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The Rise of Nationalism
and the Nationality Problem in Hungary
in the Last Decades of Dualism

by

Z. HorvATH

In the second half of the XIXth century, Hungary was speedily trans-
formed by capitalism. Efforts to maintain the existing social order encumbered
with the remains of feudalism and the balance of power and to prevent demo-
cratic progress resulted in a situation full of complexities. In the course of these
efforts national sentiment, natural product of evolution fostered by century-
old traditions, the wars of independence and by memories of the reform move-
ment — as well as of the Revolution of 1848 — became disfigured, a national-
istic, chauvinistic self-glorification represented mainly by the lesser nobility,
“gentry”. This current of rabid nationalism had catastrophic consequences.
Among others, it compromised sound patriotism, degraded natural claims
for independence into commonplaces. Even the justified national aspirations
deriving from the bourgeois-democratic spirit were subordinated to its reaction-
ary, anti-democratic class-spirit. During the period which followed the Com-
promise of 1867, this tendency increasingly hindered economic, political and
cultural progress. It became one of the causes of the downfall of the Dual
Monarchy, to which it owed its position of power. Without taking into account
the development of this chauvinism and ultra-nationalism the policy of Hungary
towards her ethnic minorities in the period of dualism is not understand-
able.

It can be clearly stated that the nationality problem which resulted
in the disruption of historic Hungary twenty years later was practically
insoluble at the end of the century, or even in 1867. Naturally, if the necessity
of eliminating biasedness from any historical analysis needs any mention at
all it is here. Even today this problem has many ticklish points involving, up
to tradition and deep-rooted prejudice.

After the Austro—Hungarian Compromise of 1867, the Hungarian Parlia-
ment passed a Nationality Law. Both Dedk and Edtvds, who proposed and
drafted the law, evidently thought that they had gone as far as possible
in giving concessions to the nationalities. In any case, in the period of dualism,
the ruling classes of Hungary, the followers of Deédk as well as those of the party

} Acta Historica IX/1—2.



2 Z. Horvith

of independence, were unanimous in thinking that the Nationality Law could
not be enforced without seriously hurting Magyar national interests and did
not conceal the fact that the Law had never actually been enforced. On the
other hand, the ethnic groups regarded the Law as an act of injustice and a sign
of oppression. In order to make it clearly understood that never would they
accept — not even as a starting point for further negotiations — the basic
idea of the Law: the existence of a unified Hungarian national state theyv
even went so far as to boycott the Hungarian Parliament.

The nationalities (likely planning to establish their own national unity)
demanded a federated Hungary with autonomy for the ethnic minorities and
equal acceptance of all languages.

The power of the Magyar ruling classes and the idea that the Hungarian
population constituted an overwhelming majority was just as fictitious as the
unified Magyar national state. They simply refused to take notice of the fact
that nothing of this sort really existed. It is possible to write and speak about
non-existent things. But it is almost impossible to soundly govern a state
durably on a non-existent basis without heading for utter catastrophe. The
principal question here was not whether national minorities were or were not
oppressed in Hungary; there is even some truth in the assertion that they
have hardly been more exploited than the overwhelming majority of the
Magyars. No chief magistrate of any Hungarian administrative district has
ever shown more human sympathy to the Magyar speaking agricultural
labourers in Békés County or a policeman teany unemployed Magyardemonstrat-
ing in the streets of Budapest than they did to poor Roumanians, Serbs or
Slovaks. The essential point was that by that time the Serb, Roumanian,
Slovak and other national minorities wanted more than an amelioration of
their position in Hungary. They did not want to live in Hungary any more.
Even the most radical Hungarian policy went no further than assuring the
nationalities extensive rights within Hungary, within the bounds of St. Ste-
phen’s realm; thus inevitably condemning them to the fate of minorities.
Even the most moderate claims of the nationalities aspired to no less than
territorial autonomy. Neither ¢equal rights”, nor ‘‘cultural supremacy,”
nor the fact that the standard of living was still somewhat higher here than
in the smaller states of their co-nationals on the other side of the border could
divert them from these claims.

Between the two standpoints not even temporary rapprochement was
possible. Magyar public opinion, infected by the racial arrogance of the ruling
classes, was unable to forget that the nationalities had not supported but turned
against the fight forindependence in 1848/49. On the other hand, the nation-
alities could not forget that in 1848 the victorious Magyar lesser nobility
refused to even consider the endowing of the national minorities with equal
rights (only in the last moment when it was too late did the nobility pass the
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nationality law proposed by Szemere). Choosing to forget Habsburg absolutisni,
the nationalities sought the protection of the emperor even after 1867.

By that time, however, the Hapsburg court was not very willing to help
the nationalities which turned to Vienna instead of Budapest. Francis Joseph
followed with antipathy and disapprobation the confused and wuncertain
relations maintained with the nationalities by the entourage of the crown prince,
Francis Ferdinand, and hardly disguised his intention of preparing the ligui-
dation of the dual character of the Monarchy.In Vienna there were also other
circles which, representing an atavistic anti-Magyarism rather than a real,
democratic spirit of understanding, helped the nationalities (e. g. Lueger)
and fostered the chauvinism of the ethnic bourgeoisie. Nationalist distortion
did not restrict itself to the Magyars. To the same or almost the same extent
it became a real factor in the life of the bourgeoisie and the lower middle classes
of the nationalities too. Instead of reducing the conflict between the two parties,
interaction between nationalistic groups created steady antagonism. It seems
that the extreme nationalism of one side encouraged chauvinism in the other.
Although a detailed analysis of the nationalism of the minorities would certainly
exceed the scope of the present study, we have to point out that just as the
Magyar ruling classes succeeded in infecting the consciousness of the Magyar
population with their ultra-nationalism, the ethnic bourgeoisies have by and
large succeeded (although by much lesser means) in lining up the apparently
homogeneous block of their co-nationals — irregardless of class differences —
against the just as seemingly united Magyars.

The purpose of the present study is to analyse the symptoms and role
of Magyar nationalism, that is, only one side of this complex phenomenon.
In reality, the nationalism of the Danubian peoples emerged through this
interaction and conflict, equally decisive in the development of the relationship
of Danubian peoples. (This is, of course, true only in general outlines, since
a searching analysis could easily reveal that the attitude of the bourgeoisie,
the intellectuals, the workers and peasants of the ethnic minorities differed
in many respects. Nevertheless, on the whole, all of their strata identified
Hungary with the ruling classes and preferred the ¢Gesamtmonarchie” to
dualistic Hungary.) This became clearly manifest during festivities of 1896
commemorating the millenarian anniversary of the conquest of Hungary
by the Magyars. The national minorities almost unanimously rejected the
Magyar nationalist idea of the “millenium” which dazzled the greater part
of the Magyar population.

There were, of course, some sensible Magyar writers who attached due
importance to the nationality problem and pondered its difficulties. They
belonged to a small cultured group of moderate conservatives or ““moderate
progressionists” (moderates rather than progressionists) who, in Hungarian
intellectual life, represented the old-time liberal traditions of Ferenc Deak,

1*
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Jé6zsef Eotvos, Janos Arany and a few others. This circle of Pal Gyulai (which
as we shall see, more than once upheld the cause of progressive humanism
against vulgar nationalist demagogy) gathered round the Budapesti Szemle
{Review of Budapest) edited by the Hungarian Academy of Sciences. In 1894,
the Budapesti Szemle published a critical review of a book entitled Hungartans,
Roumanians by a certain Dr. Moldovan. The reviewer, Jend Péterfy, a well-
known essayist and literary critie, courageously reminded his readers of the
ever growing dangers of the ethnic problem without repudiating his own liberal.
nationalist views:

“Of the numerous difficulties of Hungarian policy, the nationality prob-
lem is one of the most complicated. . . The two and one half mjllion Rouma-
nians of Hungary seem to be enemies of the idea of the Hungarian state. . .
And on this point a sober patriot with foresight is suddenly struck by the
uncomfortable thought of how many Hungarian politicians are treating this
problem seriously, without prejudice, and with full knowledge of the facts. . .
The chauvinists have but one question before them: how far are the national-
ities willing to adjust to the Magyars? In their extreme pride the Magyars
do not think of adjusting to the nationalities, of trying to please them a little.
They want the nationalities to be enthusiastic over a state-idea which remajns
meaningless for them, while their subsistence and material and spiritual prog-
ress are left to their own care. . .” There is, of course, no doubt about Péterfy’s
own adherence to the idea cf the Hungarian state: in this respect, he says,
“no compromise is possible”, but the state ‘‘should appear before the nation-
alities not only as an instrument of power but also as a source of aid. From
reading Moldovén’s book Péterfy gathered that there was a ‘““deep-rooted
antagonism” between the Magyars and Roumanians in every respect, but
particularly in the realm of political ideas and social intercourse. Becoming
alarmed he exclaims, almost prophetically: «. .. If there is still time the Hun-
garians should start an enduring project in which the strictness of the state
is purposefully combined with as much social consideration as possible™.
Referring to the ethnic, especially Roumanian anti-Magyar propaganda
in Western Europe (which was already iu full swing) he states: ““The Roumanian
propaganda becomes passionate just by hoping for the dissolution of the Hun-
garian State.”!

