
THE RUTHENIANS’ STRUGGLE FOR 
AUTONOMY

BY
OBSERVATOR

In the last number of our Review we published an 
article from the pen of Dr. Joseph Illes-Illyasevics which 
gave the public opinion of the Anglo-Saxon world a pregnant 
survey of the question of Ruthenian autonomy and of the 
failure of the Czecho-Slovak Government in twenty years 
to solve that question despite the fact that under the Treaty 
o f Saint Germain concluded with the Allied and Associated 
Powers on September 10th, 1919, the Czecho-Slovak Repub
lic had undertaken an obligation to do so.

.We believe that, seeing that in recent issues of the 
,,Danubian Review” we have dealt exhaustively with the 
questions of the German, Magyar, Slovak and Polish natio
nalities of Czecho-Slovakia, it is our duty to treat also of 
the Ruthenian problem. And, seeing that the kernel of this 
problem, as of the Slovak question, is the question of auton
omy, we must first of all investigate the legal background 
of the autonomy of Ruthenia from the point of view of inter
national law and of the public law of Czecho-Slovakia and 
at the same time supplement the material put forward by 
Dr. Joseph Illes-Illyasevics by throwing into relief against 
that background the political, cultural and economic situa
tion of the Ruthenians living to the south of the Carpathians.

We must also by way of introduction remind the readers 
of the ,,Danubian Review” that in Nos 2—3, 1937, of our 
Review (pp. 11—28) we described the circumstances and 
referred to the Czech interests which led to the wresting 
from Hungary by the Peace Conference of the territory
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known today as Ruthenia and the incorporation of that terri
tory in Czecho-Slovakia. On the basis of Mr. David Hunter- 
Miller's ,,My Diary" we dealt exhaustively with the speech 
made before the Council of Ambassadors on May 8th, 1919, 
by Dr. Benes, then Czecho-Slovak Foreign Minister, in 
which that statesman asserted that the Ruthenians did not 
wish to remain under Hungarian rule, but were on the other 
hand anxious to constitute an ,,autonomous State" within 
the framework of the Czecho-Slovak Republic. We also gave 
an account of the Memorandum submitted by the Czecho
slovak Delegation which defined the substance of the 
autonomy Czecho-Slovakia desired to guarantee Ruthenia. 
In order to avoid useless repetition we shall not deal again 
on the present occasion with the substance of these important 
documents or once more trouble to refute the Czech asser
tions contained therein; we shall restrict ourselves to occa
sionally referring to those documents where the thread of 
our argument makes such procedure necessary.

I.
In pre-War Hungary the question of Ruthenian autonomy 

was never even broached. The Ruthenians living in the 
north-eastern counties of Hungary, at the foot of the Wooded 
Carpathians, lived on terms of the closest friendship with 
the Magyars and for that reason never felt the need for any 
political or territorial autonomy.

The idea of this autonomy was first broached during 
the Great War in the United States of North America, 
where a large number of Ruthenians from Hungary were 
living. Inspired by Presdient Wilson's Fourteen Points, the 
Ruthenians of America too began to move; and under the 
direction of Gregory Zatkovic, they demanded the right of 
self-determination also for the Ruthenian inhabitants of 
Upper Hungary. At a meeting held at Homestead on July 
18th, 1918, the American-Ruthenian National Council
demanded complete independence for their racial brethren 
in the old country; or, in the event of that not being feasible, 
a union with the Ruthenians of East Galicia; or, if that were 
also impracticable, local autonomy. The Resolution was on 
October 21st, 1918, handed to. Thomas G. Masaryk, Presi
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dent of the Czecho-Slovak National Council, who decided 
in favour of the last alternative, — i. e. of autonomy. After the 
Ruthenians had been admitted to membership of the Central 
European Union established by Masaryk, the latter — on 
behalf and in the name of the Czecho-Slovak National 
Council — undertook an obligation to the effect that in the 
event of their adherence to Czecho-Slovakia the Ruthenians 
should be guaranteed full autonomy. It was on the basis of 
this agreement that, on November 12th, 1918, at Scranton, 
the American-Ruthenian National Council passed the reso
lution deciding that the Ruthenians of Hungary — ,,enjoying 
the widest rights of autonomy as a State" — should on a 
federal basis adhere to the democratic Czecho-Slovak 
Republic, it being thereby stipulated that Ruthenia should 
include ,,all the counties originally Ruthenian" — i. e. the 
counties of Szepes, Saros, Zemplen, Gomor, Abauj, Borsod, 
Ung, Ugocsa, Bereg and Maramaros. This resolution was 
taken on the basis of a plebiscite carried out by parishes 
which showed a majority of 67°/o in favour of Czecho
slovakia.1

In connection with the Scranton resolution it should 
first of all be noted that the persons taking part in the voting 
included Greek-Catholic (not, however, Greek-Oriental) 
Ruthenians who had migrated to America, not only from 
Hungary, but also from Galicia, Bukovina and the Ukrainian 
territories of Russia, so that the said resolution cannot by 
any means be regarded as having been taken by American 
immigrants representing ,,the Ruthenians of Hungary". But 
even had it been the resolution solely of immigrants from 
Hungary, it is evident that the Ruthenians of America, a 
considerable proportion of whom had already become 
American citizens, were not entitled legally to take up any 
attitude on behalf of the Ruthenians who had remained in 
the old country, who had not given them any authorisation 
to do so and who at the time in question were actually 
fighting on the opposite side — in the armies of the Central 
Powers — and were fighting loyally and courageously too.

