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A karpataljai zsidosag 1dentitasa (1867—-1944)

A torténelmi Magyarorszagnak Karpatalja egy foldrajzilag, etnikailag, kulturalisan
a tobbitdl elkiilontlt tajegysége — €s ez igy maradt azutén is, hogy a teriilet a trianoni
béke utan elkertilt Magyarorszagtol, és Csehszlovakianak lett a része. De a karpataljai
zsidosag is a magyar zsidosagnak egy sajatos identitasti csoportja... Ennek a sajatos
karpataljai zsido identitasnak pedig fontos szerepe van a magyar zsidosag €s ma mar
a vilagzsidosag torténetében is. Szeretnék idézni két szoveget, amelyeket ha dsszevetiink,
lathatjuk, hogy mennyire ellentmondésos jelenségrdl van sz6. Az elsé Bartha Miklos,
a nagyhirti magyar fiiggetlenségi publicista, jogasz és parlamenti képviseld Kazar foldon
cimi miivébdl szarmazik:

,»A tobbi is igy él. Nem tanul, nem miivel6dik, nem mosdik. Csinalja az {izletet és a gyermeket.
Eskiiszik hamisan. Sokszor gyujtogat. Megcsonkitja ellensége barmat. Vadaskodik alaptalanul.
Veszteget, ahol lehet. Korrumpal mindeniitt. Pénteken este gyertyat gytjt és megfiirdik a ritualis
lében. Hangosan imadkozik és néman csal. A f6ldrél lenyuzza a termoréteget, a néprol a bort.

Szapora, mint a bogar. Elelmes, mint a veréb. Pusztit, mint a patkany. Az uradalom éltal elgyon-
gitett hegyvidéki népet tigy tamadta meg a kazar, mint a s6tét, félelmes és undoritd légytomeg
a megsebzett és elhagyatott allatot [...]."!

A masodik szoveg Ivan Olbrachttol, egy cseh kommunista irotol szarmazik, az 6 Atok-
volgye cimii novellaskotetébdl, amelyet a kritikusok Olbracht irdi palyaja csucsanak
tekintenek:

,»A padlon mar készen alltak a tejjel toltott vodrok. Mert minden mikvében csak forrasviznek szabad
lennie, s a forrasvizzel az Ur szemében csak a tej egyenld, mert az is tiszta forrasbol fakad. Igy
hataroztak a tudosok hosszi vitatkozas utan, és igy van ez megirva a Sulchan Aruchban.

A rabbi azt parancsolta, hogy tejet 6ntsenek a mikvébe.

De mi tortént a mikvével? Milyen csoda teljesedik be ott lent, a godor fenekén?! Nézzetek oda
mindannyian, akiknek szeme van, és halljatok, akik nem lathattok.

Eltiint a viz, eltlint a kis forras tiveglabdéja, és minden tejjé valt, tejjé, tejjé, tejjé, olyan fehérséggé,
mint a szétteritett sabeszi kontds, vagy mint a meggyfa viraga. Eltiint a mikve, eltint Riva biine,
eltlint a polanai nép atka; minden elrejt6zott, betakarozott ebbe a fehérségbe, széthullt az id6 6rok-
kévalosagaban. Ime, nézzétek, és 6rvendjetek ¢€s vigadjatok!

A tej csobogva emelkedik, egész nap emelkedik, mar betélti a hatarvonal alatti fél centimétert,
majd elvalik a vizt6l, a viz megtisztul; a mikve jra mikve lesz, és a polanaiak tijra elnyerik az Ur
tetszését. Orvendjetek és vigadjatok!”

' Bartha Miklos: Kazdr foldon. Kolozsvar, Ellenzék Konyvnyomda, 1901.

2 Tvan Olbracht: Bajok a mikve kériil. In Ivan Olbracht: Atokvélgye. Budapest, Magyar Helikon,
1969.

d.) hitps/doi.org/10.36250/00975 08


https://doi.org/10.36250/00975_08

Szalai Miklos

Az elsé szoveg meglehetds ellenszenvvel szol a karpataljai zsidosagrol, a masodik egytitt-
érzéssel és szeretettel. De egyetértenek abban, hogy a karpataljai zsidosagnak fontos
az ortodox zsido vallas. A karpataljai zsidosag a magyar ortodox zsidosag egészétol
eltérd identitasat egy, az 1860-as években kialakult vallasi irdnyzat, az ultraortodox
vagy, ahogy ma nevezik Izraelben, a haredi judaizmus alakitotta ki.

A magyar ortodoxia és azon beliil az ultraortodoxia természetesen nem azonos a felvi-
lagosodas, a modernités eldtt 1étezd vallasos zsidosaggal — barmennyire is szereti magat
azzal azonosnak lattatni. Az ortodox zsidosag olyan modon alakult ki, hogy a vallasos
zsidosdg a modernitas, a felvilagosodas kiilonb6z6 kihivasaival szemben védekezve
atalakitotta és megmerevitette a maga vallasi hagyomanyat, s ennek soran akaratlanul
is megvdltoztatta ezt a hagyomanyt.

A magyar zsido ortodoxiat egyértelmiien Mose Schreiber pozsonyi rabbi, a Chatam
Szofer teremtette meg, aki 1806-t6l halalaig, 1839-ig volt a pozsonyi hitkdzség rabbija,
ott nagyhirii, nagy létszamu jesivat alapitott, s a kovetkezo évtizedekben a kialakulo
magyar ortodox zsidosadg csaknem valamennyi nevesebb rabbija az ¢ tanitvanyaibol
keriilt ki. Chatam Szofert nemcsak rendkiviili tudasa, hanem mélyen atélt, személyes
vallasossaga és tanari egyénisége is a magyar ortodox zsidosag vezérévé tette. Chatam
Szofer a Németorszagban kialakul6 és onnan a Habsburg Birodalomba is atterjedé — val-
lasi — reformmozgalom ellenében a kovetkezd elvet tette meg a vallasi torvénymagyarazat
meg ezt: ,,Az Orokkévald, aldott legyen a neve, minden nemzedékben feljogositotta
a bolcseket, hogy tjabb szokasokat vezessenek be Izrael népe kozt. Es miutan a bolcsek
megalkottak ezeket a szokasokat, csakis attol a tiszta szandéktol vezérelve, hogy keritést
emeljenek a torvények koré, és ezek a szokasok gyokeret eresztettek, senkinek sincs joga
megvaltoztatni ket.”

A Chatam Szofer 1839-es halalat kovetd évtizedek dontd valtozasokat hoztak a magyar
ortodox zsidosag életében. A szabadsagharc alatt a magyar zsidok jelentds része szo-
val ¢és tettel részt vett az eseményekben, vilagossa téve, hogy magat a magyar nem-
zettel €s a magyar nyelvvel azonositja. A nemzeti fliggetlenségért s a modern polgari
allam megalkotasaért harcol6 magyar politikai elit is — a szabadsagharc térvényhoza-
saval — vilagossa tette, hogy kész a zsidésag emancipacidjara. Ugyanakkor az emanci-
pacio feltételének még olyan haladé gondolkodasu és minden antiszemitizmustol tavol
allo személyiség is, mint Kossuth, a vallasreformot tartotta. Pesten létrejott és Pozsony
tekintélyét elvitatva az orszag legnagyobb zsido kozosségévé valt egy olyan hitkozség,
amely az istentiszteletben a modern esztétikai elvarasoknak és a magyar nyelvnek tett
engedményeket.