As the Budapesti Szemle itself, the lone voice of Péterfy finds no support.
(It is printed in a very limited number, only a couple of hundred.) Official
Hungary, the government, strikes a different note. About the Congress of
Nationalities organized in Budapest in August, 1895, Prime Minister Dezsd
Banffy declares: “There is certainly a hostile feeling towards the Magyars,
not coming from the people, but from among certain circles of intellectuals

U J. PETERFY : Osszegydjtitt munkdi (Collected Works). Vol. III. pp. 530—541.
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making every effort to implant their hate in the peasants, who, on the other
hand, live peacefully, and have no cause to complain. ..”? Meanwhile legal
actions entered against leading politicians of the nationalities and against
their organs, came in quick succession. The Roumanian natjonal party was
suppressed on the grounds that Hungary, as a unified national state, can not
tolerate the existence of a party organized on the basis of another nationality.
The Court of Justice in Nagyszeben (Sibiu) forbade the defendant, the editor
of the Tribuna, to speak Roumanian; the judge declared: “Speak Hunganan
or else I shall not recognize you !”” Claiming Hungarian as the official language
is, of course, inconsistent with Act XLIV. 1868, the so-called Nationality Law.
But it was known of this Law not only that ‘“the representatives of the
nationalities protested against it in Parliament because it was based on the
idea of the national state”,? but also that “we acknowledge that the govern-
ments without exception realized that they had to be prudent in enforcing
this law. . .””* Simply, even this inadequate law remained a dead letter. And it
cannot be said that they did not face reality. One of the most intolerant
exponents of Magyar nationalism and of its so-called historical rights wrote:
“Since earliest historical times no unilingual, unified nation and state ever
existed on the territory which we call Hungary to-day. .. The Magyar nation,
which began to conquer this country, did not consist of a race of the same
origin or blood”.’

On December 17, 1896, the daily Budapesti Naplé (Journal of Budapest)
complained that Khuen-Hédervary (the Ban of Croatia) “has been throwing
dust into the eyes of the government and Hungarian public opinion to prevent
them from seeing in Croatia the break up of the idea of a unified state patterned
on that of St.Stephen”. Some years later the same daily again complained:
”It is time to grasp and put into words the appalling truth: the Croats are more
alien to the Hungarian nation now than at the time of the Compromise. Their
art, culture, sciences, economic life and social aectivites gravitate towards
Vienna. If the river Drave werc an ocean, we could not be more separated from
each other. They do not want anything from us, not even liberty”.®

In Szekfii’s opinion the “anti-Magyar intelligentsia — the only political
factor in the ranks of the nationalities to be considered — was rendered immune
to any energetic measure on our side by its connexions with anti-dualistic
circles in Vienna”.? Szekf criticizes this fact without mentioning others, for

2 Egyetértés, Aug. 19, 1895, p. 1.

3 Alkotmdny, May 2, 1896, p. 5.

* D. BAN¥FY: Magyar nemzetiségi politika (Hungarian Policy Towards the National-
ities). Budapest 1903, p. 28.

5 BANFFY, op. cit. pp. 5—6.

v (= J. Viiszi, Statdrium (Summary jurisdiction). Budapesti Naplé, May 24,
1903, pp. 1—-2.

7 Gy. SzEF(: Hdirom nemzedék (Three Generations) 2. ed. Budapest 1935, p. 304.
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instance, that an active minister, and not the most reactionary one at that,
actually declared: “The Nationality Law... also has a spirit, an intention ap-
pearing in its very introduction which states that, according to the basic prineiple
of the Constitution, all subjects of the state politically compose one and the
same nation: the indivisible, unified Hungarian nation. I am guided by this
principle. . . and whenever the indivisible, unified Hungarian nation is threat-
ened, I cannot enforce the letter of the Law because, 1n that case, the letter
would come 1into conflict with the very spirit of the Law™.8

Before turning to our main subject, a comprehensive analysis of the policy
of Hungary towards her national minorities during two decades, an astounding
fact still has to be explained. How could men of mtelligence, often able and
with good intentions, ever believe that their system, which — in spite of tempo-
rary results —is fundamentally based on falsehood and illusion, be expected
to last?

Of course the equivocal character of the country which was approaching
its “millenium” at the end of the century, had its origins deep in the past.
The first great reform generation which ““had given birth to our national policy”
wanted an entirely new Hungary where the broad masses of people, deprived
of their human rights, became members of the “nation”, while maintaining
the existing division of wealth and power. Széchenyi wrote in his diary:
“I honestly believe that the ranging of all the inhabitans of Hunnia ameng the
ranks of the nation will certainly bring life to our country while the further
exclusion of nine million people will inevitably bring death”. And Széchenyi
had certainly not intended to betray his nation or his class.

After the defeat of the war of independence, the voice of the great reform
generation which heroically sacrificed its life against its better judgment during
the conflict faded. It was followed by a colourless, timid, faint-hearted, un-
creative generation, a period of epigoni. Of the few who survived the passing
of the reform generation, the poet Vérosmarty and the writer Kemény soon
broke down, the latter conflicting with his own past; Janos Arany, Mér Jokai
and Jozsef Eo6tvos were still active, outstanding personalities, but unable
to play an effective leading role in the formation of political public opinion.
Kossuth, living in emigration, became a symbol variously interpreted and
used by different people. His name was a slogan, but his policy was not actually
followed by anybody.

Inevitably intellectual life became stunted in the equivocal situation
so well characterized by Szekfd: “The nation did not want the Compromise,
but neither did it want — as a consequence of an eventual abolition of the
Compromise — to renew the fight against Austria and the dynasty; ... from

8 Speech of Gyula Wlassich, Minister of Education. Képviselohazi Naplé (Diary of the
House of Representatives, April 17, 1901).
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the beginning the nation showed no willingness to make sacrifices” in a new
conflict which, in that case would have followed sooner or later. Kalman Tisza
and the Left “relied not on the (peasant) masses of the Lowland, but on the
different strata of the nobility in the counties’ (Szekf{i), — the same which,
in 1867, concluded the Compromise together with the feudal and clerical
aristocracy.

Not only exhaustion or a spirit of conciliation lay hidden behind the
Compromise, but a number of economic forces which became evident only in the
years that followed it. The medium-sized estates of the lesser nobility began
to crumble in consequence of capitalist evolution. At the same time entailed
properties appeared on the big estates their number multiplying in the years
to come.1® Entailed properties strengthened the ruling position of the landed
aristocracy and prelacy, while the livelihood of the lesser nobility was increas-
ingly reduced together with the possibility of maintaining its customary way
and standard of living.

The same period witnessed the enormous growth of the state apparatus,
of the personnel of public administration, as well as of the army. Losing its
properties and running into debt, the lesser nobility occupied the offices of the
state, counties, and cities, joined the army, the staff of officers, or assmmed
other public functions. The historians of this period discussed this process
in the formation of a new social stratum later to be called the “gentry”.
Consequently, every significant industrial, financial and commercial post
of the growing capitalism came into the hands of assimilating Germans, Jews
or other non-Magyar elements. Broadly speaking, — and this is significant
for the present study this development led to a peaceful division of the pos-
sessed and exercised power.

