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ABSTRACT

In the interwar period, during the time of Czechoslovakia in Subcarpathian Rus, there were
significant disputes over the ownership of church property. The relations between the Greek
Catholics and the Orthodox were particularly heated. The active growth in the number of
Orthodox was accompanied by conflicts with Greek Catholics, as the Orthodox were supplemented
by Greek Catholics who converted to other religions. In some places, almost entire villages were
converted, leading to conflict with the minority of Greek Catholics in such a village. As a result,

local authorities were forced to make sometimes very unpopular decisions in_favor of one or the

other religious community, or both at the same time. This study aims to try to explore the causes

and content of the conflicts between Greek Catholics and Orthodox in the light of archival
documents.

ABSTRAKT

V mezivdlecném obdobi v dobé Ceskoslovenska na Podkarpatské Rusi dochdzelo k vyznamnym
sporiim o vlastnictvi cirkevniho majetku. Zvldsté vybrocené byly vztahy mezi feckokatoliky
a pravoslavnymi. Aktivni ndriist poctu pravoslavnych byl doprovdzen konflikty s reckokatoliky,
protoze pravoslavni byli dopliiovini teckokatoliky, kteri konvertovali k jinému niboZenstvr.
Na nékterych mistech byly prekitény témer celé vesnice, coz vedlo ke fwnﬂiktu s mensinou
Feckokatolikii v takové vesnici. V diisledku ftoho byly mistni iitady nuceny podle toho cinit nékdy
velmi nepopuldrni roxhodnuti ve prospéch jedné nebo druhé ndaboZenské komunity, pripadné
obou najednou. Cilem této studie je pokusit se prozkoumat priciny a obsah konfliktii mezi
Feckymi katoliky a pravoslavnymi ve svétle archivnich dokumentii.
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BN In the interwar period during the days of Czechoslovakia in
Subcarpathian Rus, there were significant disputes over the ownership of
church property. The relations between the Greek Catholics and the Orthodox
were especially acute. The active increase of the Orthodox was accompanied
by conflicts with the Greek Catholics because the Orthodox were replenished
by Greek Catholics who converted to another religion. In some places, almost
entire villages were crossed, which led to a conflict with the minority of
Greek Catholics in such a village. As a result, the local authorities were forced
accordingly, sometimes making very unpopular decisions for one or another
religious community, or both at once. The problems of the region remained
also in the multicultural area and in the preceding Austro-Hungarian times of
Hungarian influence in the region, partly concerning also the Church.

'The purpose of this study is to attempt to investigate the causes and content
of the conflicts between Greek Catholics and Orthodox in the light of archival
documents from the National Archives in Prague and the Archives of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Czech Republic. We will also try to present
one document about an attempt to resolve the conflict in Subcarpathian Rus and
the participation of the local Czechoslovak elite in this.

Firstof all,itis worth mentioning Bishop Anton Papp’,who in a memorandum
of 1 December 1920 points out the persecution of the Greek Catholic Church in
Subcarpathian Rus. The bishop writes that political and religious agitators, such

1 Anton Papp (1867-1945) Greek Catholic bishop 1912-1924 Born in modern Hungary, he
completed his secondary studies in Uzhhorod and Levoca (today's Slovakia). The first year of
his theological studies began in Uzhhorod and ended in Budapest. He did not support changes
to the Julian calendar. Sunday readings and teaching of illiterates in the vernacular language
were carried out in parishes. Under Bishop Anton, there was an attempt to use the diocese
as an instrument of the modernization policy of the Hungarian government, through the
so-called ‘reform of the alphabet’ - the conversion of the Cyrillic alphabet into the Hungarian
Latin alphabet, as well as the reform of the calendar and service books, which was not carried
out during his reign. With the change in borders from 1919, the Czechoslovak authorities be-
gan to seek to,3 remove Bishop Anton Papp from office. Even at the level of the Czechoslovak
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, however, they only stated that the authorities there suspected
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as bolsheviks, anarchists, and moscovites, oppose the Greek Catholic Church.
Often this happens with the passivity of local authorities, and sometimes even
with their help, the memorandum mentions. Many people with bolshevik ideas
take away the Church's property and use it. 15 communities have converted to
another faith. Bishop Papp insisted that the authorities were also persecuting
the Church. Sometimes priests left the village because of threats of destruction
of property or even death and lived in poverty because agitators did not allow
them to pay the priest. Random people, sometimes even non-priests, illegally
enter the state and make a campaign against the Greek Catholic Church. The
diocesan authorities without a government are toothless against terror, which
also threatens the property of the faithful, said, bishop Papp. The seizure of
churches, theft of property, and expulsion of priests are not normal phenomena
in the state. The bishop makes requests and demands following the law: 1) that
churches and estates be returned to their rightful owners; 2) that the authorities
vigorously oppose such things; 3) that bolshevik politicians and religious
agitators be expelled from the republic.? It should also be noted that there was no
new legislation in the field of religion, which caused chaos in property matters.
This was also due to objective reasons — the Austro-Hungarian legislation of
1868 and 1895, which was in force in Czechoslovakia, when the transition from
one denomination to another was possible subject to certain procedures, which
the Orthodox used, but at the same time, there was no question of property
when changing denomination.? The Memorandum of Bishop Anton Papp had
no great political results and even in everything he saw problems only in the
ideology of communism, even if it was partly true, there were other causes which
are not shown in the Memorandum.