A szabadsagharcot eltipré osztrak abszolutizmus alatt maga az emancipacio iigye
elodazodott, viszont a Bach-rendszer korszertisitette és kiterjesztette a népoktatast,
vilagossa valt, hogy a modern allamban a zsido gyermekek sem jarhatnak kizarolag
a hagyomanyos vallasi iskolaba, hanem részesiilnilik kell német vagy magyar nyelvii
népoktatasban is. 1851-ben a frankfurti ortodox zsid6 kozdsség rabbijava Hirsch Sam-
son Raphaelt, a modern zsido ortodoxia legnagyobb hatasu teoretikusat valasztottak,
akinek eszmei befolyasa hamarosan kisugarzott egész Németorszagra, s a Habsburg
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Birodalomra is. Hirsch egyik tanitvdnya, Azriel Hildesheimer hamarosan megjelent
Magyarorszagon, s fiatal kora ellenére nagy befolyasra tett szert magyar ortodox korok-
ben is, Kismartonban pedig sokakat vonzé modern jesivat 1étesitett. Hirsch és Hildes-
heimer neoortodox allaspontja — mikozben a vallastorvény barmilyen megvaltoztatasat
¢s a reformerek altal bevezetett istentiszteleti jitasokat ok is ellenezték — két ponton
tért el radikalisan a magyar ortodox rabbik tobbségéétol. Az egyik az volt, hogy Hirsch
a jiddissel szemben partfogolta a modern német irodalmi nyelvet, ezen a nyelven is irt
¢és prédikalt, a masik pedig az, hogy Hirsch szerint a vildgi tudomanyok megismerése
Osszeegyeztethetd az ortodoxiaval. A vilagi tudomanyok tanulmanyozasanak kérdésé-
ben a Chatam Szofer nem foglalt egyértelmiien allast. Fia és utdda Pozsonyban, a Ktav
Szofer, valamint a Felvidék altalaban szintén a pozsonyi jesivaban kiképzett rabbijai
pedig nem itélhették el egyértelmiien a német nyelv zsinagogai hasznalatat, mert a pozso-
nyi €s altalaban a felvidéki zsidosag az akkulturacio folytan egyre inkabb elnémetesedett,
¢s a jiddis prédikaciot a hivok nem értették volna. Ezért ebben a két kérdésben szakadas
jott 1étre a felvidéki ortodoxia és Eszakkelet-Magyarorszag, az Gigynevezett ,,Unterland”
ortodoxai kozott.

Az 1860-as évekre nyilvanvalova valt, hogy az abszolutista rendszer helyett Magyar-
orszagon elébb-utobb valamilyen magyar nemzeti allam fog 1étrejonni, és ez az allam
olyan modon fogja rendezni a zsidosag ligyét is, hogy azt — a hitkdzségek rendi viszonyok
kozott kialakult rendszere helyett — valamilyen egységes és az allam altal feliigyelt fele-
kezeti szervezetben fogja egyesiteni. Az ortodoxok attdl tartottak, hogy a létrejovo feleke-
zeti szervezetben alarendelt helyzetbe keriilhetnek a neologokkal, azokkal a zsidokkal
szemben, akik a német zsidosag ugynevezett , konzervativ’ irdnyzatat kdvették, és készek
voltak az oktatasba és az istentisztelet kiilsdségeibe is a magyarsaghoz vald akkulturacio
elemeit belevinni.

Ekkor Iépett fel Chatam Szofer egyik tanitvanya, a szikszo6i rabbi, Lichtenstein Hillél
(1814-1891) és veje, Akiba Joszéf Schlesinger (1838—-1922), akik beszédeikben és ira-
saikban kérlelhetetlen vallasi szigorusaggal tdimadtak mar nem annyira a neologokat,
hanem inkabb Hildesheimert, és a modern ortodoxiat, sét a felvidéki, az 6 allaspontjuknal
mérsékeltebb ortodoxokat, még Chatam Szofer fiat, a Ktav Szofert is. Allaspontjuk — bar
folyton ra hivatkoztak — tulment a Chatam Szoferén, mert nemcsak azt allitottak, hogy
a zsidosagnak a vallastorvényen kiviil meg kell tartania valamennyi torténelmileg kiala-
kult szokésat, hanem azt is, hogy — kiilondsen a modern viszonyok, az emancipacio
kozepette — specifikus modon kell megériznie a sajat nemzeti identitasat is. A zsido
identitasnak Lichtenstein szerint alapvetden harom megérzendd jegye van: a név (sém),
a nyelv (l6sajn) — amin 0 a jiddis nyelvet értette — és a ruhazkodas (malbis). A harom
szobdl alkottdk meg a ,,salem” mozaikszot, ami ,,teljes”-t jelent, a zsidosag teljességét,
igy valt a ,,salem” az iranyzat jelszavava. Csak az tekinthet6 teljes értékii zsidonak,
aki a halachan kiviil megtartja a ,,salem™-et is: vagyis nem magyarositja a nevét, jiddis
nyelven beszél és a hagyomanyos zsido oltozetet viseli. A ,,salem” semmilyen mddon
nem volt megalapozhato a halachabol, ezért az ultraortodoxok Jonas proféta konyvének
egy bizonyos versére és egy Tanna Debbe Elijahu nevii, 10. szdzadi midrasra hivat-
kozva igyekeztek megalapozni. A szdban forgd versben Jonas ugy hatarozza meg a sajat
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identitasat: ,,Héber vagyok, s az Orokkévalot félem én” (Jon 1.9.). Ez Lichtensteinék
magyarazata szerint azt jelenti, hogy a nemzeti identitas nem azonos a vallasival, hanem
mintegy megelozi azt, s €éppen ezért a nemzeti identitasnak azokat az elemeit is meg kell
Orizni, amelyeket a vallastorvény nem ir eld expliciten. A Tanna debé Elijahu elbeszé-
lése szerint viszont a zsidok azzal érdemelték ki a Kivonulast és a Tora adasat Istentdl,
hogy Egyiptomban, idegen orszagban, idegen elnyomatas alatt is ragaszkodtak sajat
szokasaikhoz, nyelviikhoz.

Karpataljan az irdnyzat hamar tért hoditott. Mi volt ennek a magyarazata? Egyrészt
a zsidok aranya egy-egy varosi, falusi kozdsségen beliil rendkiviil magas volt, Munkécson
példaul a lakossag fele, igy az asszimilacio kényszere is gyengébb volt. Masrészt pedig
Karpataljan a nem zsid6 lakossag is rendkiviil szegénynek és iskolazatlannak szamitott.
Nem volt olyan miivelt kozéposztalyi réteg, polgarsag vagy nemesség, amelybe a zsido-
sagnak beilleszkedni tarsadalmi felemelkedést jelentett volna. Ezért a zsidok nem érezték
azt, hogy kiilsdségekben €s nyelvhasznalatukban igazodniuk kellene azokhoz a nem
zsidokhoz, akikkel érintkeztek. Ezen a vidéken tehat nem miikédtek azok a motivacios
tényezok, amelyek az orszag mas részein elémozditottak a zsidosag asszimilaciojat.