1 See Dr. Ernst Flachbarth: „System des internationalen Minder- 
heitenrechtes” . Budapest, 1937. Vol. I., p. 429—430.
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The intention to separate from  H ungary of the Ruthenians 
of A m erica —  even presuming that this was not m erely the 
wish of Ruthenians who had em igrated to A m erica from  
territories lying to the north  of the Carpathians —  did not 
therefore offer any legal basis for the detachm ent from H un
gary of the territory lying to the south of the Carpathians.

The Ruthenians remaining in Hungary were not given 
any opportunity after the end of the Great ,War to freely 
express their wishes. The resolutions of the local Ruthenian 
National Councils formed in November, 1918, cannot be 
regarded as expressions of the will of the Ruthenian people 
living to the south of the Carpathians; for these so-called 
,,national councils" were revolutionary formations assembled 
at random which had not received from the Ruthenian people 
any sort of authorisation to decide to which State that people 
should belong. And in any case the most authoritative of 
these ,,national councils" was the one formed in Ungvar 
(Uzhorod), the Capital of present-day Ruthenia, which 
decided in favour of adherence to Hungary. The Council 
formed at Huszt (Chust) decided in favour of adherence to 
the Ukraine; though — a circumstance which detracts con- 
siderabily from the value of the resolution — at a time when 
the little town was for a short period occupied by Ukrainian 
insurgents. The only local Council to decide in favour of 
Czecho-Slovakia was that formed at Eperjes (Presov), a 
town which is not in Ruthenia at all, but in Eastern Slovakia; 
though this resolution was taken at a time when the town 
had already been occupied by he troops of the new Czecho
slovak Republic. For the purpose of securing some kind of 
claim to Ruthenia, the eastern section of which was then 
under Rumanian occupation, in the spring of 1919 the Czechs 
at Ungvar formed a ,,national council" of their own con
sisting exclusively of creatures of the Czecho-Slovak 
Government.

However, even this ,,National Council" was not willing 
to declare in favour of adherence to Czecho-Slovakia except 
subject to the following conditions:

,,Ruthenia should form  an independent State within the 
fram ew ork of C zecho-Slovakia possessing full rights of
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autonomy the frontiers of which should be fixed by represen
tatives of Ruthenia and of the Czecho-Slovak Republic 
respectively. The sine qua nons of Ruthenia's existence and 
of her development should be laid down in a formal treaty 
to be concluded between the Ruthenian State and the legal 
representatives of the Czecho-Slovak Republic. Until that 
treaty had been concluded the western frontier should extend 
provisionally to the rivers Hernad and Tarca and to the 
boundaries of the O-Lublo (Stara Lubovna) Hundred 
respectively. The Ruthenian State should be governed by a 
Ruthenian Minister appointed by the President of the 
Czecho-Slovak Republic who should on his part appoint all 
the officials of the Ruthenian State. In all matters of dispute 
—  including also all questions of the interpretation of the 
treaty — the Czecho-Slovak Republic and the Ruthenian 
State are both alike entitled to apply to the League of 
Nations. The decision of the League of Nations shall be 
binding on both Parties."2

We see, therefore, that even the Council called into 
being by the Czecho-Slovak Government itself conceived of 
the relation between Czecho-Slovakia and Ruthenia as a 
federation of two Parties of equal rank and status. The 
Ungvar Resolution spoke of Ruthenia as of an independent 
State, as did Dr. Benes himself in the speech made by him 
before the Supreme Council of the Peace Conference on 
February 5th, 1919.

* *
*

On September 10th, 1919, at St. Germain-en-Laye, was 
•concluded between the Principal Allied and Associated Po
wers and Czecho-Slovakia a treaty (the Minority Treaty) 
which came into force on July 6th, 1920, the articles of 
which (Articles 10— 13) relating to Ruthenia do not go quite 
so far, merely endowing Ruthenia with the widest autonomy 
compatible with the unity of the Czecho-Slovak State. Under 
the said Treaty Czecho-Slovakia and Ruthenia do not form 
a federation of State or a federal State, Ruthenia being 
in the terms of the treaty merely an autonomous territory

* See Flachbarth op. cit., p. 430.
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of the C zecho-S lovak  Republic possessing far-reaching rights 
of political self-governm ent.

N evertheless, C zecho-Slovakia has so far failed to put 
into practice a single letter of the treaty. In support of this 
assertion we give below  a description of the developm ent of 
the legal status of Ruthenia within the fram ework of the 
C zecho-S lovak  Republic.

Before proceeding, the fact must be noted that § 3 of 
the Constitution (Charter) of the Czecho-Slovak Republic 
promulgated sub No. 121 on February 29th, 1920, incorpor
ated only in a very materially amended form Articles 
10— 13 of the Treaty of Saint Germain. For the sake of 
comparison we herewith publish in parallel columns Articles 
10— 13 of the said Treaty and the relevant passages of the 
Czecho-Slovak Constitution respectively:

Czecho-Slovak ConstitutionTreaty of Saint Germain.

,,Czecho-Slovakia under
takes to organise the terri
tory of the Ruthenians to the 
south of the Carpathians — 
with frontiers as fixed by the 
Principal Allied and Asso
ciated Powers — in the form 
of a unit within the frame
work of the Czecho-Slovak 
State endowed with the 
widest possible autonomy 
compatible with the unity of 
the Czecho-Slovak State” 
(Article 10).

,,The territory of the Ru
thenians to the south of the 
Carpathians shall be granted 
an autonomous Diet. The said 
Diet shall exercise the leg
islative power in matters of 
language, education and relig
ion, as also in respect of 
questions of local administrat

es 3).
,,The territory of the Cze

cho-Slovak Republic consti
tutes a united and undivided 
territory the frontiers of 
which cannot be changed ex
cept by an Act of Constitu
tional Law” (Par. 1).