After the deputation of Orthodox believers to Prague, the intervention of the
President’s Office was added to the list of other interventions, which sent a case
to the Ministry of School Education, asking it to mediate the transfer of the
Orthodox Church in favor of the Orthodox in the village of Velyki Luchky.* For
example, in the village of Iza, where almost everyone was considered Orthodox,
the Hungarian authorities, in a letter of 5 January 1919, allowed Orthodox
Christians to use the headlight provided that no Greek Catholic priest lived in
the parish house and the transfer of property took place under the law and with

Anton Papp of having connections with Budapest, but no evidence could be found. He died
on 24 December 1945 in Miskolc.

2 Nirodni archiv (henceforth NA), Ministerstvo §kolstvi, Praha (henceforth MS), §j.38206/1920.
Memorandum o domnélém prondsledovini fecko-katolické cirkve na P. Rusi, box 796.

3 Hapucu icropii 3akapnarts, (1918-1945), Bign. pen. i kep. aBT. konekrusy 1. M. Ipanuax,
Yropopx : 3akapmarts, 1995, 663 c., T. 2, c. 438 / Essays on the History of Transcarpathia,
(1918-1945), ed. and lead author I. M. Granchak, Uzhhorod: Transcarpathia, 1995, 663 p.,
vol. 2, p. 438.

4 NA,MS, . 6766/1920. Cirkevni poméry v Podk. Rusi, box 796.
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the consent of the Greek Catholic bishop (!).> Of course, there was neither the
consent of the bishop, who could not dispose of the property of the diocese on
his own, nor compliance with the law, but the Orthodox took and used not only
churches but also other property that did not belong to their communities.

To understand the local problems in interreligious relations, it is also worth
considering diplomatic documents. The beginning of the conflict between
the Vatican and the Czechoslovak authorities was not initiated without the
participation of Czechoslovak officials. A secret report of the Czechoslovak
ambassador to the Vatican, Kamil Krofta, dated 27 November 1921, informs
of a note from the Vatican authorities regarding the support and development
of Orthodoxy in the country by the Czechoslovak authorities, to the detriment
of Catholics. In particular, the ambassador informs that the Orthodox Serbian
bishop Dositej was provided with a government car for his trip to Subcarpathian
Rus. Therefore, the ambassador asks for further instructions from the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs in Prague on how he should reassure the Vatican in response
to this note of protest — either to deny the government’s support for Dositej; or
to point out that such steps by the Czechoslovak authorities were not directed
against the Catholic Church and the Vatican; or to react in some other way?®
The Vatican ambassador’s concern in his letters to the Prague government was
obvious, and his position looked rather helpless when analyzing the content of
the information sent to the ministry in Prague.

Meanwhile, according to secret documents, in the international arena, the
Czechoslovak authorities were actively preparing the arrival of an Orthodox
bishop to the Czechoslovak Republic, and especially to Subcarpathian Rus,
to organize Orthodoxy. This was reported on 26 November 1923 by the
Czechoslovak Embassy in Belgrade to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the
Czechoslovak Republic (MFA of the Czechoslovak Republic) in Prague, which
was classified as secret. The Ambassador’s long document refers to secret contacts
with a certain Popovic and Patriarch Dmitriy back in 1921 about the need to
send an Orthodox Serbian bishop to Subcarpathian Rus in the Czechoslovak
Republic as a counterbalance to the anti-state activities of Slovak Catholics and
Uniates, i.e. it was also about Catholic Slovakia and Greek Catholics in the east
of the republic.” From this we can understand that in the international arena the
Czechoslovak government tried to limit the Catholic Church (also the Greek

5  Buciupka, T. XpUCTUAHCTBO Ha 3aKaplarTi: JOKyMEHTa/lbHe JOCIIKEHHS CTAHOB/IEHHS Ta
possutky (XIV-XVI ct1.) / Tamina Bucinpka [Texct]. Y>xropop : BumasaniTeo Onekcanapu
Tapkyuui, 2012, c. 490 / Vysitka, Tamila: Christianity in Transcarpathia: a documentary study
of its formation and development (14th-16th centuries) / Tamila Vysitka [Text]. Uzhhorod:
Oleksandra Garkusha Publishing House, 2012, p. 490.

6  Archiv Ministerstva zahrani¢nich véci (henceforth AMZV), II. sekee, sign. 225 div./1921.
Stiznost papezského stolce ohledné utlacovani cirkve katolické, box 62.

7 AMZV,1II. sekee, . 212646/1923. Pravoslavna cirkev &sl v RCS. Organisace, box 60.
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Catholic Church) and therefore contacted the Orthodox Church in Serbia for
extending its jurisdiction to Subcarpathian Russia. On the one hand, the central
government tried to resolve the legislation of the Orthodox in the region, but
even helped on the side of the Orthodox, which is confirmed by the document
published at the end of the article. So support for the Orthodox was certainly
coordinated by the central and regional governments to weaken the majority
of Greek Catholics at the expense of support for the Orthodox minority. This
seemed fair, but it did not calm inter-religious contradictions, but widened them
in the region.