Finally it may be said that theoretically the economic and political
influence of the big landowner aristocracy and the Catholic prelacy — perhaps

not exclusive any more and to a certain extent shared, here and there, with
finance capital — was still great enough to almost possess complete power.
The Upper House, enjoying nearly the same rights as the House of Represent-
atives, was composed of 80—85 per cent aristocrats and prelates. However,
the exercise of power, immediate administration, and the enforcement of laws,
fell into the hands of the “‘gentry’, the lesser nobility becoming, in certan
respects, declassed but at the same time acquiring new functions in power.

In his memoirs entitled Against the World, Count Mihaly Kérolyi gives
a vivid description of the story and role of the “blue salon” of the Casino, the

% SZzekFr U, op. cit. p. 231.

10 At the turn of the century church estates became doubled and entailed properties
six times greater than at the time of the Compromise. In 1900, 35 per cent of the total area
of landed estates belonged to entailed properties. Meanwhile the number of medium-sized
and small estates decreased by tens of thousands. Cf. DieNER-DENES, Honnan—Hovd ?
{(Where From — Whither?) A Munka Szemléje 1906, No, 4, p. 1.
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meeting place of the highest born and richest aristocrats who scarcely admitted
those who abased themselves by directly engaging in politics. They barely
forgave Count Gyula Andrissy the articles he was writing in newspapers
and broke off relations with Count Albert Apponyi or Istvan Tisza.

This circle, consisting of the Majlath, Palffy, Zichy, Esterhazy, Festetich
etc. families was homogeneously Catholic. And though these fastidious aristo-
crats were not willing to soil their hands or common politics or to have any
contact with the vulgar masses, their voice was decisive in all basic questions.
The King rarely appointed a government or even single ministers without
their approval. At their request the King dismissed or forced to resign anybody,
in spite of the size of the majority supporting him in Parliament. This circle,
-with the King and court above it, pressured the King to veto the ecclesiastical
motions of Dedk in 1872. Twenty years later, compelled by the necessity of
assuring continuity to political administration, to accept the ecclesiastical
laws of the liberals led by the two Tiszas (both Protestants) this same circle
so effectively intrigued against the Wekerle government that the King, ultimate-
ly disregarding all constitutional practice (and following his own sentiments)
summarily dismissed the cabinet, although at the time it still held a solid parlia-
mentary majority, and in this instance was backed by a great part of the
opposition. Up to the end of the First World War this power association, the
cooperation and ‘alliance’ of the court of Vienna and the Magyar landowning
aristocracy were relatively stable though with compromises and in a gradually
diminishing measure. Then, its power was no longer exclusive. The big land-
owners became divided as a consequence of the country becoming more and more
capitalistic the position of the mercantile landowners was growing in impor-
tance. Again and again, the two landowning groups had to reach a compromise.
The two groups became united again only in 1913.

The will of the still powerful feudal landowners was carried out by the
state apparatus recruited from the lesser nobility: officials of the ministries,
chief magistrates of the counties, district attorneys, town-councillors. (It was
only at the beginning of the 20th century that a petty bourgeois clique scized
leadership in the capital.) Although the two power groups did not seem to be
in rapport, they were in complete harmony as far as fundamental questions
were concerned. The members of the state apparatus faultlessly executed the
directives received from above because by doing so they consolidated their
own position. And after all they had the comfort and inner satisfaction of
being the ones who exercized power, who governed and actually ruled the
people.

The aristocracy allowed itself to establish contacts not only with finance
capital but also with the growing, expanding mercantile capital. We find many
aristocrats on the board of directors of different banks and leading industrial
enterprises. Presidents and directors of the General Hungarian Credit Bank
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(Magyar Altalanos Hitelbank) and the First National Savings Bank of Pest
(Pesti Hazai Els§ Takarékpénztar) and of many other enterprises were recruited
from the most reserved aristocratic circles. (Naturally, in the course of time,
a number of banks and industrial enterprises came into being, where the more
assured money oligarchy, as the Hungarian Commercial Bank of Pest (Pesti
Magyar Kereskedelmi Bank) scarcely invited any aristocrats. The lesser
nobility attached importance only to the state apparatus, it did not take the
casino of the gentry very long to become even more exclusive than the National
Casino of the aristocrats.

This lesser nobility did not possess the econoniic basis needed for their
status in power any more. No matter how much corruption flourished, how
much they stole from public funds and extorted from banks and higger or
smaller enterprises, all this still fell short of maintaining their previous status.
In addition to their being in command of the power organizations, they needed
a moral pretext to regard the country as their own hunting-ground in which
they could roam at will.

The lesser nobility lost their lands which had assured their status.
Uneducated and backward, they could not rely on any intellectual superiority.
They had to find a new basis. This was the privileged, “patented” Magyar
nationalism. Their way of life, prodigal and indolent, gave them no authority
any more. But they very vividly remembered the memories of a splendid past
that came to an end with the war of independence of 1848/49. And they sub-
stituted their lost feudal privileges with the claim to represent, in a privileged
way, the completely unfounded “idea of the unified Magyar state”. With their
patriotism they practically terrorized the Magyar and non-Magyar population
of the country; by their false chauvinism they infected public opinion. Hardly
anybody dared to protest, least of all the bourgeois elements, who were weak
in number as well as fighting spirit, althouh they preferred the real problems
of meeting their own economic and cultural demands to any wild-goose chase.

For more than thirty years, the lesser nobility, by their control of exe-
cutive power, terrorized public opinion, intellectual life, even arts and scientific
life. During this period, its way of life (revels, gipsy music, gambling) became
popular and came to be regarded as “gentleman-like’”” by the slowly emerging,
backward, tasteless Hungarian petty bourgeoisie which frequently imitated
them.

Almost to the last this “Asiatic”” form of showing off with pretended
virtues remained completely alien to the nature of real aristocracy. The members
of the latter spent a great part of their lives in their palaces in Vienna, Paris,
London, Rome — their true home -— having no intercourse only with other
aristocrats (or the highest money-magnates). In Hungary, the state apparatus
saw to it that no unexpected event affecting their power could ever occur.
Because of this they could be and were cosmopelitans. They could be patrons
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of modern culture in music and painting, the first to introduce into Hungary
the music of Wagner and who first had French impressionist paintings (which
were recognized by the public only in 1919, on the occasion of the exhibition
of the socialized treasures of art) in their collections. But here, inside Hungary,
they would not hear of all this. The painter Pal Szinyei-Merse was so bitterly
attacked that for several decades he gave up painting. Modern Hungarian
creations of art, when they first appeared, were received with malediction.
Everything had to remain as it was. Hungary had to be motionless, to serve
as a firm basis for the aristocracy. And this security was assured by the gentry.

These people comprising the state apparatus find their only justification
in rabid nationalism. This is their weapon. This gives them the self-respect
needed by those who exercize power. Under their influence the country is
overflowing with blustering false patriotism leaving nobody quite intact.
Intelligent public opinion: ““the only means of keeping despotism in check”
(Széchenyi), was giving way to this tendency in a measure, that at the turn
of the century its very reappearance here and there passed for a revolutionary
event.

Similarly the submission of the intellectuals is nearly complete. Of course
by this we do not mean that part of the Hungarian middle classes originating
from the lesser nobility played uniformly and harmoniously the same role
as the officials of the state apparatus. A significant part of the landed gentry
kept away from any public function, though, at the same time helping the
state apparatus and taking advantage of it. But one also meets many people
of noble origin among real intellectuals, physicians, lawyers, engineers, writers,
artists and scientists living by their profession. They comprise a relatively
high proportion of the outstanding researchers and scholars of this period.
Reluctant to follow this blustering chauvinism, many of them regarded it with
distaste, because of misinterpreted modesty, or perhaps simply by fear.
(With very few exception they never dared openly oppose its terrorizing spirit.)
The documents of this period, on whatever point the historian chooses to look
into them, always reflect the same megalomaniac self-complacency, called
“chauvinistic mania” by Béla Griinwald, and characterized by Szekfd (with
a misleading, reactionary tendency, though with a grain of truth) as follows:
“The materially and culturally declining lesser nobility had the dubious
honour of developing it (the chauvinistic mania) and with the help of the
Jews. .. of making it predominant throughout the whole nation.”1!