,,An inseparable consti
tuent part of this whole is 
the autonomous territory of 
Ruthenia —  on the basis of 
voluntary adherence as ascer
tained in the Treaty con
cluded at St. Germain-en- 
Laye on September 10th, 
1919, between the Allied and 
Associated Powers and the 
Czecho-Slovak Republic — 
which shall be endowed with 
the widest autonomy com
patible with the unity of 
the Czecho-Slovak Republic” 
(Par. 2).
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Lon and of all other questions 
that may be assigned to it 
by the laws of the Czecho
slovak State. The Governor 
of the territory of the Ruthe- 
nians shall be appointed by 
the President of the Czecho
slovak Republic and shall be 
responsible to the Ruthenian 
Diet" (Article 11).

„Czecho-Slovakia agrees 
that the functionaries of the 
territory of the Ruthenians 
shall be chosen as far as pos
sible from among inhabitants 
of this territory" (Article 
12).

,,Czecho-Slovakia guaran
tees the territory of the Ru
thenians an equitable repres
entation in the legislative As
sembly of the Czecho-Slovak 
Republic, to which the said 
territory shall send deputies 
elected in conformity with the 
Constitution of the Czecho
slovak Republic. Neverthe
less, these deputies shall not 
enjoy the right of voting in 
the Czecho-Slovak Diet on 
any legislative matters of 
the same character as those 
assigned to the Ruthenian 
Diet" (Article 13).

,,Ruthenia shall possess a 
Diet of her own, which shall 
elect its own Presidents” 
(Par, 3).

,,The Diet of Ruthenia 
shall be empowered to pass 
legislation dealing with laws 
relating to matters of lan
guage, education, religion and 
local administration and to 
all such matters as shall be 
referred to its sphere of 
authority by the laws of the 
Czecho-Slovak Republic. The 
laws passed by the Diet of 
Ruthenia shall, after the Pre
sident of the Republic has by 
his signature expressed his 
approval thereof, be promul
gated in a separate law ga
zette and shall be signed also 
by the Governor" (Par. 4).

,,Ruthenia must be repre
sented in the National As
sembly of the Czecho-Slovak 
Republic by an adequate 
number of Deputies (Sen
ators) as determined in the 
Czecho-Slovak Election Bye
laws" (Par. 5).

,,At the head of Ruthenia 
shall be a Governor appoint
ed by the President of the 
Czecho-Slovak Republic on 
nomination by Government 
who shall be responsible also 
to the Diet of Ruthenia" 
(Par. 6).

,,The functionaries of Ruth-
11
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enia shall as far as possible 
be recruited from among the 
inhabitants of that province" 
(Par. 7).

,,A11 details — and in par
ticular the right of parlia
mentary suffrage and the 
question of eligibility — shall 
be determined by special 
measures" (Par. 8).

,,The law passed by the 
National Assembly which fix
es the frontiers of Ruthenia 
shall form part of the Con
stitution (Charter)" (Par. 9).

We see therefore that there are divergences of a mater
ial character between the two texts. These divergences are 
the following: —

1. The Treaty of Saint Germain on all occasions spells 
the name of the new Republic with a hyphen (Czecho-Slov- 
akia), whereas the Czecho-Slovak Constitution simply drops 
the hyphen altogether. Although this divergence does not 
affect Ruthenia directly, it is nevertheless a typical symptom 
of the centralising endeavours carried on at the expense of 
the Slovaks which from the very outset inspired the Czecho
slovak legislature and are so diametrically opposed to the 
spirit of the Treaty of Saint Germain.

2. There is no trace in the Treaty of any provision 
corresponding to that contained in Par. 4 of the 
Czecho-Slovak Constitution. In the Treaty not a word is 
said about the laws passed by the Ruthenian Diet having 
to be approved or ratified by the President of the Czecho
slovak Republic. The breach of the treaty here is particularly 
manifest when we remember that § 47 of the Czecho-Slovak 
Constitution does not endow the President of the Republic 
with the right of approval or ratification — but merely with 
that of veto — in connection with laws passed by the 
Czecho-Slovak (Prague) National Assembly.

3. Nor does the Constitution contain any provision
12
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corresponding to the stipulation comprised in the second! 
sentence of Article 13 of the Treaty. This omission detracts 
from the importance of the autonomous legislative power; 
for it slurs the circumstance that in its autonomous sphere 
of activity the Ruthenian Diet is equal in rank to the 
Czecho-Slovak National Assembly. Yet the fact that the 
framers of the Treaty of Saint Germain conceived of the 
Ruthenian Diet as equal in rank in this sphere of activity 
to the Prague Parliament, is proved by Article 13 speaking 
of both bodies alike as “Diets",

4. Whereas under the Treaty the Governor was to be 
appointed direct by the President of the Republic and was 
to be responsible solely and exclusively to the autonomous. 
Diet, according to the Czecho-Slovak Constitution the 
appointment is to be made on the proposal of the (Prague) 
Government, while the Governor is responsible also to the 
Ruthenian Diet. The treaty conceived of the Governor as the 
head of the autonomous executive power and equal in rank 
in his autonomous sphere of authority to the Prague Govern
ment, being responsible exclusively to the autonomous Diet 
in the same manner as the Prague Government is responsible 
to the Prague National Assembly. The treaty therefore 
intended Ruthenia to be granted a parliamentary — or at 
least a constitutional — form of government the head of 
which was to be a Governor entirely independent of the 
Prague Cabinet. The Czecho-Slovak Constitution, on the 
contrary, has made the Governor an organ dependent upon 
the Prague Government, an interpretation thrown even more 
strikingly into relief by the use of the word "also", the 
insertion of which means that under the Czecho-Slovak 
Constitution the Governor is responsible, not only to the 
autonomous Diet, but to some other factor too — evidently 
the Prague Government — , that denoting that instead of 
being a political dignitary he is merely an official required 
to obey the instructions of the Prague Government.