Lichtenstein Hillél és a koriilotte csoportosulok megkisérelték sajat allaspontjukat
egy — elvileg az egész magyar ortodoxiat reprezentalo — rabbigyiilés 0sszehivasaval,
s egy, az egész magyar zsidosagra kotelezé halachikus dontvény, igynevezett ,,p’ szak
din” kimondasaval érvényesiteni. Ez volt az igynevezett nagymihalyi (ma: Mihalovce)
zsinat. A nagymihalyi zsinat hatarozatban mondott ki egy sor, az ortodoxiat a neologiatol
elvalaszto tételt. Tobbek kozott megtiltotta, hogy a zsinagégakban barmilyen nyelven
prédikaljanak a jiddis nyelven kiviil, tovabba deklaralta, hogy tilos barmilyen régi szo-
kast megvaltoztatni. Tilos a korust alkalmazé templomba még belépni is, tilos a korus
imdjara ,,amen”-t mondani, tilos a téraolvasd emelvényt (almemor, bima) a frigyszek-
rény elé helyezni, tilos a templomban esketni, a templomra tornyot épiteni — mert ezek
az ujitasok keresztény vallasi szokasok atvételét jelentik. Volt azonban egy pont, amelyet
hiaba akartak Lichtensteinék kimondatni a zsinattal: nevezetesen a vilagi tanulmanyok
teljes tilalma. A hatarozatot szamos ortodox rabbi nem irta ala, fenntartasaikat fejezték
ki. Azriel Hidelsheimer rabbi pedig nyilvanosan szembeszallt vele.

Az 1867-1868-as orszagos izraelita kongresszuson azutan ténylegesen sor keriilt
az ortodoxia és a neologia elvalasara. Hildesheimer megprobalta 1étrehozni a ,,kultu-
ralt ortodoxok™ csoportjat, de magara maradt, és végiil elhagyta Magyarorszagot. Am
a kialakul6 €s onallosagat végiil hosszas harcok utan elnyerd egységes magyar ortodox
szervezetben nem érvényesiilt a nagymihalyi zsinat allaspontja sem, bar az tovabbra is
hivatkozasi alap maradt a szélsfortodoxia szamara. A magyar ortodox zsidosag a tovab-
biakban egy ,,centrista” és egy ,,ultraortodox” iranyzat kozott oszlott meg, s az utdbbi
bazisa Karpatalja volt. A nem ultraortodox zsidok a dualizmus Magyarorszagan nem
ragaszkodtak a hagyomanyos kiils6 fellépéshez, 6ltozkodéshez, és bar a templomi hitszo-
noklat nyelve naluk is a jiddis volt, egyébként rendelkeztek német és magyar nyelvii
sajtoval, konyvkiadassal is, €s mindig hangoztattak a magyar hazaval valé azonosula-
sukat. Ami pedig az oktatast illeti — noha a felséfoku stidiumokat gyanakvassal kezel-
ték —, allami feliigyelet alatt allo felekezeti elemi és polgari iskolakba adtdk gyermeke-
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iket. Az ultraortodoxok viszont gyermekeiket a hagyomanyos héderbe, vallasi iskoldba
jarattak, a magyar nyelvet legfeljebb a magyarokkal valo érintkezés soran hasznaltak,
s a hagyomanyos kiilso fellépéshez is ragaszkodtak.

Az ultraortodoxia €s a haszidizmus eredetileg egyaltalan nem azonos fogalmak,
a Chatam Szofer példaul kifejezetten ellenezte a haszidizmust, mert — sok mas ortodox
rabbival egyiitt — ugy vélte, hogy annak miszticizmusa és a karizmatikus vezetdk kul-
tusza a Talmud-tanulds és a vallastorvény szigort betartasa rovasara mehet. Azonban
a kiegyezés utan az ultraortodox irdnyzat felismerte, hogy a haszidok haszid viselethez
ragaszkodasa és a vilagi kulturatol valo elzarkézasuk nélkiilozhetetlen szovetségessé
teszi 6ket a modernizald iranyzatok elleni harcban.

A haszidoknal viszont — habar eredetileg a haszidizmus a szegény és tanulatlan zsido
tomegek lazadasat fejezte ki a rabbiknak és a jomodtuaknak a zsido kozosségen beliili
vezetd szerepével szemben — a Talmud-tanulashoz valé korabbi viszony megvaltozott,
¢és a leghiresebb jesivak éppen a haszid rabbik udvarahoz kotédtek. A nagy karpatal-
jai jesivakba a tobbi ortodox vidékekrdl is tomegesen jartak novendékek. A dualizmus
Magyarorszagan az ultraortodoxia és a haszidizmus nagyjabol mar ugyanazt jelen-
tette. A haszidok kezdetben a cari Orosz-Lengyelorszagbdl és Galiciabol szivarogtak
be Magyarorszagra, de a 19. szazad kézepére mar kiilon magyar haszid rabbidinasztiak
jottek létre: a szpinkai Weiss, a munkacsi Spira és a szigeti Teitelbaum csalad. Magyar-
orszagon azonban mindvégig voltak kdvetdi a kiilfoldi nagy haszid rabbiknak: a vizs-
nyicinek €s a szancinak is.

A kozhittel ellentétben a dualizmus kori Magyarorszagon mar nem kertilt sor sza-
mottevo zsido bevandorlasra Galiciabol. De mivel a galiciai gyokeri karpataljai ultraor-
todox zsidok lélekszama gyorsan nott, és északkeleti iranybol vandoroltak el az orszag
belseje, a Tiszantul és Budapest felé, ezért megsziiletett az a mitosz, hogy tomegesen
vandorolnak be Galiciabol a magyarsaghoz asszimilalédni nem tudé és nem akaro zsi-
dok. Furcsa modon ezt a mitoszt a liberalis, neolog zsidosag is atvette és terjesztette,
mert ilyen modon azt lehetett allitani, hogy az ,,évszazadok oOta itt ¢16” zsidok magyar
érzésliek, asszimilalodni akarnak, és csak az 01j bevandorld zsidok nemzetidegenek...

A karpataljai falusi nép — ruszinok és magyarok — tobbé-kevésbé harmoniku-
san egylitt €It a zsiddsaggal. A zsidok voltak a boltosok, a hitelezok, a kocsmarosok,
a parasztsagnak amolyan ,,mindenesei”. Az antiszemita zavargasok altalaban elkertilték
Karpataljat, a képviselo-valasztasokon sokszor jutottak be Karpataljarol zsido vallasu
képviselgjeldltek a parlamentbe.

Az allamhatalom szempontjabol — amely a dualizmus koraban az etnikailag egységes
nemzeti allam megteremtésére torekedett, s a magyar nyelvii oktatas kiterjesztését tekin-
tette erre a legfontosabb eszkoznek — a karpataljai zsidosaggal a f6 probléma az volt, hogy
6k nem tudtak az allami normaknak megfeleléen miikodo felekezeti iskolakat felallitani,
hanem gyermekeiket az igynevezett ,,zugiskolakba” jarattak, ahol osztatlan iskoldban
a hitkozség altal felfogadott, vilagi miiveltséggel nem rendelkezd tanito, a ,,melamed”
foglalkozott a gyerekekkel. Az allami iskolaba a zsido gyerekek vagy egyaltalan nem,
vagy csak a vallasi iskola mellett jartak, ez pedig kedvezotlentiil hatott vissza miiveltsé-
glikre: tomegesen voltak koztiik olyanok, akik magyarul olvasni sem tudtak. A magyar
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nacionalistdk és az asszimilaciora torekvo neoldg zsidosag egyarant azt kovetelte a kor-
manyzattdl, hogy hatékonyan Iépjen fel az ortodox ,,zugiskolak™ ellen; a korményzat
ezt azonban mindig csak lagymatagon tette. (Titkos paktumok jottek létre a hatésagok
¢és az ortodox kozosségek kozott: az ortodox ,,zugiskolak™ megtiirése fejében a rabbik
a valasztasokon tomegesen ,,szallitottak” az ortodox szavazatokat a kormanypartnak.)