At a general meeting organized by the university students of Budapest
of February 29, 1896, a speaker, Rezs§ Pivai, protested that the Magyars,
devoted to their traditions, must not be assimilated into Western civilization,
“because it is possible that the nation will live to see another thousand years;

M SzZEKFU, op. cit. p. 318.
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the Magyars will then be distinguished from other nations only by their lan-
guage. This has to be prevented by the university students”. On the same occa-
sion, Lajos Erdélyi stated that “the cosmopolitan elements, which are so happy
to use foreign words, must be overcome by. .. Hungarian feeling, Hungarian
soul”. The students decided to wear only “Hungarian dress” made by local
artisans from the 15th of March, 1896 and invited the students of all other
colleges to join forces with them.

During a debate held in the House of Representatives over whether
a third university ought to be founded (in addition to that of Budapest and
Kolozsviar), on February 1, 1895, Otté6 Hermann, a naturalist of international
repute and a member of the Party of Independence, declared on: “A uni-
versity in the Great Plain is destined to give Hungarian culture the true Hun-
garian flavour which this culture must have. Neither Pozsony (= Bratislava)
nor Budapest can supply it.”

In a lecture delivered on January 10, 1895, Zsolt Beithy, professor
of Hungarian literature at the University of Budapest, stated: “The criterion
of a lasting work of Hungarian literature is that it expresses the national spirit”.
(As if this were the only criterion of lasting literary values!)

During the debate of the budget of the Ministry of Education in 1896,
Karoly Eétvis declared that he was unwilling to vote one single penny for the
maintenance of the Opera House, since he knew from personal experience,
that one of the violinists was unable to play the Rakéczi March by heart,
proving that this institution could not be of Hungarian spirit, moreover, the
conductor used Italian and German terms instead of Hungarian ones.

On what was the claim of being “national” and ‘“Hungarian’ based?
What could it mean to at Jeast those who spoke about it with sincerity?
What was here to decide if anything asserted and promoted the Magyar nation-
al spirit? Neither in English and French, German, Russian, Italian, nor in any
other contemporary literature, fine arts, music, press and public life do we
meet such oppressive symptoms of nationalist pretensions. Gyula Szekfd,
justly recognizing most of the facts, — even if his distorted conclusions were
incorrect — appropriately remarked: “Never did we talk so much of our
being Hungarian as in this period of self-deception. Never did we so deeply
believe that our feet were solidly planted on national soil.”?

There is no exact answer as to what is of “national” and “Hungarian”
spirit in the opinion of the contemporaries. Certainly much depends on the
class-background and political affiliation of the person trying to frame an an-
swer, and also on whether he accepted certain traditions and largely on if he
defended or attacked the basis of existing order. (According to Léaszlé Németh,
Endre Ady was hated because of turning against the nationalists, although

12 Tbid. p. 307.
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he was the most self-conscious Hungarian of all.) In the last analysis, the answer
was decided not by logic but by class prejudices. The question would be very
simple if it could be decided by the “racial” origin of the person concerned:
if he is of German, Roumanian, Slavonic or (particularly) Jewish origin, his
work can not contain or reflect the national spirit as desired. But no journalist
is regarded as more Magyar than Miksa Falk, no gipsy music more “national”
than that of Hermann Rosenzweig (both of them Jews), and no chauvinistic
Magyar ever surpasses the infatuation of Jen8 Rakosi, of German origin (who,
on the other hand, is not accepted as being of Hungarian spirit, either by Pal
Gyulai or later by Gyula Szekfd), and Zsolt Bedthy, the highly esteemed
professor of Hungarian literature of Slovak origin. . .

Exaggerated nationalism had not, of course, confined itself to exacting
national spirit in any spoken word or written communication. It also “dreamed
of a Greater Hungary with frontiers washed by three seas again — as if they
ever had been washed by them” — writes Szekfdi with bitter irony.1?

The Budapesti Hirlap, a journal propagating Hungarian imperialism,
wrote: “We only need. . . 30 million Hungarians to have Eastern Europe in our
hands. Hence this slogan should be written on the banner of every Hungarian,
politician or non-politician: thirty million Hungarians. Then all our problems
would be solved at a single stroke”. “The Hungarian nation must rise to the
level of a ruling nation again. And the nation will be able to accomplish this
if it becomes totally Magyar, if every Hungarian institution and every person
wholeheartedly becomes an unconquerable chauvinist™.

The Budapesti Hirlap was not alone in propounding illusory programs.
The Budapesti Napld, a leading journal of the Hungarian intellectuals (some
years later Ady’s journal) proclaimed in Jézsef Vészi’s words. “Forty years
from now, with God’s help, there will be no nationality problem in Hungary:
by that time seventeen million Magyars will live here beside not more than
seven million non-Magyars’.14

Only Jend Péterfy, staying — and partly kept — out of public life, men-
tioned the problem again in a paper entitled “The National Genius™. Péterfy
tried to instil common sense into his readers: ““. .. Hungarian philology owes
its successes to the fact that it adopted the principles and methods of European,
and mainly German, philology.Thisis why it could grow and become independ-
ent. Today it would be impossible to write mythologies and dictionaries of the
sort produced by those authors who were inspired by the national genius.
And the same holds true of other sciences as well. . . In this respect the clamor
made by the chauvinists is harmful because it is more conducive to back-
wardness, ignorance, superficiality, devil-may-care-attitude than to thenational
idea. . . In the name of the national genius they would like to set up an intel-

13 Ibid. p. 309.
14 Budapesti Naplé, April 12, 1900; leader by (v).
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lectual protective system around sciences, so that nothing could penetrate
these from the outside and that this genius could grow undisturbed. The pro-
tagonists of the genius want to have a separate Hungarian erudition. They
attacked the Academy for the same reason, that it does not cultivate this sort
of national science. One speaker raised the question in Parliament: what has
the development of the maw-worm to do with the national genius? What has
sine theorem to do with it? Or Kant?... Anybody can write a book on the
particularities of the Hungarian mind, or a feuilleton on the Hungarian globe. . .
The chauvinist has no place in science ! ‘

Péterfy is not alone. As early as 1893, Pal Gyulai criticized the National
Theater for reviving inferior but pretentious pieces, instead of plays like “Long
live Equality” by Jézsef E6tvéos and ‘*Renewing of Personnel” by Ignic Nagy.
“What is the cause of this phenomenon? It is not so much simple bad taste —
though sometimes this may be the case — but partly misinterpreted patriotism
and nationalist tendencies, and partly the not quite disinterested propaganda
of the press. .. Our political and social movements are manifesting the same
tendeney, when being enthusiastic and inspiring it they aim to corrupt national
policy by carrying it to extremes. ..”!8

Though limited by his conservatism, Gyulai criticizes with incorruptible
perspicacity. He spares neither Jené Rakosi, a leading chauvinist, nor Lajos
Barték, an important figure of the Pet6fi Society. He pitilessly attacks Lajos
Déczy, who before long was going to obtain a barony. He also sent a sharp
reminder to Zsolt Beéthy who in his foreword written to a volume of poetry
published by Lampérth, urged the Hungarian village to use its influence to
promote the Magyarization of the spirit of the capital. “It is particularly
surprising”, he writes, “that he (Bedthy) divides our poetry into rural and
urban ones in ranging all great poets of Hungary among rural poets of the
village. . . For what reason should Zrinyi and Balassi be regarded as poets
of the village? Both drew from the Renaissance. .. How far can Vérésmarty’s
poetry, an evidently national poetry arising from the literary and political
movements of Pest, be considered as rural poetry? National and artistic ele-
ments have been united by Pet6fi and Arany on a higher level. .. but folk-
poetry is more than local poetry of a village or of a region, it is the poetry
of a whole people. .. The rural poetry mentioned by Beéthy is only one sort
of folk-poetry, without being equivalent to folk-poetry as a whole™.7

But, of course, not even the Budapesti Szemle remains free of all fashion-
able prejudices. Pal Gyulai, one of those who, some years earlier, discovered
Ignotus as a poet, now permits a reviewer to criticize a new volume of Ignotus’

r

15 J. PETERFY, op. cit. pp. 257—259.

16 P, GYuLAr: A Nemzeti Szinhdz miisordrél (On the Programme of the National
Theater). Budapesti Szemle, 1893, vol. 74, pp. 156 —159.