* *
*

The above comments are no doubt of a purely theoretical 
significance; for — a fact that has to be repeated over and.
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over again — not a single letter of the provisions contained 
in § 3 of the Czecho-Slovak Constitution has been put into 
practice. Though eighteen years have passed since the Con
stitution was put into force, no attempt has yet been made 
to draft even those laws prescribed in § 3 which were on the 
one hand, by way of preparation for the convening of the 
Ruthenian Diet, to determine the regulations relating to the 
active right of suffrage and to the conditions of eligibility 
to membership of the Diet, and on the other hand to fix the 
frontiers of Ruthenia within the framework of the Republic.

The western frontier of Ruthenia — that separating 
that province from Slovakia — has not yet been demarcated. 
The Principal Allied and Associated Powers did not de
termine this frontier at the Peace Conference. No treaty 
relating to this point was concluded between them and the 
Czecho-Slovak Republic respectively. Nor is there any 
Czecho-Slovak law for adjusting the frontier question. Prague 
has deliberately left the regulation of this question by law 
an open question in order to make it a permanent bone of 
contention between Ruthenians and Slovaks. Order in 
Council No. 378 ex 1922 attached to Slovakia those parts of 
the Nagyberezna Hundred which by the “General Statute" 
to be dealt with below had been incorporated in Ruthenia. The 
Ruthenians protested energetically against this measure. 
Their protest was fully justified, particularly in view of the 
fact that in terms of the Scranton Resolution the Counties 
of Zemplen, Saros, Abauj and Szepes lying to the west of 
the present Ruthenian-Slovak frontier belong to Ruthenia; 
and in terms of the Ungvar Resolution taken on May 16th, 
1919, the western frontier of Ruthenia should extend as far as 
the rivers Hernad and Tarca and as the 61ublo (Stara Lu- 
bovna) Hundred, that meaning the inclusion within Ruthenia 
of the County of Szepes or rather of certain parts of that 
county. Now the Treaty of Saint Germain speaks expressly 
of “the territory of the Ruthenians lying to the south of the 
Carpathians" ( “le territoire des Ruthenes au Sud des Car- 
pathes"), so that under that treaty too the parts of the 
counties enumerated above which are inhabited by Ruthen
ians should undoubtedly belong to Ruthenia.

14
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In the first two years following the coming into force of 
the Czecho-Slovak Constitution it seemed as if Prague was 
anxious to grant Ruthenia, if not the autonomy conforming 
in every respect to the letter and spirit of the Treaty, at 
any rate some kind of restricted political autonomy.

At the end of 1919 the French General Hennocque, 
commanding the troops in Ruthenia, issued a proclamation 
notifying the people of the contents of the "General Statute” 
(Order No. 26,536 ex 1919), which, however, not having ever 
been promulgated in the Gazette of Czecho-Slovak Laws 
and Orders, is not a source of Czecho-Slovak constitutional 
law. Article IV. of this Statute ordained the appointment, 
not of a Governor, but of a provisional Administrator and 
of a provisional Directory to act as advisers to the said 
Administrator. The advisory powers of the Directory ex
tended to matters of language, education and religion, and 
to local administration, as also to the distribution and recall 
of the officials entrusted with the executive agenda in all 
such matters. The appointment of the officials was reserved 
for the Administrator; and it was to him that they were 
subordinated and made responsible. In the event of any 
difference of opinion between the Administrator and the 
Directory the question at dispute was to submitted to the 
President of the Republic or to his authorised representative, 
whose decision was to be final and binding in law.

The Czech Brejcha was appointed Administrator after 
the Statute had been issued. The office of President of the 
Directory was given to the Ruthenian Gregory 2atkovic, of 
whom mention has already been made. He had returned 
home from America for the purpose of co-operating in the 
work of carrying the autonomy of his country into effect. 
This distribution of roles in itself suffices to show that 
Prague was determined from the very outset to evade the 
provisions of the Treaty of Saint Germain. For the power 
was placed in the hands of a Czech Administrator, while 
the Directory put under Ruthenian control was merely an 
advisory body. And in any case the institutions of Ad
ministrator and Directory, as well as the sphere of authority 
assigned to the President or his duly authorised represent
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ative —  form ally m erely the role of arbitrator, but in reality  
the power of suprem e executive —  w ere a direct defiance of 
the provisions of the T reaty of Saint Germ ain and indeed  
of the C zecho-Slovak Constution itself, both of which 
stipulated that the executive pow er was to be concentrated
in the hands of the autonomous D iet (in Ruthenian “ S o y m ") .3

* *
*

The “General Statute" was very shortly replaced by 
Order in Council No. 356 ex 1920 (the so-called “Provisional 
Statute” ). In terms of this Order the head of Ruthenia was 
to be a provisional Governor appointed by the Head of 
State on the nomination of the Government whose deputy 
was the Assistant Governor. The sphere of authority of the 
Governor was to comprise the representation of Ruthenia 
in discussions with the Government, the direction of the dis
cussions of the Governing Council, the signature of ordinances 
issued by the civil administration (civilni sprava), the 
appointment of the officials of church and local administra
tion nominated by the competent rapporteur (the nominations 
to be countersigned by the Assistant Governor), except where 
such appointment was reserved for the Head of State, the 
Government or the autonomous factors, the appointment of 
non-State teachers (up to and including those ranked in 
Class VII.), the presentation of proposals relating to the 
promotion of other judges and officials, the procural of 
reports from the Assistant Governor and through the agency 
of the said Assistant Governor from the persons reporting 
on matters of civil administration, as also the suspension 
and the submission to the decision of Government measures 
taken by the Assistant Governor involving an infraction of 
the Constitution or of other laws or prejudicing the interests 
of Ruthenia.