A secret document of the local authorities of Subcarpathian Rus on the
transfer of Greek Catholic property to the Orthodox is extremely interesting
(see the full version of the document in the appendix at the end of the article).®
This document was not only classified as ‘top secret’, but also came from the
local Czechoslovak authorities, specific bureaucrats, bypassing the position of
governor (which was sometimes held by a representative of the local Rusyn elite),
deciding the fate of the region without much involvement of the opinion of
the people of Subcarpathian Rus. This secret document was signed by the local
vice-governor Antonin Rozsypal®’ and the head of the school department in the
region, to whom church affairs were subordinated, Josef Pesek.™

On 18 August 1924, the school department of the Civil Administration of
Subcarpathian Rus informed the Ministry of Schools and Public Education
in Prague about the complex interchurch relations that could not be resolved
legally (due to the lack of laws of the new state) or by force from a moral point
of view (involving the police or military). Therefore, local authorities in those
communities where all Greek Catholics have converted to Orthodoxy transfer
the church to the latter. It was noted that such a decision was ‘nouzové’,'! and that
the property of Greek Catholics was transferred to the care of local authorities.
Moreover, the local official provided information to Prague in such a way that

the Greek Catholics would not lose anything, and their property would not be

8  NA,MS, &.101.790/1924 Nébozenské spory mezi feckovychodnimi a fecko-katoliky, box 3822.

9  Antonin Rozsypal (1866-1937), Czech government official of Austria-Hungary and
Czechoslovakia. He served for a long time in Subcarpathian Rus. In 1923 he was appointed
vice-governor of Subcarpathian Rus. After the administrative-territorial reform of 1928, he
became the provincial president responsible for the administration of the ,Subcarpathian Land*“.
Governor of Subcarpathian Rus (16 June 1933 — 15 February 1935). He tried to prevent the
autonomy of the region, and did much for the economic and social development of the region.

10 Jozef Pesek (1872-1924), Czech teacher, journalist, editor and official of Czech education in
Subcarpathian Rus.In September 1919 he was appointed head of the Czechoslovak educational
administration in Subcarpathian Rus and held this position until his death. He was a supporter
of the populist Ukrainian orientation in school education, appointing emigrants from Halych
to local schools and positions. This was the reason why Rusophiles accused him of provoking
a linguistic conflict in the region.

11 - i.e. forced, given the circumstances.
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at risk if there was no Greek Catholic community in the settlement. However,
the Greek Catholic diocese insists not on the transfer of the property to the
Orthodox, but only on its protection by the authorities. As a result, the official
concludes that even if a court decision was made to forcibly transfer the property
of Greek Catholics to the Orthodox, this would cause an additional problem for
local authorities to forcibly take property from Greek Catholics during military
assistance. Therefore, the official hints that to avoid deepening the conflict, the
local authorities made the following decision.'

It is also worth considering specific examples of such confrontations between
Greek Catholics and Orthodox and the reaction of local authorities. On 24 April
1924, the Presidium of the Political Board of Subcarpathian Rus submitted
information from the local Zupan government in Mukachevo to the Presidium
in Prague about bolshevik agitation in Dubrivka near Irshava. It was reported
that the church, which had previously been seized by the Orthodox, had been
returned to the Greek Catholics, and that the transfer of property had gone
off without a hitch. As early as 30 March, police assistance was provided to
prevent possible unrest. On the eve of 29 March, nine residents of Dubrivka
plowed up land belonging to the Greek Catholic community, and the local chief
official explained the residents’actions as communist agitation. According to the
Greek Catholic curators, the leaders of the Orthodox community, Vasyl Bilak
and Vasyl Magan (who were also the leaders of the communists in the village),
were sent to Uzhhorod for consultations with communist deputies. One of them,
Vasyl Magan, later admitted that he wanted to ask the government for land
and to meet with Dr Gati. In Dubrivka itself, a strong communist group was
formed, awaiting the arrival of Dr Gati and demanding a communist village
major. In general, the return of the church to the Greek Catholics calmed the
situation, and half of the faithful returned to their native Greek Catholic faith.
'The Orthodox priest Kohut moved to Maramorosh. In general, according to an
informant from Dubrivka, communist propaganda is intensifying, and at the
same time «...pravoslavni popi toto komunistické hnuti podporuji»*. It is also
reported that the Greek Catholic priest Balog is pro-Hungarian, his daughter
has Hungarian citizenship and his son is a Hungarian police officer, which is
why he is disliked in Dubrivka.'* As we can see, the authorities tried to return
the property to the owners, having sufficiently detailed information about the
religious situation in each settlement.

12 NA, MS, &j. 101.790/1924. Nébozenské spory mezi feckovychodnimi a fecko-katoliky, box
3822.

13 “..the Orthodox Priests support this communist movement”

