic Apostolic Governorship of
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Subcarpathia was dissolved by papal command in October 1939
and 1ts area returned to the Diocese of Satu Mare. The authority
of the Province of Esztergom was restored over the Greek Catholic
Diocese of Munkacs in the summer of 1939. Rusyn secondary school
teaching was curtailed and most officials were recruited from the
“parent country.”

Administration of Transcarpathia under Hungarian rule took
a curious course. The Hungarian-inhabited band of territory
restored by the First Vienna Award was absorbed into the county
system, but the Rusyn-inhabited lands beyond remained a special
administrative area under the Subcarpathian Governorship based
in Ungvar, with three districts styled Ung, Bereg and Maramarosh.
One feature was the absence in many parts of clear boundaries,
meaning that a community might belong to two different
administrative units. Thus Ungvar was the seat of the governorship
and of Ung administrative district and of Ung County. Munkdcs
was the seat of the Bereg administrative district and part of Bereg
County, whose seat was Beregszasz. In education, institutions could
be divided even within one building, according to the language of
instruction, while geographically these might belong to the KoSice,
Satu Mare or Subcarpathian educational district. When the Ungvdr,
Munkacs and Beregszasz gymnasia were taken over in 1938-1939
by the Voloshyn government, non-Hungarian students and staff
were moved into the smaller area of Subcarpathia (Carpatho-
Ukraine), where several new gymnasia began to teach in Ukrainian
(at Perechyn, Svaliava, Bilki, Rakhiv, Rakoshyno and Velykyy
Bychkiv). These were either closed in the following school year or
demoted to civil schools. Ungvar Gymnasium was broken into three
parts: Hungarian-language gymnasia for boys (Drugeth) and girls
(Szent Erzsébet) and a Rusyn-language gymnasium. Munkacs’s
was divided into a Rusyn-language and a Hungarian-language
gymnasium (Arpad Fejedelem). Beregszasz was left only with a
Hungarian-language middle school, while the one in Khust became
Rusyn- and Hungarian-language. The Jewish Hebrew schools were
closed after the passage of the Jewish Acts.5
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Even Hungarian inhabitants in the area outside the governorship
that had belonged to Podkarpatska Rus in the Czechoslovak period,
and then been brought into the county system, retained a feeling
for Transcarpathia, expressed, for instance, in 1939 by Arpad
Siménfalvy, lord licutenant of Ung County: “Just as Hungarians and
Rusyns fought jointly for their rights in the years of oppression and
felt that they belonged as one, so we cannot now raise a Great Wall
of China between the habitations of the Rusyns, the administrative
district of Subcarpathia, and the activity of the county administra-
tion. Hungarians and Rusyns have to be brought closer together.””

Prime Minister Pal Teleki saw it as a moral question, after the
return of all Transcarpathia to Hungary, to give the Rusyns the
territorial, linguistic and cultural autonomy long promised to them.
He saw Transcarpathia as the site of a national policy experiment
in operating the idea of state of St. Stephen, as he considered the
Rusyns to be the minority most loyal to the Hungarian state. Several
meetings on the subject were held in March 1939, and the bill on the
“Subcarpathian Vojvodeship” and its local government underwent
several versions before being presented to Parliament in July 1940.
But, shortly afterwards, the prime minister had to withdraw the
measure, mainly under the security pressure from the military, and
the issue died forever. Teleki’s idea of a Subcarpathian Vojvodeship
had failed.?

It was clear during the debate that the draft had more opponents
than supporters. The situation is shown clearly in a statement by
Béla Imrédy, who had been drawn into the preparations, having
negotiated in September 1938, while still prime minister, with
Andras Brédy. He “raised the question of whether we were prepared
to grant Subcarpathia a measure of autonomy in the case of accession.
The statement that I made to him then was yes, but we did not detail
the matter precisely at that time and tried to keep it rather vague, but
as I say, the undertaking to give them autonomy was made firmly.
However, I must add that this was stated conditionally, in a case of
voluntary accession, meaning that an occupation-type accession such
as this, in my view, substantively alters the situation and absolves
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us morally from the earlier undertakings.”® It was mentioned in
Telek1’s circle that Brody should again be given some political role
in Transcarpathia, but in the event, the governorship went to Baron
Zsigmond Perényi, who had this to say: “It is true that we assured
them autonomy and drew up plans for it, but we did that against
the Czechs.”!” Perényi had ties to Transcarpathia as an Ugocsa
landowner, and took part between the wars in distributing secret,
politically motivated, Hungarian state subsidies in Transcarpathia.

The Rusyn Andras Brody was one of the tragic political figures
of the period. During his brief period as prime minister in the autumn
of 1938 he took a policy line sympathetic to Hungary, seeing that as
most appropriate from the national and state-related points of view for
protecting the interests of the Rusyns. But he realized after 1939 that
he had made a bad choice and turned against official Hungarian policy
(unsuccessfully in the event, as he was unable to achieve anything),
which had failed to grant Transcarpathia autonomy. Then, under
the Soviet system, he was executed for having taken a treacherous
pro-Hungarian stance. (Avgusthyn Voloshyn, who had followed an
expressly pro-Ukrainian line, also died in a Soviet prison.)

The administrative position of the Subcarpathian Governorship
was laid down in Prime Ministerial Order No. 6200 of July 7, 1939,
which it would be mistaken to view as a grant of autonomy."! The title
of the order betrays the fact that it was a “provisional” solution to the
question, valid until autonomy should be granted. Transcarpathia had
become a difficult issue for the Hungarian government. According
to the military command, “The favorable mood of the inhabitants
towards the idea of the Hungarian state begins to become unsettled.”!?
One big burden was the various vetting committees. The fate of the
Jews was one great tragedy in Transcarpathia. Some were taken in
1941 to German-occupied areas of inner Ukraine, while others were
deported in 1944 to certain death in Germany.”® This ethnic group,
most of whom identified themselves as Hungarians, became victims
of war. There were 78,272 Jewish inhabitants of the region registered
in 1941, but only 6,998 in 1946."

Transcarpathia again became a theater of war in April-October
1944, before coming under Soviet occupation.
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