17 Budapesti Szemle, 1897, vol. 92, pp. 148 —152.
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poetry in an article conforming to the prevailing fashion' “One of his friends
says that his talent is precious and that his portrait, published in the Hét,
shows partly Saracen, partly Tartar characteristics. We discover in it other
racial characteristics as well. .. His is an unsettled nature dominated as yet
by reminiscences. .. Anybody who knows something about the Hungarian
nation and Hungarian literature is well aware of the fact that this tone, that
of frivolous life and cynism, is completely inconsistent with the nature of the
Hungarians. . . The voice of Ignotus is a foreign voice in contemporary litera-
ture” 18
The common sense of a Péterfy or of a Gyulai, though completing the
picture, is far from being its characteristic feature. The whole period is dominat-
ed by rabid chauvinism and uncultured gentry provincialism mingled with the
superficial juristic training of the officials of the state apparatus. The executive
strata “have national feelings and consequently are most easily influenced
by nationalist policy and by all their concomitants appearing within its imited
outlook, as, for instance, the products of nationalist literature which can be
enjoyed without any high level of culture and intellectual understanding’.1®
Through various data we shall try to trace the origms of the claim —
though undefinable in content, but decisive in influence — to a special Hun-
garian spirit and national genius. We should not suppose that these slogans
for independence were found only in the platform of the Party of Independ-
ence. The dualists were the same chauvinistic. No one talked about Magyar
hegemony and the unified national state with more passionate chauvinism than
Dezs8 Banffy, staunch partisan of dualism. Jend Rakosi, J6zsef Vészi or Kalman
Porzsolt, all adherents of the system of 1867, were just as pretentious and intole-
rant in their nationalism as Miklés Bartha or Ivor Kaas of the opposition.
To say this chauvinism prevailing over the public life of the whole
country was merely a manoeuvre contrived by the ruling classes to dissimilate
and protect their dominating position would be an over-simplification. The
origin of the arbitrary but frequently sincere opinion formed as to what is
and is not of national spirit by the ruling classes (and their sycophants) certainly
goes deeper. This chauvinism, I’ke so many other historical phenomena, is too
complex to be explained by a simple classification. Economic, social, political
and psychological factors all had their part in its development resulting in this
ideology becoming predominant and highly effective in dualistic Hungary.
The 1867 alliance of the big landowners and of the lesser nobility achieved
its aim since Hungarian society, in spite of speedy economic development,
remained unable to produce a bourgeoisie strong enough to take over commen-
surate responsihilities in public, political and cultural life. In the country

18 Budapesti Szemle, 1895, vol. II. p. 156.
19 SzEK ¥, op. cit. p. 263.
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encumbered with the remains of feudalism, all activity connected with mobile
capital (with banks, industry or commerce) was regarded as socially discredit-
ing. “Gentlemen” were not supposed to do any business. Only the few who
attained considerable financial power, could hope to enter the society of
“gentlemen” and thus fulfilling the main ambition of the great majority.
Only a relatively very small number of people in public and cultural life repre-
sented bourgeois-democratic ideas appropriate to the historic role of the
bourgeoisie. This half-developed bourgeoisie intent on forcing its way into
gentry circles rather than instilling bourgeois virtues in the civil service officials
could have no salutary effect on the gentry directing the state machinery.
Therefore those few people acting otherwise stood out and were accused
of practising anti-national, treacherous activities.

The low cultural standards were closely connected with all this, as was
the backwardness in relation to more advanced peoples, and to the German
and Czech population of Austria as well. It is true that elementary education
developed, but the lessening of illiteracy did not preclude the simultaneous
decrease of the intellectual standards of the ruling classes.

In his book which received an award from the Academy of Sciences in
1896, Count Gyula Andrassy wrote. “There is hardly a precedent for the fact
that a nation preferred the theoretical maintenance of its constitution to its
economic and cultural progress. . . The Hungarian nation sacrificed its material
interests to the ideal of its liberty. The country has fallen behind the times
in every respect. We have not developed. We are half a century behind our
western neighbours. . . In many other respects, unfortunately, our neighbours
have far surpassed us: in diligence, thriftiness, business sense and erudition.
In national feeling and political sense, however, we have the upper hand”.2
Naturally the inadequacies of cultural and economic development had to be
speedily eliminated.

As one of the two partners in the Dual Monarchy aspiring to the role
of a great power Hungary was absolutely opposed to any idea of sharing her
eminent position either with the Czechs — the trial put forth Hohenwart had
been thwarted by the Hungarians — or with any of the nationalities living
within her own borders. Her privileged and leading position had no real basis
except the enforced paragraphe of formal right built on historical traditions.
To maintain this anomalous and false status either backwardness had to be
corrected, or the signs of inferiority had to be taken as a national virtue but
instead of making actual economic and cultural advance Hungary used formal
law and force to achieve supremacy. ‘““Everything a nation values, every essen-
tial element of its national existence, is connected with statehood. In ourcountry
the sacred love of the fatherland expresses itself in the defence of the rights

20 Gy. ANDRASSY: Az 1867-iki kiegyezésrél (On the Compromise of 1867). Budapest
1896, pp. 152—153, 417—418.
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of the state”. The basic principle is unshakable: «. . . One single point of view
alone can be decisive: that of the sacredness of rights. . . This thesis of Dedk is
sacrosanct and accepted by all of us”.?!

“Not the free and independent citizen, but the free and independent
state’” was the central problem of this conception. “It regarded foreign rule
directed against historic basis, and not the restriction of individual rights, as
a threat”.2?

The intellectuals, still cherishing the illusion of a unified national state,
proclaim the necessity of creating social unity, because they feel that their
position is insecure. Realizing their aim is unattainable, they declared: *“Cosmo-
politism and the nationalism of the minorities are the enemies of unity”.?
Thus nationalism, a virtue to the Magyars — and even title to their dominat-
ing position —becomes to the national minorities a mortal sin which, together
with cosmopolitism and socialism, was classed among the most hated and abused
tendencies.

In the country of the “‘nation of jurists” and chauvinistic self-importance,
everything (including legal rights) not considered ““Magyar” by the intellectuals
and officials of the state machinery, is utterly despised. Shallow chauvinism
and nationalist, quixotic demagogy overshadow all natural patriotism and
hamper democratic evolution. Self-deception and self-torment, conceited self-
complacency and worried misgivings about national backwardness, magnilo-
quent boasting of a unified national state of the rank of a great power, and
dark suspicions concerning concealed, hidden dangers — all these motifs
appear simultaneously in the great chorus saluting the much exalted thou-
sandth anniversary of the Hungarian state in 1896. ‘‘A season of celebrations
with rejoicing and ecstasy is to follow when, on the first night of 1896, the bells
announcing the year of the millenium, begin to toll all over the country™. -

The jubilation is far from: being unnatural or incomprehensible. In itself,
the fact of the millenary existence certainly called for celebration and emotion,
even if the general ecstasy gave ample opportunity to contemporaries — and
particularly to posterity — to be more or less derisive and sarcastic. Bitter
critres are wrong in asserting that the “millenium” was nothing else than a
mixture of ephemeral enthusiasm, fireworks, delusion and trickery. We have
already pointed out some positive achievements of Hungary during the period
that followed 1867. It would be wrong to disregard them, just as it would be
incorrect to conceal the evils, falsehood and sufferings, symptoms of which
we similarly tried to point out.

V1bid. pp. 146, 299, .
? (Anonymous author), Liberalizmus. Uj Magyar Szemle 1900, vol. 1. p. 25.

% Lecture held by Professor M. Herczegh on *“The Social Unity” in the Metropolitan
Industrial Circle on February 15, 1895.

2§ PrerH6: Vildgostél Trianonig (From Vildgos to Trianon). Budapest 1925, p. 105.

o
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No, the celebrations of 1896 were not only a theatrical show, and even
if they were, to a certain extent, the props had te be supported by something,.
Only in perspective can criticism decide how far has this scenery expressed
or concealed the truth. The trouble with the leaders of a country was not that
they celebrated the anniversary,but that they extolled the defects, the unhealthy
phenomena instead of those which deserved to be praised. The festal proceed-
ings did not weigh the economic progress or consider ways of improvement
and development. The fictitious idea of the unified national state and the ruling
classes upholding this 1dea was glorified.