14 NA, MS, §. 11-4137/24. Bolsevickd agitace komunistickych poslanct a jejich podpora pravo-
slavi v Dubrovce, box 3883.
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Almost at the same time, we find opposite information at the local level. On
15 April 1924, we came across a document sent by the Presidium of the Political
Board of Subcarpathian Rus to the Presidium of the Ministry of the Interior in
Prague, which presents the general situation with church property and disputes
between Greek Catholics and Orthodox. It states that the Orthodox hold Greek
Catholic churches in the Mukachevo Zupa in Velyki Luchky, Chapivtsi, Ruske,
Horonda, and Cherlenjovo, as well as in Kuzmino and Benedykivtsi, where the
Orthodox predominate. In the case of Velyki Luchky, the official believes that
the Orthodox did not care about faith because 1,200 out of 1,800 voted for
the Communists in the elections. They listened to agitators rather than their
priests. Another problem is the lack of intellectuals among the Orthodox. On
the Maramorosh in the Khust district, Orthodox Christians own Greek Catholic
property in the villages of Iza, Koshelevo, Nankovo, Horinchovo, Nyzhnya Bystra,
Kopashnovo, Nyzhnye Selyshche, Danylovo and Saldobosh. In the vicinity
of Tyachevo, Orthodox Christians seized and held Greek Catholic property
in Bushtyno, Ujbariovo, Tereblya, Dulove, Uglia, Kolodne, and Chumalovo.
There were conflicts in Urmezovo and Vonihovo. In the Teresva district, inter-
church conflicts over property remain unresolved in Bedevlya, Vilkhivtsi,
Shyrokyi Luh, Kalyny, Velyka Kryva, Ruska Mokra and Hanychi. Conflicts have
occurred or are ongoing in Pidplesha, Ternovo, Dubove, and Tereshul. In the
Volove district, Orthodox Christians use Greek Catholic churches in Pryslop,
Vuchkove, Kolochava-Horb, and Maidan; in Torun and Nyzhnyi Synevyr,
churches were returned to Greek Catholics, but they are at risk of being seized
by Orthodox Christians again. In the region Dovhe, conflicts continue in Sukha
Bronka, Keretski, Kushnytsia, and Lysychevo, where Orthodox use the property
of Greek Catholics that was taken from them. Meanwhile, on 13 March,
Orthodox Christians occupied a Greek Catholic church in Rakhiv, but the
authorities immediately seized the church premises on 17 March and planned
to return them to their owners. The problem is also the Hungarian mindset of
Greek Catholic priests, who persecuted the local population under the former
Hungarian government, the report states. Antonin Rozsypal concludes the report
with a request to provide legal acts or orders to resolve disputes and to take note
of the situation. Thus, there were 39 churches or estates forcibly taken away and
held by the Orthodox in Subcarpathian Rus, and local authorities often did not
try to resolve these disputes but only informed the authorities.”

Secret correspondence between the Presidium of the Ministerial Council
and the Moscow School of Education in Prague dated 12 August 1924 clearly
states that the Orthodox movement in Subcarpathian Rus was directly linked to
communist agitation and was a cover for the communists themselves to promote

15 NA, MS, §j. 86243/24. Podk. Rus, pravoslavné hnuti, kiivdy ¢inéné fec. kat. cirkvi, box 3883.
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their interests among the poorly educated population of the region. Moreover,
in many cases, the Orthodox priests themselves are «... emissary z Moskvy.».'°
It goes on to say that Orthodox propaganda is very close to the methods and
content of communist propaganda, and therefore Orthodox priests should be
closely monitored, and those who do not have Czechoslovakian citizenship
should be deported from the country. Bishop Dionysius Naryadiy of Presov is also
mentioned here'’, who actively appeals to the authorities about such campaigning.
In June, a large deputation of Greek Catholics sent a letter to the Minister of the
Interior of Kosice from the Bishop about this agitation, and therefore we ask that
appropriate measures be taken, especially in the investigation of crimes against
priests and faithful, and that the perpetrators be brought to justice. In other
words, the document also mentions the inaction of local authorities, especially
in Subcarpathian Rus, which cannot be said about Slovakia, where even local
authorities were more active in intervening in unjust situations on the ground. In
other words, even at the level of local authorities, as in the case of the basketry,
they tried to restore order, not just inform about a difficult situation or solve it
at their discretion. It seems that, not without the participation of agitators, the
population of the region was looking for enemies in the person of the priest and
the pope rather than asking for land from the authorities, which is a fundamental
principle of communism in the search for enemies... But here, for the sake of
fairness, it must be said that the authorities have always tried to understand and
return the forcibly taken church or property to Greek Catholics.

10 May 1924 Francesco Marmaggi'® the Apostolic Nuncio in Prague
complains (and not without reason, judging by the documents described above)
about the local authorities of the Czechoslovak Republic, which allow themselves
to interfere in interfaith disputes, actually supporting the Orthodox. Here, the
nuncio even mentioned some areas in Slovakia, pointing to Bolshevik agitation
under the guise of Orthodox priests in Orlik, which was directed against Greek
Catholics, accompanied by the taking away of keys from priests in some areas.
'The nuncio emphasised that «...praveslavnd propaganda neni v téchto konéindch
v podstaté nicim jinym nez bolsevickym rusofilstvim.».** The nuncio continues in his

16 ,...emissaries from Moscow.“ See: NA, MS, §j. 86243/24. Podk. Rus, pravoslavné hnuti, kiivdy
¢inéné fec. kat. cirkvi, box 3883.

17 Dionyz Njarady (1874-1940), bishop of the Krizevci Diocese of the Croatian Greek Catholic
Church (May 1, 1920-April 14, 1940). He was ordained on 1 January 1899. Ordained as
bishop on 9 January 1915. Apostolic Administrator of the Greek Catholic Diocese of Presov
(27. Oktober 1922-2. February 1927). Apostolic Administrator of the Greek Catholic Diocese
of Mukachevo (3. November 1938-16. March 1939).

18 Francesco Marmaggi (31 August 1870-3 November 1949) was an Italian Roman Catholic
cleric, Apostolic Nuncio, among others in Czechoslovakia in 1923-1925, from 1935 Cardinal.