Az allam és a karpataljai zsidosag kozotti egyediili komoly konfliktust a nagybir-
tok altal tonkretett szegény ruszin nép felsegélyezésére inditott ugynevezett ,,hegyvi-
déki akceio” jelentette 1896-ban. Az akcid vezetését egy Egan Ede nevii agrarmérnokre
biztak, aki allami tdmogatésu hitelszovetkezetekkel €s fogyasztasi szovetkezetekkel
akart a lakossag nyomoran segiteni. A hegyvidéki akcid persze objektive is ellenté-
tes volt a kozvetité kereskedelembdl, alkoholarusitasbol és kishitelek nyujtasabol €16
falusi zsidok érdekeivel, de a konfliktushoz hozzajarultak Egan szélsdséges antiszemita
érzelmei is, aki valoban meg volt gy6zddve arrol, hogy a karpataljai nép nyomoranak
a bevandorolt zsidok uzsoraskodasa és torvénytelen tizletelése az oka. Mikor azonban
1900-ban kormanyhivatalnokként nyilvanos eldadason fejtette ki nézeteit, a liberalis
Széll-kormany elmozditotta az akcio élérdl. Késobb Egan kiilonos koriilmények kozott
meghalt; az 6 védelmében irta Bartha Miklos azt a konyvet, amelyet a tanulmany elején
idéztem.

Altalanossagban tehat azt mondhatjuk, hogy bizonyos valtozasok ellenére a karpataljai
zsidosag Trianonig megdrizte a maga egységes, hagyomanyos arculatat. Bar a hitkoz-
ségek mind ortodox jellegliek voltak, a varosokban azért kialakult egyfajta kulturalt
¢s a vallastorvény betartasaval mar nem tor6do zsido kozéposztaly is.

Az 1. vilaghaboru és a forradalmak, majd az 10j, csehszlovak allamhatalom azonban,
amelynek igazgatasa ala Karpatalja keriilt, alapveté megrazkodtatast jelentett a karpatal-
jai zsido kozosségnek. Cseh vagy csehszlovak identitast csak kevés zsidd akart magééva
tenni, de a hagyomanyos karpataljai zsidosagnak 1j kihivassal is szembe kellett néz-
nie: a cionizmussal. A cionizmusnak csekély vonzereje volt Karpataljan a haboru eldtt.
Az 1. vilaghaboru alatt azonban a brit kormany a Balfour-deklaracioval, majd a Nép-
szovetség a San Remo-i hatarozattal elvileg elismerte a cionizmus céljait. A nemzeti
onrendelkezés wilsoni ideologiaja atjarta az 1. vilaghabort utani Eurdpa egész kozéletét,
igy zsid6 kisebbségi — cionista és anticionista — partok jottek 1étre Lengyelorszagban,
Romaniaban és Csehszlovakiaban egyarant. A csehszlovak allam pedig, amely maga
is a nemzeti onrendelkezés ideoldgiaja nevében jott 1étre, kiilonosen kedvezo terepet
biztositott a cionista mozgalomnak, mar csak azért is, mert a pragai kormany a cionista
mozgalom, a zsid6 nemzeti érzés felébresztése segitségével akarta megosztani a sok
magyar érzesii zsidot is magaba foglalo szlovakiai magyar kisebbséget. Az 01j helyzetben,
amikor a habort és a vele jard elszegényedés miatt az addig is szegény karpataljai zsido-
sag jelentds része a palesztinai kivandorlasban latta a kiutat, a cionista mozgalom jelentds
sikert ért el Karpataljan. Az 01j allamban a karpataljai zsidok csaknem valamennyien
zsido nemzetiséglinek vallottdk magukat a népszamlalasokon, s a cionista értelmiség
héber nyelvii iskolakat hozott 1étre a régidban, amelyek koziil a leghiresebb a munkacsi
héber gimnazium volt. Bar ezekbe az iskolakba csak a karpataljai zsido tanulok 4—5%-a
jart, befolyasuk a szellemi életre ennél joval nagyobb volt. Az ultraortodox zsidékat mar
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pusztan az altaluk szent nyelvnek tekintett héber tanitasi nyelvként vald hasznalata is
felhaboritotta, ezenkiviil a cionistak tobbsége sohasem ¢élt az ortodox elvarasoknak meg-
felel6 vallasos életet. Végiil az ortodoxok jelentds része ugy vélte: a zsidésagnak a Szent-
foldre valo visszatérése csak a Messias eljovetele utan kovetkezhet be, ezért a cionistak
voltaképpen szembeszegiilnek Isten akarataval, amikor politikai eszkozokkel akarjak
ezt elérni. Habar Karpataljan is megjelent az ortodoxiat és a cionizmust dsszekapcsolo
mizrachista irdnyzat, de nem ért el jelentds sikereket: az ortodoxia és a cionizmus ellen-
téte kibékithetetlennek bizonyult.

A héber nyelvii gimnaziumok mellett eleven zsido kozélet és sokszinii — foleg jiddis
nyelvil — zsido sajto jott 1étre Karpataljan. Emellett a csehszlovak allam jelentds sikereket
ért el a kozoktatas kiterjesztésében. A zsido fiatalok pedig szivesebben jartak a cseh
allami, mint a ruszin vagy magyar felekezeti iskolaba, mert ott zavartalanul megoriz-
hették vallasi-nemzeti identitasukat.

Most az ultraortodoxidnak tehat mar nem a modernitds, hanem egy specifikusan
zsid6 modernités kihivasaval kellett szembenéznie. A két vilaghdboru kozotti karpat-
aljai zsidosag legnagyobb tekintélyl, karizmatikus vezetdje, a munkacsi haszid rebbe,
Spira Lazar az uj fejleményekre sajatos teolégia kidolgozasaval valaszolt. Ugy latta,
hogy az I. vilaghaboru és a vele jaro vilagméretl atrendezddés a Messias kozeli eljove-
telének a jele, amolyan ,,sziilési fajdalom™ a vildg megvaltasa eldtt. S ebben a helyzet-
ben a vallasos zsidésagnak semmilyen mas teend6je nem lehet, mint a Messias varasa,
¢s a mindenféle politizalastol valo elzarkozas. Spira ezért nemcsak a cionizmust itélte
el, egyebek kozott kikozositéssel fenyegetve meg azokat a sziiloket, akik a munkacsi
héber gimnaziumba adjak gyermekeiket, hanem a nemzetkdzi forumokon és az egyes
orszagokban is a cionizmus ellen fellépd ortodox vilagszervezet, az Agudat Israel miiko-
dését is. Habar Spira a munkacsi kozosségen vaskézzel uralkodott, az egész karpataljai
ortodox zsiddsagra nem tudta kiterjeszteni ideoldgiai befolyasat, mar csak azért sem,
mert rosszizli konfliktus zajlott le kozte és a belzi rebbe kozott.

A karpataljai zsidosag a nagy gazdasagi vilagvalsaggal egyiitt jard tomeges elsze-
gényedéssel, az antiszemitizmus feléledésével, majd a teriilet Magyarorszaghoz valo
visszacsatolasaval elveszitette azokat az dnkifejezési, szervezodési, identitasformalasi
lehetOségeket, tavlatokat, amelyeket a csehszlovak demokracia az 1920-as években kinalt.
A magyar allam a visszacsatolt teriileteken az anyaorszaginal szigoribban alkalmazta
a zsidotorvényeket, a vallasi élet kivételével nem engedélyezett semmiféle zsido tarsa-
dalmi szervezetet sem. A holokausztban pedig a karpataljai zsidosag nagy része elpusz-
tult. A megmaradtak hazatérve a szovjet korszakban mar nem tudtak megdrizni zsido
identitasukat, s akik csak tudtak, az 1960-as években alijaztak. A karpataljai zsidosag
torténete igy Karpataljan voltaképpen véget ért, de nem ért véget a nagyvilagban: min-
denekel6tt Amerikaban és [zraelben.