On the whole, in the first part of the period of dualism Hungary not only
progressed economically but has been radically transformed, advancing to a
higher standard of material civilization. .. But the successive controversial
points provoking party struggles never included any political problem which
could have led to new ways of progress, consolidation or material increase
for the nation. This disastrous fact weighed heavily on public life’.?

*

Before going into the details of the analysis of the nationality problem
we have to briefly outline the special situation of the Jews.

The nationality problem and the Jewish problem resembled each other
insofar as both involved antipathies deriving from ultra-nationalism. They
differed from each other both in their relative importance and in their impact
on dualistic Hungary. In consequence of the laws adopting ecclesiastical reforms
(civil marriage etec.) the Jews enjoyed completely equal civic rights, with no
legal discrimination whatsoever from 1895. The great majority of the Jews,
in becoming assimilated with the eagerness of those finding a new and better
home, felt no discrimination against their language or culture.The Jews received
the law with great pleasure and ambition, regarding it as reality. They were
inclined to instantly consider themselves as Magyars, completely assimilated
and accepted as such. They ostentatiously and loudly did their best to display
(sometimes tactlessly) all concomitants of their Hungarian feelings. They were
more loyal than Apponyi or Tisza, in chauvinism they rivalled Ugron or Karoly
Eo6tvos, they composed “Hungarian® songs and patriotic poems. By leasing
land, founding factories, financing banks or by doing any business, they always
claimed to “serve the country” and to be patriotic.

This eagerness was certainly unilateral. These efforts, full of self-assurance,
found but little favour. On the whole industrial and commercial activities
were not regarded by Hungarian society as patriotic services. ‘“Foreign”
capital was soon being cursed for practising usury at the expense of the local

2 G. GRATZ: A dualizmus kora (The Era of Dualism). Budapest 1934. Vol. 1, p. 289.

2 Acta Historica I1X/1—2.
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agrarian population. Native employees of Jewish origin collected the interest
of imported foreign capital. Thus hate was directed mainly against them,
instead of the capitalists. The loyalty of the Jews was regarded as self-abase-
ment, their chauvinism as hypocrisy, and their increasing part in cultural
life as an attack against national genius. The Catholic People’s Party, founded
in 1895, owed its considerable initial success partly to its anti-semitic propa-
ganda, although later it could not expand in the country imbued with liberalism.
Nevertheless, anomalous phenomena already appeared. In 1896 a group of
university students in Budapest telegraphed greetings to Lueger, mayor
of Vienna, and a rabid anti-Hungarian because he led the anti-semitic move-
ment in Vienna.

The Jewish question was alive in public opinion and it was still not set-
tled by ecclesiastical laws or after the Tiszaeszlar incident. But it was far from
being one of the central problems. It had a slightly ironical note, tinged with
self-mockery. Some perceptive minds certainly felt that it sooner or later had
to come into the limelight, but at the turn of the century this question, although
open and charged with hidden dangers, undoubtedly caused no anxiety to
Hungary.*

According to the census of 1910, 45.9 per cent of the population of
Hungary was non-Magyar. Consequently, in a country of approximately 20
million one had to reckon with more than 9 million people belonging to the
national minorities.”® Accordingly, half of the country’s population was directly
affected by the Nationality Law of 1868 and by the actual nationality policy
of the government and state machinery.

The Nationality Law, reflecting contemporary liberal views, infuriated
Hungarian chauvinists without satisfying the national minorities in the least.
The latter found it so unsatisfactory that for several decades they almost com-

*Here we do not want to elaborate the entire <“Jewish-question’. Its analysis requires a
separate study based on extensive research. Unfortunately this task is still uncompleted. We only
wanted to refer to this complex question as one of the factors in, and concomitants of, nationa-
list deformation. We have to add that even posing the question in this form is incorrect, because
the Jews of Hungary have not constituted a unified, homogeneous block. Class-division was
rapidly increasing among the Jews of Hungary precisely in the period that followed the Compro-
mise. In a few years Jewish population was composed not only of bankers, industrialists, whole-
sale merchants, or village shopkeepers, grocers, innkeepers, but also of a number of intellec-
tuals, professionals, and intellectual proletarians as well. While capitalist Jews became big
landowners or lessees, many tens of thousands of Jewish labourers shared the fate of the non-
Jewish proletariate. In the north-eastern counties masses of Jews were living as agricultural
proletariats a life so miserable as to be unworthy of man.

26Tt also has to be taken into consideration that the Jews of Hungary, though only
partly assimilated, declared themselves of Magyar nationality (this amounted to roundly
4.5 per cent of the total population), and, using rough statistical methods, tried to demonstrate
the absolute majority of the Magyars.
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pletely boycotted the Hungarian parliamentary meetings: they did not want
to be represented there.??

The elections of 1910 in which the nationalities participated, brought
in the following revealing results:

Number of inhabitants: | Representatives:
Magyar 9,944,627 393
German 2,037,435 13
Slovak 1,967,970 2
Roumanian 2,948,031 5
Ruthenian (Ukrainian) 646,270 0
Serbian 461,516 0

Of 1,069,480 citizens possessing suffrage 637,106 (64 per cent) were
Magyars. “On the strength of these numbers 240 Magyar and 173 non-Magyar
ethnic representatives should have been seated”® but those few who did get
seated were indebted mainly to the government and with a few exceptions
supported the policy of the government. (The Germans chiefly backed it.)

In the years following the turn of the century, progressionists (especially
Oszkar Jaszi) repeatedly referred to the Nationality Law of Jézsef Eotvos
as the solution of the nationality problem.

This law, which actually provided for a number of liberal and humane
measures, reflected E6tvés’ conception which was not a product of the times
following the Compromise, but rooted in the Reform Era. In 1861 it was ex-
pressed by Deak’s Address: “Free development of the nationalities is assured
by the universal equality before the law. Separate legal corporate bodies of a
territorial or nationality character are inconsistent with the spirit of liberalism.
The country cannot be dismembered, on the other hand, cultural development
of the nationalities must always be assured. This we are ready to do as far as
it is not detrimental to the integrity of the state”. Because “it is our will that
there should be no discrimination because of religion or nationality against
the citizens of this country as far as their full enjoyment of civie rights is
concerned. The claims of our compatriots of other nationalities should be as-

27 On March 20, 1869 the first formal resolution concerning the boycott was adopted
by the Roumanian constituents of Szerdahely, declaring: *... We cannet and do not want
to participate in the elections for the term of 1869—1871 of the House of Representatives’’.
Gazeta Transylvaniei, 1869, Ne 23; quoted by G. G. KEMENY: Iratok a nemazetiségi kérdés
térténetéhez Magyarorszdgon a dualizmus kordban (Documents Relating to the History of
the Nationality Question in Hungary in the Period of Dualism), veol. I. 1867—1891. Budapest,
1952, p. 180. — On the other hand, Slovak constituents (according to a report made by Lajos
Lehoezky, vicecomes of the county of Turéc to the minister of the interior) gave definite
instructions to support only candidates willing to accept the memorandum of 1861, that is
to say everybody except those representing the platform of the unified Magyar state; quoted
by KEMENY, op. cit. vol. L. p. 643.

28 7Zs. KUNFI1: Fajok és osztilyok Magyarorszigon (Races and Classes in Hungary).
Szocializmus, 1913/14, p. 348.

*
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sured by law in everything that can be realized without dismembering the
country politically and without sacrifying its legal independence.”

It is hardly necessary here to enlarge upon the differences between the
intention of legislators and its execution in practice, or to point out once more
that E6tvos’ law has never been enforced during the period of dualism. It can
be stated that during the whole period the fundamental differences appearing
between the points of view of the Hungarians and of the nationalities followed
directly and necessarily from the conception which prevailed in 1867.