19  “..Orthodox propaganda in these parts is basically nothing more than Bolshevik rusophilism.”
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address to the minister that such an agitation movement «...Ziveno aneb aspoi
neudrzovino ve spravnych a dovolenych mezich mistnimi arady».*

This Moscow agitation in Slovakia was confirmed by the local Slovak
authorities, who also emphasized the inaction of the local authorities and their
connection with Moscow in their letters to the government. Thus, this was
generally a problem for the authorities of the Czechoslovak Republic in the
east, but it also affected the interests of the Church, as many Greek Catholic
believers had a similar rite and worship as the Orthodox, and therefore agitators
successfully used this against Greek Catholics with the tacit consent (and
support, as published documents show) of the local Czechoslovak authorities.

Thus, even a far from complete sample of documents is sufficient to
understand that the local and central authorities of Czechoslovakia attempted
to resolve religious disputes between Greek Catholics and Orthodox Christians.
Sometimes these steps led to deepening conflicts by supporting one side and
trying to weaken the other. In any case, the government was involved in this
conflict using the long-standing imperial tradition (and more recently the
Austro-Hungarian tradition) of divide and rule in the region to strengthen its
own power.

APPENDIX?!

1924, March 31, Uzhhorod. — Confidential document from the Education
Department of the Civil Administration of Subcarpathian Rus’ to the county
authorities on the circumstances under which churches and property of Greek
Catholics may be transferred for use by Orthodox church committees. The
document takes the form of a decree to local authorities on the settlement of
inter-church disputes and consists of eight sections and clauses. The first section
indicates that, according to the decision of the High Court of Justice, inter-
church disputes are to be resolved by the local authorities, and therefore this order
has been issued for implementation by local officials, but always within the limits
of the administrative procedure and with information for both parties concerned.
The second part concerned the transfer of churches from Greek Catholic to
Orthodox, even if there are 20 faithful Greek Catholics if the Orthodox are
more than 1000 and have no place to worship, and if there are even 4 faithful
Greek Catholics, consider their church as non-existent in this settlement. Other
chapters in a similar context explain the transfer of property, the process itself,
cemeteries, bells, crosses, police involvement, and church schools. The document

20 «..nurtured or at least not kept within proper and permissible limits by local authorities.» See:
NA, MS, &. 86243/24. Podk. Rus, pravoslavné hnuti, kfivdy ¢inéné fec. kat. cirkvi, box 3883.
21 The document is published in the original 1920s text, including the language.
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was signed by the school administrator Josef Pesek and the vice-governor of the
region Antonin Rozsypal.

Civilni spréva Podkarpatské Rusi, $kolsky odbor.

Uzhorod, dne 31. bfezna 1924.
Véc: Pokyny k prozatimnimu rozfesovani
nabozenskych spora
Velmi davérné

Vsem Zupanskym dfadiim

v Podkarpatské Rusi
K doplnéni shora citovaného nafizeni uvddime nasledujici pokyny:

Vseobecné

1) Ve smyslu zdsadniho rozhodnuti nejvyssiho soudu v Brné Rv I11-37/22-9
ze dne 13. Cervna 1923 /v zileZitosti velkolucanské cirkve/ nibozenské spory
spadaji do pfislusnosti administrativnich dfadd. Administrativni Gfad I. instan-
ce /hlavnosluznovsky urad/ v kazdém ptipadé. Kdyz se k nému podivéd zddost
o zahdjeni adm. sport v nidbozenské véci, jest povinen piedem, nez by pfistoupil
k meritornimu jedndni, pozadati pfislusny okresni soud o podéni zprivy, neni-li
tam podéni v stejné véci. V kladném pfipadé jest upozorniti soud s poukazem
na vyse citované rozhodnuti nejvyssiho soudu na jeho nepfislusnost a soucasné
pozéadati, aby soud sdélil, bude-li projednévati zélezitost, neb neprohldsi-li soud,
Ze ano, jest na hlavnosluznovském ufadé, aby ihned sdélil pfipis soudu tamnimu
ufadu a soucasné i sem. Pokud nedojde odtud instrukee, jest zédlezitost drzeti
v evidenci bez dalsiho jednani.

2) Nébozenské spory veskerého druhu /kostel, fara, pozemky, kiize, hibitovy,
zvony atd./ nesmi se vyfizovati ex officio, nybrz pouze a vzdy cestou administra-
tivniho procesu. V kazdé sporné zalezitosti jest vydati strandm pisemné rozhod-
nuti s pravem odvolacim k vyssi instanci.

I1. RIZENT ADMINISTRATIVNICH PROCESU:
Pokyny: a) Kostel a kostelni pozembky.
1) Je-li podana zadost o pfedini kostela, podavajici strana /fecko-vychodni
cirkevni komitét/?? musi soucasné neb dodate¢né predloziti seznam svych vé-
ficich v obci. Existuje-1i v obci fecko-katolické cirkve jest na zdkladé podani

22 Greek-Eastern Church Committee — self-organized individuals, supported by local authorities,
who, not having their own church or estates, always claimed the property of the Greek Catholic
Church.
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a seznamu véficich fecko-vychodnich uloziti cirk. komitétu feckokatolickému,
aby do 8 dni také on pfedlozil seznam svych véficich.

2) Nesouhlasi-li seznamy, pokud se tykd poctu, véficich, nafidi hlavnosluz-
novsky ufad komisionelni vySetfeni a ufedni zji§téni pfesného a spravného poctu
véficich obou konfesi.