A korabbi maramarosszigeti haszid rabbidinasztiabol szairmazo6, de az 1930-as évek-
ben Szatmaron rabbiva valasztott Joel Teitelbaum (1887—1979) lett a szatmari haszidok
iranyzatanak megalapitoja. A szatmari haszidok jelentik az Izrael Allamot és a cioniz-
must elutasité ultraortodoxia legerdsebb iranyzatat. A rebbe, aki tulélte a holokausztot,
Vayoel Moshe cimi konyvében sajatos anticionista teoldgiat dolgozott ki, amely szerint

293



Szalai Miklos

a cionizmus — az, hogy a zsid6sag szekularis allamot hozott [étre a Szentféldon — ugyan-
azt jelenti, amit a kereszténység szerint az Antikrisztus, a gonoszsag kumulalodasat
a végidokben. S szerinte a holokauszt is Isten biintetése a cionizmusért.

A szatmari haszidok ¢és tobb mas karpataljai ortodox kozosség taléldi viragzo kozos-
ségeket hoztak 1étre Amerikaban és Izraelben. Ezekben az 0j kozosségekben a jesivak,
a Talmud-tanulas jelent6sége joval nagyobb, mint korabban; az izraeli haredi kozosséget
a szociologusok tigy irjak le, mint a talmudtudosok tarsadalmat. Az Izrael Allamot eluta-
sito, a katonaskodast megtagado, csak a Talmud tanulmanyozasaval foglalkozé és gyor-
san szaporod6 haredi zsidosag egyre sulyosabb problémat okoz Izraelnek: az izraeli
tarsadalomba valo integralasuk fontos vitatémaja ma az izraeli kozéletnek. Nyugodtan
elmondhatjuk tehat, hogy a maga sajatos vallasossagaval a karpataljai zsidosag dontden
hozzajarult Izrael €s a vilagzsidosag arculatanak kiformalasahoz.

Felhasznalt irodalom

Baranyi Béla (szerk.): Karpatalja. Budapest, Magyar Tudomanyos Akadémia — Dialog Campus,
2009.

Bartha Miklos: Kazar féldon. Kolozsvar, Ellenzék Konyvnyomda, 1901.

Frojimovics Kinga: Szétszakadt térténelem. Zsido vallasi iranyzatok Magyarorszagon. Budapest,
Balassi, 2008.

Keren-Kratz, Menachem: Is the Jewish State the Ultimate Evil or a Golden Opportunity? Ideology
vs. Politics in the Teachings and Actions of Rabbi Yoel Teitelbaum — the Satmar Rebbe. Jewish
Political Studies Review, 29. (2018), 1-2. 5-26.

Kopka Janos: Zsido emlékek a Felso-Tisza vidékén. Nyiregyhaza, Kelet Press, 2004.

Koves Slom6 (szerk.): Zsido szakadas. Hamburgtol Nagymihalyig. Budapest, Noran Libro, 2009.

Magid, Shaul: The Political Theology of R. Yoel Teitelbaum, the Satmar Rebbe. In Kéves Slomo
(szerk.): Zsido szakadas. Hamburgtol Nagymihalyig. Budapest, Noran Libro, 2009.

Nadler, Allan L.: The War on Modernity of R. Hajjim Eleazar Shapira of Munkacz. Modern
Judaism. A Journal of Jewish Ideas and Experience, 14. (1994), 3. 141-168.

Olbracht, Ivan: Bajok a mikve koriil. In Ivan Olbracht: Atokvélgye. Budapest, Magyar Helikon,
1969.

Porat, Dina: Amalek’s Accomplices’ Blaming Zionism for the Holocaust. Anti-Zionist Ultra-
Orthodoxy in Israel during the 1980s. Journal of Contemporary History, 27. (1992), 4. 695—729.

Ravitzky, Aviézer: A kinyilatkoztatott vég és a zsido dallam. Messzianizmus és vallasi radikalizmus
Izraelben. Budapest, Pesti Kalligram, 2011.

Shaked, Gavriel bar (szerk.): Nevek. Munkaszdazadok veszteségei a keleti magyar hadmiiveleti
teriileteken — Names of Jewish Victimes of Hungarian Labour Battalions. 1-111. kotet. New
York, Sz6l a Kakas Mar — Beate and Serge Klarsfeld Foundation — Yad Vashem, 1992.

Silber, Michael K. (szerk.): Magyar zsido térténelem — masképp. Jeruzsalemi antologia.
Budapest—Jerusalem, Mult és Jové Alapitvany, 2008.

Silber, Michael K.: The Emergence of Ultra-Orthodoxy. The Invention of a Tradition. Online:
http://huji.academia.edu/MichaelSilber

Szalai Miklos: Cionizmus, neoldgia, ortodoxia. A magyar zsido identitas dilemmai a két vilag-
habort kozotti Magyarorszagon. Multunk, 49. (2004), 3. 59—120.

294


http://huji.academia.edu/MichaelSilber

Miklos Szalai

The Ethnoreligious Identity of Transcarpathian Jewry
(1867-1944)

Transcarpathia has always formed a distinctive geographical unit of historical Hungary,
ethnically and culturally separate from other parts of the country, and remained so even
after the post-World War I peace treaties, when Transcarpathia was severed from Hungary
and became part of Czechoslovakia. However, not only is Transcarpathia a distinctive
region of historical Hungary, but Transcarpathian Jewry form a distinctive group of
Hungarian Jewry, possessed of a distinctive religious identity. This identity played an
important role in the history of Hungarian Jewry in the past and continues to do so in the
history of Jews worldwide. Here I would like to cite two contrasting texts to show that
the phenomenon in question was a very paradoxical one. The first is taken from Kazar
f6ldon [In the Land of the Khazars],’ a political pamphlet (although one with some socio-
scientific pretensions), written by one of Hungary’s best-known nationalistic publicists,
the jurist and member of parliament Miklos Bartha (1848—1905):

The rest of them also live this way. They don’t study, they don’t educate themselves, they don’t
wash. They just do business and make children. They tell lies. They often commit arson. They
maim their enemies’ cattle. They bear false witness. They bribe wherever they can. They corrupt
everywhere and everybody. They light candles on Friday nights and bathe in ritual liquids. They
pray noisily and cheat silently. They strip the tilth from the soil, and their skin from the people.

They are as prolific as bugs. They are as sharp as a knife. They destroy like rats. The people of the
mountains, weakened by their landlords, were attacked by the Khazars in the way a dark, terrifying
and revolting host of flies attacks a wounded and abandoned animal.*

The second text is from Ivan Olbracht (1882—1952), a Czech Communist writer, from his
volume Golet v udoli [Golet in the Valley] (1937), regarded by the critics as his finest work:

On the floor the buckets were ready, full of milk. For the mikveh may contain only water from the
spring, and in the eyes of the Lord only milk has the same value as water from the spring, because
milk, too, comes from a pure source. This was the conclusion reached by the Sages after much
debate, and this is what is written in the Shulchan Aruch.

Now the rabbi commanded that milk be poured into the mikveh.