Eétvos and the Hungarian legal theorists who succeeded him, though
far from being exponents of Magyar chauvinism, based their conception on
the fundamental principle of the ‘“non-existent’ national unity of the Hun-
garian state. “It follows from the essential ethical character of the state that
the modern state is national and not multinational, and that the national-
ities constitute only social, and not state-forming, political elements; the
so-called principle of nationalities is contrary to the essential character
of the state.” We find the same pomnt of view with a more definite,
direct reference to the claim to hegemony: “If there is a people of numerical,
cultural and political superiority, then the fundamental character and the
main tendencies of the state will be determined by the ideas and the spirit
of the leading people. The state will be named after this leading people.
The other peoples of different spirit are also members of the state possessing
equal rights but they cannot assert their separate political individuality
within the existing state organization ... Equality, the same degree of
liberty can be assured to individuals only and mnot to entire peoples ...
In all respects concerning the idea of the state as a whole, only one tongue
can be the official language of the state . . . To a certain extent the endowment
of the languages of the nationalities with equal rights promotes the assertion
of the spirit of the different peoples ... The state has to respect nationality
as a quality of nature of the individuals’.3°

The fundamental thesis of the existence of a ““unified Hungarian national
state” and of the necessity of maintaining it upheld by the Hungarian govern-
ment, politicians and writers, was never accepted by the nationalities, either
in 1867, or after. On November 12, 1868, during the debate of the Nationality
Law, a minority bill was brought in by Sandor Mocsonyi. Its § 1. stated:
“Hungarians, Roumanians, Serbs, Slovaks, Russians and Germans, thesc
historic peoples of Hungary, are recognized as nations of the land, possessing
equal rights. By a fundamental law the equality of rights of their nationality
and language is assured, as long as it does not endanger the territorial unity
and political integrity of the state”. Accordingly, this minority motion giving
legal existence to “six nations of the land” demanded the establishment of

2], Kuncz: 4 nemzetillam (The National State). 3. ed. Kolozsvar 1902, p. 118.
30 A, BaLoGH: Politika. Budapest 1910, p. 117.
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territorial autonemies in the counties and the resetting of their borders to
obtain, as far as possible, linguistically homogeneous units. In § 4. the bill
demanded that the six “nations of the land” should appropriately participate
in the Upper House, in central offices, in the direction of higher courts of
law and of the administration of districts and counties, in fact in every position
requiring an appointment by the king. The bill recognized Hungarian as the
official language, but permitted the use of any of the six “languages of the
land” in all negotiations, preparatory debates etc., prescribing that all laws
and decrees, composed in Hungarian, had to be published in all the other
“languages of the land’ as well.

The “Pronunciamentum’ adopted by the Roumanian national meeting
held in Baldzsfalva (Blaj) on May 3—15, 1868, prior to the debate of the
Nationality Law, went even further. It demanded (i) autonomy for Tran-
sylvania, with reference to that given Croatia; (ii) the recognition of the
Roumanian nationality as a regnicolaris nation, and (iii) the convocation of
a parliament of Transylvania.®

Neither the political procedure of the Hungarian administration, nor
the laws enacted in the meantime (largely concerning the state schools and
the exclusive use of the Magyar language for teaching) were apt to change the
standpoint of the nationalities. On the occasion of the congress of nationalities
organized in Budapest in August, 1895, “Roumanians, Slovaks and Serbs of
Hungary concluded an alliance with one another”. Taking “national autonomy
in the counties’ as a basis, the congress actually decided to uphold the minority
motion of 1868, unchanged in its essentials but worded somewhat differently:
“The nature . . . of the Hungarian state precludes the possibility of expropria-
tion of all attributes of statehood by one single people not constituting the
majority of the country’s population. Only the ensemble of the peoples of
Hungary is entitled to be identified with the state. Accordingly, the idea of
the Hungarian national state . . . endangers the vital conditions of Hungary’s
other peoples, forming the majority. It means the assigning of statehood to
one single people constituting a minerity in order to subdue, by the expropriat-
ed power, the other peoples living in Hungary and constituting the majority...”’%

In a statement given to the Neues Wiener Tagblatt, Dezs6 Banffy, prime
minister at that time, declared. . . . the question of languages is but a means;
the real aim is the attempt of introducing federative policy in Hungary. This
will never happen. No Hungarian will ever consent to it”.33

Twenty years brought no change to the standpoint of either party.
“Tisza hopes that the time will come when the Roumanians of Hungary will

*
31 G. G. KEMENY, op. cit. vol. 1. p. 83.

32 Ibid. vol. II. p. 379.
33 ¥bid. vol. II. p. 383.
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accept the idea of national unity, this guiding principle of the Magyars.
We declare once more that Count Istvan Tisza either deceives himself, or he
wants to mislead others. We would have him — and all those whom he intends
to fool — know . .. that the Roumanian people of Hungary and Transylvania
will never accept the idea of this national unity, that they will never submit
themselves to the Hungarians, and that they will fight to the last for the
endowment of the nationalities of Hungary with equal rights. On this basis
only can accord between the nationalities of Hungary be realized”.*

From the next fifty years, it is needless to quote more arguments.
Evidently the standpoints have not changed with time, although the national-
ities, losing hope of fulfilling their demands within the Hungarian state,
looked beyond the border to the neighbouring national states with peoples
speaking the same language and having an identical culture. They became
alienated from the Hungarian state.

One of the most fateful consequences of the Compromise of 1867 — as
has already been pointed out — was brought about by the circumstance that
it surrendered the nationality question to the increasingly powerful Hungarian
ruling classes. “Since to a certain extent 1867 insured the Hungarian ruling
classes against Austria, they tended to use pressure and force instead of
trying to settle the nationality problems by mutual agreement ... The resist-
ance of the nationalities was considerably increased by societies for Magyari-
zation, by school laws and other oppressive measures. Instead of becoming
Magyarized the ethnic groups grew stronger and firmer in their national
consciousness. They looked to the neighbouring sister-countries with increasing
desire. They sought a ray of hope from Bucarest, Belgrade and Prague instead
of Budapest, or they tried to appeal to the Viennese Burg again .. .”3 (We have
to add that, according to Gusztav Gratz who, in this respect, can hardly be
regarded as particularly prejudiced: ... there is no sign of any interference
in the Hungarian nationality policy on the part of the Emperor or of other
Viennese official circles . . .” In all probability such attempts have been pre-
pared only by the entourage of the crown prince Francis Ferdinand for his
coming into power. Responsibility for the policy towards the nationalities in
Hungary lies exclusively upon the Hungarian ruling classes.)

It would not be true to say that the leading Hungarian political figures
were completely unaware of the fact that the nationality problem remained
unsolved. We are, of course, not referring to rabid, unscrupulous agitators
such as Jend Raékosi, protagonist of the idea of 30 million Magyars, or Dezsé
Banffy, who acted with unparalleled brutality towards the nationalities.

[
3 4 romédn vita (The Roumanian Dispute). Vildg, February 24, 1914, p. 3. (Quotation
from an article published in the Romanul under the title: *“Dangerous Self-deceptions”.)
35 Z.X. TOTH: A nemazetiségi kérdés a dualizmus kordban (The Nationality Question
in the Era of Dualism). Szdzadok, 1956, pp. 368 —391.
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Though loud and instigating they were not the spokesmen of the most influen-
tial circles.

Nevertheless it was all the more characteristic of the mental habits of
Hungarian politicians and the blindness of the ruling classes that instead of
intending to solve the known problem of the nationalities, they intentionally
used it with bad faith to prevent the democratization of the country and,
hereby, the restriction of their own rule.

In this way, for instance, neither the Jiberals of the government party
nor the independents of the opposition allowed the question of suffrage, which
had for two decades embittered Hungarian political life to be settled. They
did it under the pretext that the interests of safeguarding the “supremacy
of Hungarian intelligentsia® overrule those of an equitable extension of popular
rights. But this defense of interests did not confine itself to the extension of
rights. It became manifest as soon as any innovation was suggested anywhere.
There was a ready answer for all sorts of proposals: they were not of Hun-
garian spirit.