3) Komisionelni Setfeni nafidi hlavni sluzny pisemnym rozhodnutim, jez
nemd odklddaciho u¢inku. Nebude-li i sim komisafem, jmenuje ho z ¢lent svého
ufadu. Do komise povold se po jednom ¢lenu z pfedstaviteld /ve sporu se naléza-
jicich/ konfesi dle moznosti ze sousednich mést na ndvrh stran. Jako zapisovatel
funguje obvodovy notéf nebo jeho zdstupce.

4) Soucasné s vyslinim komise ustanovuje se 1 lhita komisionelniho $etfeni
a soupis véficich vykond se nejdéle do 8 dni. Prislusny obecni tfad mé 3 dni pre-
de dnem soupisu obvyklym v obci zptisobem /bubnem, vyhliskou atd. / ozndmiti
uréeny ¢as a ucel komise, aby kazdy obcan, kterého se zélezZitost tykd, byl fadné
o tom zpraven.

5) Komise mé pozndmenati nésledujici udaje: jméno, ¢islo domu, vék. PFi fec-
ko-vychodnich kromé toho: hlasili své vystoupeni z feckokatolické cirkve anebo
ne. Hlava rodiny md pravo za celou rodinu v zastoupeni ¢lend uciniti prohla-
Seni. Nesouhlasi-li néktery ¢len s hldvou rodiny m4 se hlésiti také pred komisi.
V opa¢ném piipadé hldseni hlavy rodiny uznéava se za vérohodné.

6) Nehldsi-li se k soupisu nikdo vice a podle ozniameni jesté zbyvaji rodiny, jez
¢asu ukondi protokol, ktery spolupodepisuji ostatni ¢lenové.

7) Po soupisu mohou jesté hlsiti se k soupisu béhem 48 hodin u obvodniho
notife nebo pfimo u hlavniho sluzného ti, ktefi dokézi, Ze v dobé soupisu pro
znatné piekdzky nemohli se pfed komisi hlésiti. Tito véfici maji s sebou pfivésti
dva svédky, pfed nimiz u¢ini prohldseni; k prohldseni se napiSe zvlastni protokol,
jez se k soupisu piipoji.

8) Komisaf soupisu pfi pfedlozeni protokolu hlavnosluznovskému dradu /
béhem 3 dni/ md spolu podati zprivu o pribéhu soupisu a uvésti své pozndmky
ve véech moznych ohledech, co se tykd té zilezZitosti. Jevi-li se podle pozorovéni
pfestupovini vysledkem agitace, nendvisti lidi k mistnimu feckokatolickému fa-
rafi atd. Mozno-li povazovati pfestupovéni za trvalé, neb je-li mozné, Ze fecko-
katolicka cirkev se v kritkém Case opét zorganisuje atd.

9) Na zéklad¢ Zadosti, protokolu /jako vysledku soupisu/ a zprav komise hlavni
sluzny urdi Ihiitu preliceni, k némuz pfizve po ¢tyfech predstavitelich z obou konfe-
si. Liceni md se stdti béhem 8 dni od podani zpravy a soupisu. P¥i liceni jest snaziti
se, aby spor byl vyrovnin cestou smirnou. Nemuze-li se dociliti dohody, jest liceni
ukoniti s prohldsenim, Ze vyrok bude u¢inén béhem 3 dni a dorucen strandm.
Nedostavi-li se jedna neb druha strana k liceni jest do 8 dni urditi novou lhitu
s upozornénim, Ze li¢eni bude se odbyvati v nepfitomnosti jedné neb druhé strany.

10) Pti rozhodnuti mize /md/ se fiditi nasledujicimi pokyny:
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a) prestoupi-li viichni véfici, dfive fecko-katolici, na viru fecko-vychodni neb
zistanou-li 1 aZ 4, md prohldsiti, Ze cirkev feckokatolickd v obci zanikla, jmenuje
ji kurédtora /opatrovnika/, jenz mé pravo kostel predati k prozatimnimu uzivini
fecko-vychodnimu komitétu.

b) zistane-li v obci 4 az 10 véficich a feckokatolicky faraf v obci neni, nebot
obec je filidlkou a matefskd obec neni daleko muze tak také uciniti a odkézati
feckokatolické véfici na kostel v matefské farnosti.

¢) zistane-li v obci vice nez 10 /az do 20/ véficich pfedini kostela mize se
stati jen ve zcela vyjime¢ném pfipad€, kdyz fecko-vychodnich jest ne méné nad
tisic dusi a ke kondni bohosluzeb Zddnych jinych mistnosti v obci neni.

d) v jinych pfipadech Zadosti neni mozno vyhovéti

e) jako divody jest uvésti /ad a, b/ zaniknuti cirkevni obce, v kterémz piipadé
dozor nad jménim md vésti stit; ad ¢/ zabranéni revoluénim projevim atd.

11) Rozhodnuti jest provesti ihned, kdyz hlavni sluzny konstatuje, Ze situace
je neudrzitelnd a jinak by doslo k Cetnickému brachidlnimu zakroceni. V jinych
piipadech jest vydati rozhodnuti bez soucasného provedeni, s pravem odvoldni
do 15 dni k Zupanskému dfadu. Provedeni rozhodnuti stane se prostfednictvim
kuritora stanoveného hlavnim sluznym /viz II. 2. vynos 4116/23/.

12) Nebude-li poddno odvolani k Zupanitu, pak se bez dalsiho jednéni provede.