But the A ssistan t Governor was the chief of the rap
porteurs attached to the civil administration and of the sub
ordinate authorities; he had to countersign every official act 
of the G overnor: and if in any question they failed to agree,

3 See Dr. Flachbarth E rno: ,,Ruszinszko autonomiaja a nemzetkozi 
jog es a csehszlov&k alkotmanyjog szempontjabol". Miskolc, 1934., 
p. 23—24.
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he was to submit the matter to the decision of the Govern
ment. The said Order also organised the Governing Council 
consisting of 10 elected Members and 4 Members appointed 
by Government on which — in addition to the Governor and 
Assistant Governor — 6 Members possessing the right to 
vote sat as representatives of the civil administration, the 
result being that the Government always had the majority 
of the said body at its disposal in advance. And in any case 
the sphere of authority of the Governing Council extended 
only to declarations or statements in questions submitted to 
it by the Government or the Governor or Assistant Governor 
respectively. In principle the civil administration should 
have been required to submit to the Council all the 
ordinances issued by it; but this provision was almost com
pletely neutralised and its value nullified by the proviso 
that in urgent cases the ordinances might be made public 
before being submitted to the Council, whose approval could 
be secured subsequently.

After the publication of the said Order Gregory 2atko- 
vic was appointed Governor and the Czech Ehrenfeld 
Assistant Governor. The former was given the title; but the 
actual power was put in the hands of the latter. For, as may 
be seen from what has been said above, the executive power 
—  except in cases where that power was reserved for Prague 
as final forum — was exercised by the Assistant Governor 
and the civil administration under his control. What fell to 
the share of the Governor was rather representative duties; 
and in most of the matters referred to his sphere of authority 
it was only on representations made by the Assistant Gov
ernor that he was able to act at all, while in the event of 
a difference of opinion it was not his will, but the will of 
Prague, that was enforced. Gregory 2atkovic was very soon 
compelled to realise the subordinate role that had been allot
ted to him by the side of Ehrenfeld; and in May, 1921, he 
resigned office as Governor and returned to the U. S . A . ,  
where he once more set up as a lawyer. But before doing 
so he drafted the memorandum entitled “The Report sub
mitted on May 16th., 1921, to the Czecho-Slovak Govern
ment by Gregory Zatkovic Whilom Governor of Ruthenia”

18
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in which he disclosed the hideous game being played by 
Prague with the autonomy of Ruthenia and with the inter
national treaty guaranteeing that autonomy.4

* *
*

Afer the resignation of 2atkovic the office of Governor 
was not filled. During the next five years the affairs of 
Ruthenia were managed by the civil administration without 
the very remotest legal basis and by the Czech head of that 
administration, Ehrenfeld, and — after 1925 — by an 
Assistant Governor (also a Czech by race of the name of 
Rozsypal), who never convened the Governing Council to 
co-operate in the work of administration. In 1923 a Ruthenian 
of the name of Beskid was indeed appointed Governor; but 

no account whatsoever was taken even of the Governor's 
sphere of authority guaranteed in Order in Council No. 356 
ex 1920, the result being that the new Governor possessed 
the title, but lacked all the legal and actual power, of 
Governor.

Notwithstanding the provisions contained in Article 13 
of the Treaty of Saint Germain and of Paragraph 5. of § 3 
of the Czecho-Slovak Constitution, Ruthenia was not given 
any representation whatsoever in the Czecho-Slovak National 
Assembly — let alone the "equitable representation" 
stipulated in those provisions. For the 1920 Czecho-Slovak 
parliamentary elections did not extend to this territory. It 
was only in the spring of 1924 that Ruthenia was first given 
an opportunity to vote at elections of the kind; but that 
province has not even yet an “equitable representation", 
seeing that in terms of Laws 123 and 124 of 1920 Ruthenia 
sends only 9 Deputies and 4 Senators to sit in the Czecho
slovak Parliament, although her ratio of population would 
entitle her to elect 15 Deputies and 8 Senators.

In 1926 Order in Council No. 84 ex 1926 completely 
invalidated Order in Council No. 356 ex 1920 and organised 
Ruthenia too as a “ large county" (zupa) on the model of 
the “ large counties" already organised in Slovakia under 
the relevant law; furthermore, in order to show that there was

4 See Flachbarth: „Ruszinszk6 autonomiaja" etc., p. 24—25.
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no idea of giving Ruthenia even the appearance of autonomy, 
the town selected as Capital of that province was not Ungvar 
(Uzhorod), the embodiment of Ruthenian traditions, but 
Munkacs (Mukacevo). The “ large county” was put under 
the direction of an official (zupan) exclusively dependent 
upon Government by the side of whom the county assembly 
played only the subordinate role of consultative body, no 
political question being allowed to figure among its agenda. 
One-fourth of the members of this assembly were appointed 
by Government, and in addition numerous officials were 
members ex officio, so that the Government had not much 
trouble to secure a safe majority. Beskid remained Governor 
in name, but he did not possess one jot or tittle of legal or 
actual power. The Czecho-Slovak legislature did not think 
it necessary even to demarcate his sphere of authority in 
dealings with the zupan. The dignity of governor was there
fore a veritable farce; and the Governor did not even possess 
the power to appoint an office messenger.