3 NB In the political discourse of the time “Khazar” referred not to the historical Khazars, but to
Ashkenazi Jewry, or its Eastern (Polish—Russian) part. Both Hungarian Jews and the anti-Semites
of the day generally accepted the theory that all or most East European Jews were the descendants
of the Khazars.

4 Miklés Bartha: Kazdr foldon [In the Land of the Khazars]. Kolozsvar, Ellenzék Kényvnyomda,
1901.
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But what happened in the mikveh? What was the miracle that happened down there, at the bottom
of the trench? Let all of you who have eyes look, and those that cannot see, listen.

The water vanished, the glass in the little spring vanished, and everything turned into milk, into
milk, milk, milk, turning into the white of the white Shabbos gown, or the flower of the sour cherry.
The mikveh vanished, the sin of Rivah vanished, the curse weighing upon the people of Polana;
everything was hidden, shrouded in this whiteness, disintegrating in this eternity of time! Lo and
behold, rejoice and feast, you Jews of Polana!

The milk rises burbling, rises all day long, and then it reaches that half-centimeter below the rim,
then it separates from the water, the water is purified: the mikveh becomes the mikveh once more,
and the people of Polana once again find favour in the sight of the Lord. Rejoice and feast!®

As can be seen, the first text speaks with strong antipathy about the Transcarpathian
Jews, while the second speaks with strong empathy and love. But they agree in one
respect: the importance of orthodox Judaism in the life of Transcarpathian Jewry. Their
ethnoreligious identity was formed by a religious trend that arose in the 1860s, ultra-
orthodoxy or, as it is called nowadays in Israel, haredi Judaism.

Hungarian orthodoxy, and its ultra-orthodox tendency, is not of course identical with
the religious Judaism that existed before the Enlightenment, however keenly it would like
to be perceived as such. Orthodox Judaism evolved from religious Judaism as that faced
the various challenges of the Enlightenment and modernity, transforming and entrenching
its religious traditions and in the course of this process the community — unconsciously
and involuntarily — modified this tradition.

Hungarian Jewish orthodoxy was unquestionably the creation of Rabbi Moses
Schreiber, known as Chatam Sofer, Rabbi of Pressburg (Pozsony/Bratislava) from
1806 to 1839. Here he founded a famous yeshiva and in the subsequent decades almost
all the well-known rabbis of the Hungarian Orthodox community studied under him.
Chatam Sofer emerged as the leader of the Hungarian Orthodoxy not only because
of his extraordinary knowledge of the Talmud, but because of his profound personal
spirituality and his talent as a teacher. Faced with the religious reform movement that
emerged from Germany with the activity of Moses Mendelssohn and expanded into the
Habsburg Empire, Chatam Sofer made the following principle the basis for expounding
Jewish law: “The Torah prohibits everything that is new”. As he put it in one of his
sermons in 1810: “In generation after generation the Holy One, blessed be His name,
gave the Sages the power to introduce new customs to the people of Israel. And since
the Sages formulated these customs and rules motivated solely by the virtuous intention
of creating a protective fence around the Laws, and they have indeed taken root, no one
has the right to effect any change in them”.

The decades following the death of Chatam Sofer in 1839 brought about decisive
changes in the life of Hungarian orthodoxy. Many Hungarian Jews took part, in both
word and deed, in the 1848—1849 Hungarian Revolution and War of Independence,
demonstrating that they identified with the Hungarian nation and the Hungarian language.
And the Hungarian political elite, in its struggle for national independence and the creation

5 Cited from the Hungarian translation Ivan Olbracht: Bajok a mikve koriil [Troubles around the
Mikveh]. In Atokvélgye [Accursed Valley]. Budapest, Magyar Helikon, 1969.
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of a modern liberal nation state, also made clear, through the laws enacted during the War
of Independence, that it was ready to emancipate Hungary’s Jewry. At the same time,
however, even a progressive thinker like Lajos Kossuth, untainted by any hint of anti-
Semitism, considered the reform of the Jewish religion a necessary precondition of the
Jews’ emancipation. A Jewish community came into being in Budapest that challenged
the previous authority of Pressburg by introducing reforms to the liturgy that made
concessions to modern aesthetic demands and the Hungarian language.

Under the Austrian absolutism that suppressed the War of Independence, the issue
of emancipation was put on the back burner, but the Bach régime modernised and
expanded public education and it became clear that in a modern state Jewish children
could no longer be expected to attend only traditional religious schools, but had to
participate in public education in the German or the Hungarian language. In 1851, the
orthodox Jewish community of Frankfurt elected as its rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch,
the most influential exponent of modern Jewish orthodoxy, whose influence soon spread
throughout Germany and into the Habsburg Empire, too. One of his disciples, Azriel
Hildesheimer, soon came to Hungary and, despite his youth, became highly influential in
Hungarian orthodox circles, founding a modern yeshiva in Kismarton (today Eisenstadt in
Austria), which proved very popular. Hirsch and Hildesheimer held neo-orthodox views:
while they too opposed any changes in the halacha and the liturgical reforms introduced
by the reformers, they differed from the majority of the Hungarian orthodox rabbis
on two issues. One was that Hirsch promoted the use of the modern German literary
language, rather than of Yiddish. Hirsch wrote and gave his sermons in literary German.
The other issue was that, in Hirsch’s view, the study of secular sciences was compatible
with orthodoxy. The rabbis of Hungary were divided on these issues. On the question
of the secular sciences, Chatam Sofer did not adopt an unequivocal stance. His son and
successor in Pressburg, Ketav Sofer (1815-1871), together with other rabbis in Upper
Hungary (most of whom had been, as mentioned, educated in the Pressburg yeshiva),
could not condemn the use of German in the synagogue because the Jews of Pressburg,
and the Jews in Upper Hungary in general, were becoming increasingly Germanised
and could not understand sermons in Yiddish. Because these two issues a split arose
between the Orthodox Jews of Upper Hungary and those of north-east Hungary (the
so-called Unterland).

By the 1860s, it had become clear that Habsburg absolutism in Hungary would not be
sustained for much longer and that the creation of a Hungarian national state was in the
offing; a state would deal with Jewish affairs in such a way that the feudal system of the
Jewish communities would be replaced by a unitary national confessional organisation
under the aegis of the state. The Orthodox feared that in this organisation they would be
in a position subordinate to the Neologs, those Magyar Jews who followed the so-called
“conservative” tendency of German Jewry (founded by Zacharias Frankel) and were
prepared to introduce elements of acculturation to the Magyar environment into Jewish
education and liturgy.

It was at this time that two new leaders appeared on the Jewish scene: the rabbi of
Sziksz6, Hillel Lichtenstein (1814—1891), and his son-in-law, Akiva Yosef Schlesinger
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(1838—-1922). They both attacked their opponents with unrelenting religious rigour — not
so much the Neologs, but rather Hildesheimer and modern orthodoxy, and even those
Orthodox in Upper Hungary who were more moderate than they, not sparing even Ketav
Sofer himself. Although they continually claimed to be appealing to the authority of
Chatam Sofer, their orthodoxy surpassed his in its conservativism, since they held not
only that the Jews had to insist — in addition to the Laws — on all of their historic customs
and traditions, but also that they should preserve — especially under modern conditions,
the conditions of Jewish emancipation — their national identity in a quite specific way.
In Lichtenstein’s view Jewish identity had three hallmarks which had to be preserved:
the person’s name (“shem”), the mother tongue (“lashon”), by which he meant Yiddish,
and the garb (“malbish”). From these three words Lichtenstein, Schlesinger and their
followers fashioned the acronym “shalem”, which in Hebrew means “complete”. To be
a “complete” Jew one had to be “shalem”, that is — beyond the full observance of the
Laws — have a Jewish (i.e. not Magyarised) name, use the Jewish language (Yiddish),
and wear Jewish apparel. But because this definition of Jewishness could in no way
be derived from the traditional sources of the halakha, the ultra-orthodox camp based
their conception on a particular verse in the book of the prophet Jonah (Jonah 1:9), and
a midrash composed in the 10" century. In this verse the prophet identifies himself thus:
“l am Hebrew and I fear the Lord”, which the ultra-orthodox interpreted as meaning
that national identity is not the same as religious identity, that is to say, Jewish national
identity is primary and for this very reason it is necessary to preserve even those features
of it that are not prescribed in explicit terms. And according to the midrash Tanna Debe
Eliyahu, the reasons Jews merited the Exodus and the Sinaitic revelation was by ensuring
they preserved their national identity, customs and language even in the oppressive
conditions of the Egyptian exile.