13) V pripadg, Ze odvoldni véas doslo jest konstatovati, Ze je-li v odvolani:

a) soucasné protest proti vysledku soupisu z divodi formalnich neb meri-
tornich,

b) neb pouze protest proti pfeddni kostela.

14) Neni-li protest proti soupisu, rozhoduje Zupanit podle §§ 9-10/, také
pravem odvolacim,

a

15) kde se zddd o pfedani kostela soucasné i fary a farnich pozemki, muze
se rozhodovati pouze o kostele a kostelnich pozemcich. V rozhodnuti jest po-
znamenati, Ze ohledné fary a farnich pozemka mize se jednati teprve tehdy, kdy
zélezitost o kostele jest rozfesena. Nebude-li kostel pfedin, jest zddost o faru
a farni pozemky z poukazem na to ex offo zamitnouti.

B) FARA — FARNI POZEMKY.

1) Byl-li kostel kone¢nym rozhodnutim pfeddn, mize se jednati o Zidosti
ohledné pfedani fary a farnich pozemkd v tom pfipad€, kdyz misto fardfe neni
obsazeno, neb jednd se o pozemky dfive filidlni obce.

2) Co se tykd budovy farni, pfedani k zatimnimu uzivini, muze se stati, kdyz
jest vylouceno ocekévati brzkou restituci feckokatolické cirkve za podminky, ze
budova bude fddné spravovina a opravovina, za cozZ osobné zodpovidaji ¢lenové
cirkevniho komitétu. Pfeddni provede kuritor.

3) Pfi rozhodovini o pfeddni farnich pozemkd jest napfed pfihlizeti k tomu,
nejsou-li v prondgjmu. V kladném pripade ma dati kuritor prondjemcim vypovéd
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a faktické pfeddni stane se tehdy, kdy ndjem dusledkem vypovédi pfestane. Na-
jemné po ten Cas spravuje kurdtor a pii pfedani pozemku odevzdava také penize.

4) Vseobecné pokyny pii predavani pozemkii:

a) predstavitel véficich /cirkevni komitét/ osobné rudi za spravné a fadné hos-
podafeni.

b) z pozemki nesmi se zddna ¢dst prodati.

¢) pfijem pozemkid miZe se obraceti pouze na ty clely, na néz byly urceny
ptvodné.

5) V kazdém pilroku maji podati podrobnou zprivu o hospodateni kuritoro-
vi, jenz md pravo kdykoliv kontrolovati a revidovati hospodafeni. Kurdtor zpravu
se svym dobrozddnim pak pfedlozi hlavnimu sluznému.

6) Clenové cirkevniho komitétu i ostatni zdmozni véfic maji podminky pi-
semné pfiznati a pfed dvéma svédky podepsati.

7) V ptipadé nesprévného vedeni a hospodateni je povinen kuritor pisemné
cirkevni komitét na to upozorniti. Neuposlechne-li cirkevni komitét upozornéni
neb dojde-1i k odportim mezi kurdtorem a cirkevnim komitétem, jest véc predlo-
ziti hlavnimu sluZznému k rozhodnuti.

8) Na ucet pifjmi cirkevnich a farnich pozemki miize byti kurdtor za praci
honorovian. Odménu stanovi hlavni sluzny. Obnos nemize presiéhnouti 20 %
Cistého pijmu.

I11. RUZNE:

1) Predava-li kostel podle § II. — 10. d/ fecko-vychodnim zmocnenskym /
hlavnosluznovsky ufad/ hlavni sluzny muze poskytovati ke konani bohosluzeb
ucebni siné stitni obecné $koly, kdyz budova skoly jest pod ufednictvim statu.
Je-li stt pouze ndjemcem, jest pozddati pfedem vlastnika o souhlas. Informace
jest si vyzadati od okresniho $kolského inspektora.

2) Vieobecné podminky k povoleni mistnosti ve stitni $kole k bohosluzbim
jsou:

a) mistnost bude pouzivina jen o nedélich a svitcich;

b) mistnost bude odevzdina v takovém potidku, v jakém byla pfedina;

c) veskeré zafizeni bude udrzovino v iplném potidku;

d) vefejny klid nebude porusen.

3) Za presné splnéni podminek maji osobné ruditi ¢lenové cirkevniho komi-
tétu. Nebudou-1li dodrzeny podminky tu v prvnim pfipadé bude oprava skody
po upozornéni provedena na jejich ucet. V druhém ptipadé odebéte se povoleni.

4) Neni-li v obci statni 8koly jest vyhledati jinou vhodnou mistnost /poradni sin
obecniho zastupitelstva atd. / a* vyjiti v tomto ohledu cirkevnimu komitétu vstiic.

5) Je-li v obci pouze cirkevni $kola feckokatolickd, ke kteréz se nevyucuje
viibec, nedini $kolni referdt ndmitek proti pfedani téze k prozatimnimu uzivini
za stejnych podminek, neni-li v obci Zddné jiné vhodné mistnosti.
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6) Soucasné jest vyzvati fecko-vychodni cirkevni komitét /hlavné kdyz fec-
ko-katolicka cirkevni obec tam je poletné silné zastoupena/ aby pfistoupil ihned
ke stavbé vlastniho kostela. Pfislusny stitni stavebni Gfad bude pozidin, aby ve
vyhotoveni planu poskytl pomoc. Plin m4 byti pfiméfeny k hmotnému postaveni
véficich. O pfiméfenou stitni subvenci penézité, dfevem a j. bude na zvldstni
zadost postardno.