The cause of the autonomy of Ruthenia was not im
proved — was indeed seriously injured — by Law 125 of 
1927 — the so-called “Public Administration Reform". This 
Law divided Czecho-Slovakia into four provinces — Bohemia 
proper, Moravia-Silesia, Slovakia and Ruthenia. The sphere 
of authority of these provinces, however, tallied completely 
with that of the "large counties", —  that meaning that it 
did not extend to the discussion of any form of political 
question. The proportion of members of the provincial 
assemblies appointed by Government was to be, not one- 
fourth, but one-third, the result being that the Government 
was sure in advance of securing a majority. After the coming 
into force of this new Law Ruthenia was given a Provincial 
President (with a sphere of authority corresponding to that 
of the zupan of previous days, that making him merely a 
Government official); and the first President appointed was 
Rozsypal, the person of Czech nationality who had previously 
been Assistant Governor and who therefore continued to be 
the head of the administration. From this time onward the 
office of Governor continued to be a title without authority. 
And for a long time after the death of Beskid in 1933 there
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was no one to flaunt the title, until Constantine Hrabar was 
appointed Governor, though for the moment he too is with
out any power.

We see then that the exceptionally restricted autonomy 
granted first by the “ large county” and then by the provincial 
system, has nothing whatsoever in common with the autonomy 
guaranteed Ruthenia in the Treaty of Saint Germain and 
indeed in the Czecho-Slovak Constitution itself. It is a kind 
of local self-government; not political, territorial autonomy. 
The public administration of Ruthenia has been made on the 
model of those of the other provinces of the Czecho-Slovak 
State; whereas the object of the Treaty of Saint Germain 
was after all nothing more or less than to ensure Ruthenia 
a different form of public administration and autonomy, 
more independent than that of the other territories of 
Czecho-Slovakia.

* *
*

Last year Law  172 of 1937 at long last ensured the 
Governor some sort of authority.

Under this Law the Governor is appointed — or recal
led, as the case may be — by the President of the Republic 
on the proposal of the Czecho-Slovak Government; and, 
until the autonomous Diet has been constituted, the Governor 
is responsible solely and exclusively to the Czecho-Slovak 
Government, though after that has taken place he is to be 
responsible also to the "sojm” (Ruthenian Diet). This mea
sure is evidently in defiance of the relevant provision of the 
Minority Treaty.

The Governor president at meetings of the provincial 
representative assembly and of the provincial committee. He 
has the right to express his opinion concerning the appoint
ments to offices in the public administration and on the 
proposal of the Provincial Office confirms the Mayors of 
Ungvar (Uzhorod) and Munkacs (Mukacevo) and the election 
of the parish magistrates. (These latter agenda formerly 
belonged to the sphere of authority of the Minister of 
the Interior). In the event of the dissolution of parish 
representative bodies he takes the measures to provide for 
the provisional management of the parish affairs — in other
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words to appoint the respective Government Commissioner.
In religious matters the Governor has the right to decide 

respecting the claims of the Parties in cases in which the 
decision previously rested with the Provincial Office, his 
right to decide in the matter of financial claims against the 
State to be contingent on the views expressed by the Pro
vincial Office. He is entitled to exercise the right of pre
sentation to ecclesiastical benefices under the patronage 
of the Central Ministry of Education or of State undertak
ings, provided that the Ministry of Education has approved 
of the appointment of the persons in question. Subject to 
similar conditions he is entitled to approve the appointment 
of functionaries of denominations authorised by the State, — 
though all those functionaries are excepted whose sphere of 
activity extends to the whole province or to an even larger 
area.

In educational matters (with the exception of the agri
cultural schools) the Governor appoints the teachers of the 
State elementary schools and the teachers of the infant 
schools, as also the inspectors of schools, but only on the 
proposal of the Provincial Office. He has not the right to 
appoint teachers of State secondary schools except in cases 
where this right is not reserved for the Government or the 
President of the Republic, — that meaning that he can 
exercise this right only in the most exceptional cases. In 
the case of agricultural vocational schools he cannot make 
appointments except with the approval of the Minister of 
Agriculture. In respect of the appointment of other members 
of teaching staffs he is entitled only to state his opinion.

In linguistic matters the only right devolving on the 
Governor is that of approving Russian and Little-Russian 
schoolbooks as far as their language. Apart from that, all he 
is entitled to do is to submit proposals and his opinion to 
the central authorities and to require other authorities to 
present reports.

We see, therefore, that in his own sphere of authority 
the only rights reserved to the Governor are that of approving 
and licencing schoolbooks as far as their language and that 
of decision in unimportant church and religious questions.
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Now, seeing that the Governor is responsible exclusively to 
the Prague Government, his functions even in this very 
restricted sphere of activity are not those of the organ of an 
autonomous self-government, but of an official subordinated 
to the Prague Government.

Let us now compare this sphere of authority with that 
of the Governor ensured in the Minority Treaty or even in 
the Czecho-Slovak Constitution: such a comparison convinces 
us at once that the two spheres of authority have nothing 
whatsoever to do with one another. The Minority Treaty 
conceived of the Governor as the head of parliamentary 
government functioning in an autonomous sphere of activity 
and responsible solely and exclusively to the “sojm" (or 
Ruthenian Diet); and even the Czecho-Slovak Constitution 
provided him with a jurisdiction similar to that exercised 
by the Prime Minister in a State governed, if not by a 
parliamentary system, at least constitutionally. As against 
this, Law 172 of 1937 has reserved to the Governor a sphere 
of authority not exceeding that of the head of a department 
in a ministry.