The tendency represented by Lichtenstein and Schlesinger soon gained ground in
Transcarpathia. What is the explanation for this? On the one hand, the proportion of Jews
in many cities and villages was extremely high: for example, in Munkacs (Mukachevo,
now Ukraine), they formed half the population, hence the imperative to assimilate and
acculturate was considerably weaker than elsewhere. On the other hand, the majority
of the non-Jewish population consisted of very poor, backward and uneducated people.
Thus, there was no bourgeoisie, middle class, or (lower) nobility for any upwardly mobile
Jews to assimilate into. The Jews did not feel any pressure to adjust in linguistic or other
respects to those non-Jews that they encountered in the region: the motivating forces
that elsewhere made assimilation/acculturation such an attractive option for Jews did
not exist in this environment.

Lichtenstein and his camp attempted to impose their religious views on all of Hungarian
Jewry by convening a general rabbinical conference — representing, in principle, all of
Hungarian Orthodoxy — at Nagymihaly (Michalovce, now Slovakia), where they made
the “council” pass a halachic decision (psak din) concerning a whole range of issues
that divided Neology from Orthodoxy. The Council of Nagymihaly prohibited sermons
being held in synagogues in any language other than Yiddish, changing any ancient
custom of the community, moving the bimah, the platform for reading the Torah, from its
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traditional place in the middle of the synagogue to in front of the Ark of the Torah scrolls,
to even enter a synagogue that employed a choir, and so on, because these were seen as
the adoption of Christian customs. There was one item, however, which Lichtenstein
and Schlesinger failed to push through: a full ban on secular studies. Many Orthodox
rabbis refused to sign the Nagymihaly proclamation, expressing their reservations to
Lichtenstein and his supporters, while Rabbi Azriel Hildesheimer publicly opposed it.

Then, at the National Israelite Congress of 1867-1868, Orthodoxy and Neology
finally parted ways. Hildesheimer tried to form a group of the “educated orthodox”,
but remained isolated, and ultimately left the country. But the Council of Nagymihaly’s
religious perspective also failed to dominate in the emerging Hungarian Orthodox
organisation which, after a long and painful struggle, secured independence from
the Neologs, although the Council’s decrees remained points of reference in debates
within Orthodoxy. In subsequent years, Hungarian Orthodoxy was divided between
a “centrist” and an “ultra-orthodox” wing, and the heartland of the latter remained
Transcarpathia. The not-so-extreme orthodox Jews in Dualist Hungary did not insist on
the traditional dress-code, and although the language of the sermons remained almost
invariably Yiddish, they issued Hungarian- and/or German-language publications, and
always emphasised that they identified with the Hungarian homeland. As for education,
although they viewed advanced studies with some suspicion, they did enrol their
children in state-supervised confessional elementary schools and colleges, while the
ultra-orthodox Jews sent their children to the traditional “cheder” (religious school),
used the Magyar language at most when conversing with non-Jews, and insisted on
wearing traditional Jewish garb.

Ultra-orthodoxy and Hasidism are not, in origin, identical concepts: for instance,
Chatam Sofer explicitly opposed Hasidism, because — along with many other Orthodox
rabbis and scholars — he suspected that the movement’s mysticism and its cult of
charismatic leadership would come at the cost of the intensive study of the Talmud and
the strict observance of the religious law. But after the Austro—Hungarian Ausgleich
(Compromise) of 1867, the ultra-orthodox current recognised that the Hasids’ insistence
on the traditional garb and their rejection of secular studies made them indispensable
allies in the struggle against modernity.

On the one hand, while Hasidism initially articulated the rebellion of the poor and
uneducated Jewish masses against the leading role of the rabbis and well-to-do elements
in the Jewish communities, in the nineteenth century their relationship to the world of
learning changed dramatically and the courts of the Hasid charismatic rabbis became, in
fact, famous yeshivas, centres of Talmudic studies. The great Transcarpathian yeshivas
also welcomed orthodox students from other parts of the country in large numbers. By
the Dualist era, ultra-orthodoxy and Hasidism in Hungary had become more or less
synonymous. Originally, the Hasids had poured into Hungary from Tsarist Russian
Poland and Galicia, but by the middle of the nineteenth century independent Hasidic rabbi
dynasties had become established in historic Hungary: the Weisses in Szaplonca (Spinka
in Yiddish, now Sapanta, Romania), the Spiras in Munkacs (now Mukachevo, Ukraine),
the Teitelbaums in Sziget (now Sighetu Marmatiei, Romania). However, Hungary was
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also home to followers of some great Hassidic rabbis abroad: the rabbis of Vizhnitz (now
Vyzhnytsia, Ukraine) and Tsanz (now Nowy Sacz, Poland), for example.

Contrary to general belief, there was no large-scale Jewish immigration from Galicia
into Dualist era Hungary. However, because the ultra-orthodox Jews of Galician origin
in Transcarpathia multiplied rapidly and tended to migrate from the north-east of the
country ever further into central Hungary, and especially towards Budapest, the myth
arose that there was a mass immigration of Galician Jews, who were neither willing nor
able to assimilate into the Hungarian nation. Curiously, this myth was also endorsed and
transmitted by some liberal Jewish circles: this was a way that these liberal Jews could
emphasise that Jews who had lived in Hungary for centuries had a Magyar identity and
feelings and wanted to assimilate, and that it was only the Galician immigrants who
were “alien” to the Hungarian nation.

The village people of Transcarpathia — Ruthenes and Hungarians — coexisted with the
Jews in a more or less harmonious way. The Jews were the shopkeepers, the moneylenders,
the innkeepers, acting as “all-purpose suppliers” to the peasantry. There were generally
few anti-Semitic riots in the region, and in the parliamentary elections in many cases
Jewish representatives were elected for the region.

From the point of view of the powers-that-be — which in the age of Dualism aspired
to create an ethnically unified Hungarian national state, and regarded the most important
means of this the expansion of education in the Hungarian language — the main problem
with Transcarpathian Jewry was that they were neither willing nor able to establish
confessional schools and run them in accordance with the educational norms of the
Hungarian state, but instead sent their children to unregistered, one-room religious
elementary schools, where the children were taught by a melamed, a teacher retained by
the Jewish community but lacking any secular education. Jewish children were either not
sent to public schools at all, or they attended them only in addition to going to religious
schools, with deleterious effects on their education: large numbers of them could not
even read Hungarian. Both the Hungarian nationalists and the Neolog Jewry demanded
that the state take effective legal action against these unregistered orthodox schools, but
the state enforcement of the educational laws was only half-hearted. (There were often
surreptitious arrangements between the authorities and the Orthodox communities,
whereby in return for tolerating the unregistered Orthodox schools, the rabbis would
guarantee Jewish votes for the governing party.)