IV. HRBITOVY:

Vzniknou-li spory ohledné jediného hibitova, jest se fiditi ndsledujicimi po-
kyny:
1) V prvi radé jest se pokusiti o docileni dohody mezi véficimi obou konfesi
pfizvati pfedstavitele obou konfesi k liceni, po pfipadé bez zucastnéni se duchov-
nich.

2) Nedojde-li k dohodg, jest ufedné vysetfiti, komu patii vlastnictvi pozemku
hibitova /na koho jest zapsdno v pozemkové knize/. Je-li vlastnikem politocka
obec, jest zddosti o spoluuzivani vyhovéti a zdroven hibitov nalezité rozdéliti,
pramérné podle poctu véficich.

3) Je-li pozemek hibitova vlastnictvim feckokatolické cirkve, kterd tam fadné
funguje, jest politické obci pfikdzati, aby ihned pofidila obecni hibitov.

V. ZVONY:

1) Zédaji—li fecko-vychodni, aby pfi pochovdvini mrtvého bylo zvonéno
v feckokatolickém kostele, jenz je ve vlastnictvi a drzeni feckokatoliki, jest se
v prvni fad€ pokusiti o dohodu cestou smirnou. Jest upozorniti feckokatolickému
komitétu.

a) ze povolenim, aby se zvonilo, nevznika jim $koda, naopak, mohou zéddati
poplatky, jez mohou byti od fecko-vychodnich o 10—15 % vyssi nez u fecko-ka-
tolikd a poplatky Ze jim ziistanou.

b) zvony byly koupeny spole¢nym nakladem a kazdy, kdo k tomu pfispél, ma
na zvonén{ pravo.

¢) upozorniti je, Ze nesou zodpovédnost za event. nepokoje.

2) Nedojde-li k dohodé, rozhodne podle své volné Gvahy.

VI. KRIZE:
1) K¥ize mohou se stavéti jenom na vlastnim pozemku neb na pozemku, pro
nejz da vlastnik jeho pisemné svoleni.
2) Na spoleéném hibitové mohou se kfize stavéti jenom na &isti dotycné
konfesi ndlezejici.

3 VII. CETNICTVO:
1) Cetnictvo musi se vzdycky chovati velice takticky, aby nedélalo dojmu
u lidu, Ze je stranické a Ze vystupuje na ochranu jedné nebo druhé konfese.
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Nevybocuje-li hnuti a spor mezi véficimi z mezi vefejného poridku a klidu, ma
zachovati naprostou neutralitu a do sporu viibec nezasahovati.

2) Spozoruje-li Eetnictvo, Ze v obci, kde panuji ndbozenské spory, chystd se
vefejné poruseni klidu a potddku, nebo provedeni trestniho ¢inu z ¢isté nibozen-
ského presvédceni a fanatismu jest Cetnictvu taktickym zpisobem a pfitelskym
ténem upozorniti strany na vysledky takového ¢inu, Ze Cetnictvo by podle pied-
pist musilo pfisné a energicky zakrociti proti inicidtortim nepokoji a narusite-
lam vefejného klidu. Dile jest véfici upozorniti, Ze kdyZ nemohou mezi sebou
smirné a pratelsky spor rozfesiti, maji se obratiti na administrativni ufady a ve
svém vlastnim zdjmu zdrzeti se od samo- a libovolného vystupovéni.

3) Konstatuje-li Cetnictvo, Ze veskeré upozortiovini je marné, jest ihned poza-
dovati o instrukei od hlavniho sluzného, aby opravnény ufad mohl i bez podané
zddosti Kx offo pfistoupiti k vyrovnani spori.

VIII. CIRKEVNI SKOLY:

Byl-li kone¢nym rozhodnutim pfedin kostel, fara a pozemky fecko-vychod-
nimu komitétu a v cirkevni $kole diive feckokatolické se viibec nevyucuje, jest
vyzvati okresniho $kolniho inspektora, aby pozadal o pfedini v prozitimni drzeni
statu. Pfeddni stane se smlouvou mezi kurdtorem a $kolnim inspektorem, schva-
lenou $kolnim referitem.

Kuritor pfedd k prozatimnimu uzivini budovu cirkevni skoly s veskerym in-
ventdfem a pozemKky stitu za ro¢ni ndjemne. Ndjem se plati kuratoriu, jenz je
povinen providéti veskeré opravy z téchto penéz, pokud obnos staci.

Nutno-li provésti opravy, jez vyzaduji vétsiho ndkladu, mé se véc piedloziti
sem k rozhodnuti.

Naposled dirazné upozornuji se administrativni ufady I. a II. instance, zZe
nikdy se nesmi odvoldvati na pfitomny vynos v piipadech a rozhodnutich; jsou
to jenom pokyny a zdsady, dle nichz jest se fiditi pfi vyfizovani nabozenskych
sporti a jsou zdkladnim voditkem; podévaji urcité smérnice, aby ve stejnych zale-
zitostech bylo spravnimi Gfady stejné postupovéno, pokud cestou zdkonitou celd
zélezitost nebude definitivné neb provisorné rozfesena jinym zpisobem.

V Uzhorodg, dne 31. biezna 1924.
Skolni referent: Pesek, v.r. Viceguvernér Podk. Rusi:

Rozsypal, v.r.»*

23 NA, MS, &j. 101.790/1924. Nébozenské spory mezi feckovychodnimi a fecko-katoliky, box
3822.
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