The new Law has organised a Governing Council at
tached to the Governor the sphere of activity of which is 
also restricted to the expression of opinion in those ques
tions which belong to the jurisdiction of the Governor. This 
Governing Council is therefore simply a consultative body; 
whereas both the Minority Treaty and the Czecho-Slovak 
Constitution postulate the organisation of a Diet with legisla
tive powers functioning autonomously. This Governing Council 
consists of the Members of the Provincial Committee, 
of nine Members elected by the Provincial represen
tative assembly and of nine Members appointed by the 
Czecho-Slovak Government. Seeing that under the 1927 
Public Administration Law six of the eighteen Members of the 
Ruthenian Provincial representative assembly are appointed 
by the Prague Government, all the Government parties have 
to do is to obtain at least three of the seats on the Pro
vincial representative assembly filled by election in order to 
be able to secure the majority in the Governing Council. The 
new Law has thrown into relief the purely administrative 
character of the Governing Council also by proclaiming in
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advance that the meetings of the Governing Council shall 
be held in camera and by authorising the central Govern
ment to dissolve the Council.

The new Law does not therefore advance matters one 
single step towards a realisation of the political and territo
rial autonomy ensured in the Minority Treaty and even in 
the Czecho-Slovak Constitution; it has merely put into force 
an adminisrative de-centralisation of an extremely limited 
extent.

* *
*

In closing our discussion of the points of constitutional 
law we would note the following facts:

As we have seen, the Minority Treaty and the Czecho
slovak Constitution referred to the jurisdiction of the auto
nomous self-govering body of Ruthenia the following matters:
a) the linguistic question; b) religion; c) education; and 
d) local administration. As against this legal situation the 
actual situation is as follows:

a) Language. As against the Minority Treaty and the 
Constitution, in terms of which the linguistic questions are 
to be adjusted by the autonomous Diet, during the past 
twenty years the work of adjustment has been monopolised 
by the Czecho-Slovak National Assembly and the Czecho
slovak Government, which have in consequence brought 
into being in this territory a linguistic chaos quite unknown 
in the days of the Hungarian regime. For the Czecho-Slovak 
Government supplemented the use of the Russian language 
proper — that in general use among the priests and other 
mebers of the intellectual classes living in Ruthenia — by 
transferring from Galicia to Ruthenia too the Ukrainian 
(Little Russian) literary language, doing so partly for the 
purpose of counteracting the influence of the Russian Soviet, 
with which Czecho-Slovakia was not at the time on friendly 
terms, partly to annoy the anti-Ukrainian Poles, and partly 
also to introduce dissension among the autochthonous Ruthe- 
nians and to thereby enforce the old principle of “divide et 
impera” ; for the purpose of spreading a knowledge of that 
language and extending its influence the Prague Government
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engaged officials and teachers galore who had had to flee 
from Russian Ukrainia and from Galicia, and indeed actually 
established a Ukrainian university in Prague. Later on, in 
order to enhance the confusion, the Government encouraged 
the movement for securing the development of the local 
dialect into a literary language, hoping that thereby it would 
prove possible to introduce into a dialect poor in technical 
terms Czech words and expressions and thus to pave the 
way for the czechisation of the Ruthenian people. The lingu
istic chaos thus brought forcibly into being — with the details 
of which we shall deal later on, in section II. of this article 
—  is reflected also in the Czecho-Slovak laws and ordinances.

The ‘ ‘General Statute'’ originally provided that the 
official language of Ruthenia was to be the “people's 
language” . In terms of § 6 of the Language Act (Law 122 of 
1920), this question was to be adjusted in a manner compa
tible with the unity of the Czecho-Slovak State. However, 
until such time as the autonomous Diet should assemble, — 
it has not yet done so — , the Law in question was to be 
applied “with special regard for the peculiar linguistic condi
tions of this territory” . It would be far cry to deal ex
haustively with the provisions of the Language Act; we shall 
therefore confine ourselves to pointing out that under that 
Act the official language of the State is Czecho-Slovak, 
which is therefore the official language in Ruthenia too, the 
Ruthenians being entitled only to the linguistic rights enjoyed 
by the linguistic minorities generally, — viz. the right to 
use their own languages before the courts of law and the 
administrative authorities, provided however that the 
minority in question represents not less than 20% of the 
population of the area over which the respective court of 
law or authority has jurisdiction.

Somewhat more extensive in theory were the rights 
ensured the Ruthenians by § 100 of Order in Council No. 
17 ex 1926. For the said provision ensures the Russian and 
Little Russian languages — as against the languages of the 
other minorities — the following special benefits:

1. Courts of law and administrative authorities are 
required to accept and deal with applications written in
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these languages even in places where the Ruthenians do not 
represent even 20% of the population;

2. All autonomous authorities and corporations are 
required to accept applications written in these languages, 
which must be dealt with also in the said languages. These 
languages may always be used at their meetings; and motions 
and proposals presented in these languages must be put up 
for discussion (Order in Council No. 229 ex 1928 extended 
this principle also to provincial and district (hundred) 
representative assemblies.

The dominant language in Ruthenia — where even ac
cording to the data of the 1930 Census there are 447.000 
Ruthenians and only 34.000 Czechs and Slovaks — is still 
the “Czecho-Slovak” language. Practical importance attaches 
to the provisions referred to above only in the case of the 
autonomous bodies where there is no absolute or even 
relative majority of Ruthenians; in the public administration, 
however, and in the administration of justice they have very 
little practical value, for in the whole of Ruthenia there 
is only one single district (hundred) not containing 20% of 
Ruthenians. We see, therefore, that this Order also infringes 
the provisions of the Minority Treaty and of the Czecho
slovak Constitution, — if only because under those provisions 
the Czecho-Slovak Government was not in any way entitled 
to issue an Order in Council regulating the linguistic question 
of Ruthenia.