The only occasion there was serious conflict between the Magyar state and
Transcarpathian Jewry was in 1896, when the state launched the so-called “mountain
action” for the relief of the impoverished Ruthenes, who had been ruined by the latifundia.
The project was headed by an agricultural engineer (whose father was Scottish), Ede
Egan (1851-1901), who sought to alleviate the hardship of the population through state-
financed credit unions and consumer cooperatives. The “mountain action” was in direct
conflict with the interests of village Jews, who made their living from trade, the sale of
alcohol and the provision of small amounts of credit to the villagers, and the tension was
exacerbated by Egan’s extreme anti-Semitism, since he was convinced that the misery
of the Transcarpathian people was caused by the immigrant Jews’ usurious practices
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and illegal trade. But when Egan expounded his views in a public lecture in 1900, the
liberal Sz¢ll Government removed him from his post. Shortly after this Egan died in
suspicious circumstances and it was in his defence that Miklos Bartha wrote the book
cited at the beginning of this paper.

Thus it may be said that, in general, despite some changes Transcarpathian Jewry
preserved its traditional unitary identity until the Treaty of Trianon (1920). Although all
the communities were Orthodox, there was also, in the cities, a cultured Jewish middle
class, who no longer observed the halacha.

However, World War [, and the revolutions that followed, as well as the newly created
Czechoslovak state that now administered the region, came as a profound shock to the
Transcarpathian Jewish community. Only a few Jews wanted to adopt an entirely new
“Czechoslovak™ identity — but the traditional Jewish community had to confront a new
challenge: that of Zionism. Before World War I, Zionism was a fairly insignificant force
in Transcarpathia. However, during the war the British Government (in the Balfour
Declaration), and then the League of Nations (in the San Remo Resolution) recognised,
in principle, the aims of Zionism. The Wilsonian ideology of national self-determination
pervaded the political life of the European countries after the war, with Jewish minority
parties (both Zionist and anti-Zionist) coming into existence in Poland, Romania and
Czechoslovakia, too. The Czechoslovak state, which owed its very existence to the
ideology of national self-determination, provided especially fertile soil for the Zionist
movement, as the Czech Government sought to sow division in Slovakia’s Magyar
minority (which included many Jews who sincerely held Magyar national sentiments) by
supporting the awakening Jewish national consciousness, the Zionist movement. The new
situation, where a significant part of the Transcarpathian Jewish masses, who were very
poor even before the war and were now even poorer and saw a way out of their desperate
condition through emigration to Palestine, increased the attraction of Zionism for many
Transcarpathian Jews. In the new state, the Transcarpathian Jews almost all declared
their nationality as Jewish. Zionist intellectuals established Hebrew schools in the region,
among which the Hebrew high school in Munkacs was the most renowned. Although
only about 4 to 5 per cent of Transcarpathian Jewish pupils attended these schools, their
influence on the Jewish intellectual life was far greater than this might suggest. On the
other hand, the ultra-orthodox Jews were incensed even by the mere use of Hebrew for
everyday purposes, for they regarded Hebrew as a “sacred” language, and, to cap it all,
most Zionists did not lead a devout life by Orthodox standards. Last but not least, most
of the Orthodox rabbis and thinkers believed that the return of the Jews to the Holy Land
would and should occur only through divine intervention, on the return of the Messiah:
thus the Zionists, by hastening the redemption of Israel by political means, were defying
the will of God. Although the Mizrachi movement, which sought to reconcile Zionism
with orthodoxy, did gain a foothold in Transcarpathia, it failed to achieve much success:
the conflict between Zionism and Orthodoxy proved to be irreconcilable.

Besides having Hebrew-language secondary schools, Transcarpathia enjoyed a lively
Jewish public life and a multi-faceted, mostly Yiddish-language, Jewish press. In addition,
the Czechoslovak state achieved important successes in expanding public education.
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And Jewish youngsters went more willingly to Czech public schools than to the Ruthenian
or Hungarian confessional ones, because the former also permitted the preservation of
their religious-national identity.

Thus ultra-orthodoxy now had to face not the challenge of modernity in general, but the
challenge of a specifically Jewish modernity: that of Zionism. Lazar Spira, the Munkacs
rebbe who enjoyed the greatest respect among the charismatic leaders of Transcarpathian
Jewry, responded to the new developments by articulating a distinctive theology. The
rebbe saw in World War I, and the new international order that followed, with all of its
transformations, crises and conflicts, the sign of the immediate coming of the Messiah:
he believed that these historical trends represented the “birth pangs” of the redemption of
the world. In these circumstances, religious Jews therefore had but one duty: to prepare
for the redemption by strictly observing halakha and by studying the Torah. They had
to cut themselves off from politics, even from the politics of Orthodoxy. Spira thus
condemned not only Zionism (threatening with excommunication — serem — parents who
sent their children to the Hebrew high school in Munkacs), but also the international anti-
Zionist orthodox organisation, the Agudath Yisrael. Although Spira ruled the Munkécs
community with an iron fist, he was unable to extend his ideological influence to all
the Orthodox of Transcarpathia, if only because of a rather distasteful conflict between
him and the Belzer rebbe.

With the mass poverty brought about by the Great Depression, the revival of anti-
Semitism, and the re-annexation of the region to Hungary, the Jews of Transcarpathia
lost the rich possibilities of self-expression, self-organisation and identity formation that
Czech democracy provided in the 1920s. In the re-annexed territories, the Hungarian
state applied the (anti-)Jewish Laws more strictly than in the motherland, prohibiting
all forms of Jewish social organisation, apart from the religious. Many Transcarpathian
Jews were deported and killed in 1941 in the massacre at Kamianets-Podilskyi, and the
entire Transcarpathian Jewish community perished in the Holocaust in 1944. The few
who survived the death camps and returned to their homeland could not preserve their
Jewish religion and identity under Soviet rule and most of them made Aliyah to Israel
in the 1960s. Today there remain only a very few and very tiny Jewish communities
in Transcarpathia. In its homeland, therefore, the history of Transcarpathian Jewry
practically came to an end — though it survived elsewhere in the world, especially in
the USA and Israel.

Joel Teitelbaum (1887-1979), who came from a Hasidic rabbinic dynasty in the town
of Maramarossziget (Sighetu Marmatiei), founded the sect of the Satmar Hasids, who
today represent the most powerful current of haredi Judaism, rejecting both Israel and
Zionism. The rebbe, who survived the Holocaust, elaborated in his book Vayoel Moshe
an anti-Zionist theology. According to his conception Zionism — the establishment of
a secular state in the Holy Land — is an open and collective revolt against God and His
Torah, and plays a role in history similar to the Christian concept of the Antichrist: the
cumulation of evil at the end of history. And according to the rebbe the Holocaust, too,
was God’s punishment for Zionism. The Satmar Hasidim and the survivors of several
other Orthodox communities of Transcarpathia established flourishing communities in
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America and Israel. In these communities the importance of the yeshivas and Talmudic
studies is more marked than it was in earlier times: sociologists describe the haredi
community of [srael as a “society of Talmudic scholars”. The haredi camp — reproducing
at a rapid pace, refusing to recognise the State and military service, and devoting itself
almost exclusively to study — is causing more and more problems for Israel, its integration
being an important topic of public debate in Israeli society. It is therefore no exaggeration
to say that, with its distinctive approach to religion, the Jews of Transcarpathia have
contributed significantly to the evolution of the current complexion of Israel and of
world Jewry.
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