A  point requiring to be specially stressed is that the 
Order in Council leaves absolutely open the question of the 
relative position of the languages, seeing that it refers jointly 
to the Russian and Little Russian (Ukrainian) languages, 
making it doubtful whether the authorities are required to 
deal with the applications handed in to them in either of 
these languages in Russian or in Ukrainian? According to 
the Czech Professor Peska this Order was the root cause 
of the vacillation as between the Russian and Ukrainian 
movements; and he admits that he is also unable to under
stand what was the object of the Order in “making this 
strange juxtaposition’’.5

5 See Dr. Zdenek P eska : "Narodni mensiny o Ceskoslovensko”
(Bratislava, 1932), p. 218.
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b) Religion. The legislative power is exercised ex
clusively by the Prague Parliament, while the executive po
wer is in the hands of the Czecho-Slovak Government. Law 
96 of 1925 — that relating to the relations between religious 
denominations — is in force in respect of Ruthenia too. Law 
172 of 1937, as we have seen, did indeed confer on the 
Governor — subject to the approval of the central Ministry 
of Education — the right of presentation to benefices under 
the patronage of the State; but in these cases the right exer
cised by the Governor is not political, but a private right 
enjoyed by him under canon law. For the patronage of 
benefices may be exercised, not only by the State or some 
public body, but also by every person, — even by persons 
who are not Roman Catholics.

c) Education (School Matters). Here too the legislative 
power is exercised by the Prague Parliament, The educa
tional laws passed by that body are in force in respect of 
Ruthenia too. The executive power is concentrated in the 
hands of the Prague Ministry of Schools (Education), the 
Ruthenian organ of which is the school rapporteur's office 
in Ungvar (Uzhorod). The only independent sphere of 
authority conferred on the Governor by Law 172 of 1937 is 
that relating to the appointment of the teachers of State 
elementary and infant schools and of the inspectors of de
nominational schools.

According to the “General Statute” the language of 
instruction should also have been the “people's language". 
Since the invalidation of the Statute no attempt has been 
made to adjust by law the question of the language of 
instruction,

d) Local Administration. We have already described the 
development of the public administration of Ruthenia; for 
that reason we shall only add the following points — for 
the sake of completeness: — The administrative laws passed 
by the Prague National Assembly are in force in respect of 
Ruthenia too. This is the case, for example, with Law 62 of 
1925 too, in terms of which the mayors of Ungvar (Uzhorod) 
and Munkacs (Mukacevo), the two corporate boroughs lying 
in Ruthenian territory, are not to be elected by the town
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representative assemblies, but appointed by the Czecho
slovak Government, whereas in Bohemia and Moravia-Silesia 
the mayors of towns of this status are elected by the town 
representative assemblies. This provision was amended by 
Law 172 of 1937, in that under the latter the right of appoint
ment is exercised by the Governor. In Ruthenia, therefore, 
even the autonomy of the towns is more restricted in 
character than in the ‘ ‘historical provinces” . Beregszasz 
(Berehovo) was by the Czecho-Slovak Law No. 62 of 1925 
degraded to the status of ‘‘large village” .

The laws dealing with local administration are carried 
into effect by the Prague Government —  the executive officer 
in this connection being still the provincial president, not the 
Governor.

The fact may therefore be established that even after 
the putting into force of Law 172 of 1927 the actual situation 
still involves a contravention of the provisions of the Minority 
Treaty and the Czecho-Slovak Constitution.

Nor has Ruthenia been granted those rights governing her 
relations with the central State power which were ensured 
her both by the Minority Treaty and by the Constitution. 
Whereas in terms of the latter Ruthenia should be “equitably” 
represented in the National Assembly of the Czecho-Slovak 
Republic, as a matter of fact Ruthenia is not represented in 
that assembly by a number of deputies and senators cor
responding to her quota of the whole population of the 
Republic. To give an instance: at the 1929 parliamentary 
elections the number of votes required to secure a seat in the 
constituency of Ungvar was 29,591; whereas the number re
quired in Ward I. of Prague was only 20,673, and that 
required in Ward II. 22,211. At the election of senators the 
quota required to secure a seat was 47,188 at Ungvar and 
37,689 at Prague.

According to both the Minority Treaty and the Constitu
tion in Ruthenia the State officials too must as far as possible 
be appointed from among the local inhabitants. In reality, 
however, — as proved also by one of the “ Observations” 6

6 See Dr. Ewald A m m ende: "Die Nationalitaten in den Staaten 
Europas” (Leipzig: 1931), p. 261.
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submitted to the League of Nations by the Czecho-Slovak 
Government — in the political administration there were at 
the time in active service only 235 officials of “other” 
nationality as against 328 Czechs and Slovaks. The ratio in 
the revenue service was 1192 (Czechs and Slovaks) to 128 
(“others"); in the administration 306 to 157. It should be 
noted, however, that the persons of "other” (i. e. non-“Czecho- 
Slovak” ) nationality include large numbers of Russian and 
Ukrainian refugees, of Hungarian Communists and other 
"refugees” admitted to Czecho-Slovak service and the Sudeta 
Germans too, so that the ratio of the autochtonous in
habitants is far worse still. And since the presentation of 
the said "Observation" there has been a further deterioration.

(To be continued.)

29