«It would be worthwhile to gather all that was branded as non-Magyar
in the last ten years by worthy and highly cultured representatives of the
Hungarian people and not by the insignificant. Budapest is non-Magyar.
The language spoken in Budapest is non-Magyar. The nationalization of public
administration is non-Magyar. Exchange and money market are non-Magyar.
Socialism is non-Magyar. Internationalism is non-Magyar. The organizing of
agricultural workers is non-Magyar. Mobile capital is non-Magyar. Secession
and symbolism are non-Magyar. The elimination of religious denominations
from education is non-Magyar. So is the omission of religion from teaching.
Mockery is non-Magyar. More tolerant sexual morality is non-Magyar. Univer-
sal suffrage is non-Magyar ... And, chiefly, everybody who is not content
with the conditions prevailing here is non-Magyar, he should feel duty-bound
to leave the country with which he is dissatisfied"’.%

The ruling classes used the nationality problem to the very last as
a weapon against progressive, democratic, radical or socialist forces, that is
to say, all kinds of advancing, rising trends. This is why the aggravation of
this problem was so important to the upper strata. The agrarian policy pursued
by the Hungarian governments in the regions inhabited by nationalities
attests to this fact.

This policy did not care if the main burden of economic oppression fell
chiefly on the Magyar population, as a consequence of some electoral or
administrative interests of the government. This of course does not justify
biased and doctrinaire statements, according to which: <. .. 68 per cent of
the nationalities and only 58 per cent of the Magyars belong to the well-to-do

3¢ JaNoTUS: A magyar kultiira és a nemzetiségek (Hungarian Culture and the National-
ities). Nyugat, 1908, vol. L. p. 226.
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and lower middle classes. The supposition that the nationalities are under
heavier economic oppression does not prove to be true in view of the fact
that out of 1,878,068 adult male landholders (above twenty years of age and
each having more than one cadastral yoke) 825,688 (59.9 per cent) are non-
Magyars, and only 552,043 (40.1 per cent) are Magyars. The large estates
are chiefly oppressing and ruining the Magyars because they are found mainly
in the regions inhabited by the Magyars. The large landowners wherever they
came into contact with non-Magyars oppress them to the same extent...
Half of the ethnic population belongs to the petty bourgeoisie of average
income. Accordingly, the non-Magyar speaking population is not subjected
to a different and heavier oppression than the Magyar-speaking working
classes”.?? This statement is one-sided and doctrinaire because the working
people of the nationalities, though not always more exploited, had been under
a “particular oppression”. In addition to the economic oppression, even if it
was sometimes restricted and not greater in all cases, the nationalities were
harried by particular national, cultural and social oppression.

Nor can the “proportion of proprietors” be simply taken as a directive
in problems relating to the distribution of landed properties.

According to the data of the census of 1910:

Number of

Size of estates

M -M
(in cadastral yokes) agyar ‘ non-Magyar

proprietors

Above 20 82,833 92,778
Between 5—20 293,425 498,591
Between 2—5 163,480 260,124
Under 2 154,640 164,547
Total ' 694,378 | 1,016,040

It is true then that the number of non-Magyar proprietors exceeds the
Magyar ones. But in themselves these numbers do not mean very much.
It must be held in mind that landed properties are far from being of the same
value even if we do not attribute special significance to the fact that 14,743
Magyar proprietors had estates of more than 100 yokes while the nationalities
were represented by not more than 4,832 proprietors of estates exceeding 100
yokes (but not approaching the Magyar latifundia of many thousands of yokes).

Moreover the lands possessed by the nationalities (particularly by the
Slovaks, Ukrainians and Roumanians living in the mountainous zones of the
country) were inferior. In the more backward regions inhabited by the national-

) % G. RAcz: Tdrsadalmunk osztilytagosziddsa és a magyar demckrdcia kialakuldsénak
itjai (Class-Structure of our Society and the Ways of the Development of Hungarian De-
mocracy). Népszava, 1909, p. 7.
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ities wages were generally lower than average, lower than those earned in the
central regions of the Lowland.

“In the landowning class the Magyars are in an absolute minority . ..
Their position is much better in regard to actual possession of the land because
many large estates of enormous proportions are in the hands of the Magyars.
But these latifundia do not alter the fact that when the Magyars became
homeless their place became occupied by Slovak and German peasants’®
because the Magyar day-labourers and farm hands demanded higher wages.

All this may illustrate and explain some points of the situation. In the
final analysis, however, it is certain that the origins of the dissatisfaction of
the nationalities cannot be simply and exclusively attributed to economic
causes. “In the nationality question there are indeed additional problems and
it is preciscly these which create the nationality problem™, since the matter
is not only the terrible general injuries sustained by the whole population of
this country, regardless of race and nationality . . .”’3 Millions of people belong-
ing to different nationalities are ‘‘at the mercy of the tyranny of the most
depraved and corrupted class rule in the civilized world”. This class rule
persecutes their language, introduces discriminating methods against them in
all fields of culture, employment and offices, and degrades them to the level
of second- and third-rate citizens.

The governments in power, as well as the parliamentary parties, took
general notice of the nationality problem when they found it menacing to
their interests.

The idea that the ethnic problem should be solved in favour of the
nationalities did not occur to them and they were unwilling to acknowledge
such program. Class prejudice and the anti-democratic mania for hegemony
prevailed when the political leaders of the nationalities were committed to
prison in succession. This occurred particularly in the time of Prime Minister
Banffy, then with increasing vehemence under the coalition government.

Speaking of the more and more critical situation of Transylvania in
1907, Count Istvan Bethlen was the first to warn the Hungarian Parliament:
“This country means less to our Roumanians than the hopes of an independent
Roumania, where they are not obliged to be satisfied with a portion of rights,
but fully possessing them”. He noticed that the Roumanian nationality move-
ment aspired to a territory enjoying social, military and linguistic autonomy,
a territory, ““which, if the opportunity arises, can be united with the inde-
pendent kingdom of Roumania”.¢

38 Zs. KUNFI, op. cit. p. 343.

0. JAszi: A nemzetiségi kérdés ijabb fejleménye (New Development in the
Nationality Question). Huszadik Szdzad, 1914, vol. I. p. 197. (Text of a lecture given in the
Galilei-circle on January 31, 1914).

40 Képviselhazi Naplé (Diary of the House of Representatives), April 10, 1907.
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After becoming Prime Minister in 1913 this warning led Istvan Tisza
at least to try to arrive at an agreement with the Roumanian leaders. (He was
largely concerned with the necessity of resisting the opposition and with the
obviously increasing possibility of war.) He discussed his failure in the House
of Representatives: “The truth is that in the course of my negotiations with
the Roumanian leaders I didn’t hear but little demanders which con-
flicted with the fundamental principles of the Hungarian national state .. .”#
He used the nationality problem once more as an opportunity to attack
progressive aspirations: “If in the future God wants to preserve this nation,
before it is too late, He has to make it strong enough to be able to resist
tendencies endangering its existence and leading it to the brink of death”.4?

After the outbreak of the First World War Tisza stated with satisfaction
— and believed that ‘‘this war showed that there are no irredentists even in
the most extreme nationalist camp, and that even those who are separated
from us by sharp differences in questions of internal affairs, are proving their
loyalty. This is, in any case, a welcome lesson, and we shall have to draw
consequences from it”’.%% But at the same time he employed other methods
as well. On August 12, 1914, he addressed a letter to Alexandru Vajda-Voevod,
who published an article on the pan-Slavic question in the Adeverul: “Now is
the time for the Roumanians to show whether they want understanding and
co-operation with the Germans and the Hungarians, or if they prefer to throw
themselves into the arms of the pan-Slav colossus’.#

Thus it appears that the Hungarian ruling classes used the nationality
problem in the game of politics, but made no serious attempt to solve it.
The dangers which this question implied and which imperilled the idea of
the unified national state accepted by the Hungarian public opinion as a whole,
were used by the ruling classes for their own purpose, in the interests of their
own power. (Similarly, during the twenty-five year Horthy regime irredentist
slogans were used in the interests of the counter-revolutionary political
system.)

In 1908 Endre Ady wrote in his “Song of a Hungarian Jacobin”, that
“the sorrow of the Magyars, Roumanians and Slavs remained the same™:
““when are we going to join forces”, we “oppressed, dejected Magyars and
non-Magyars 7™

Ady, as usual, got to the heart of the matter. In addition so did Béla
Barték through him. Barték sent the volume of Ady to a Roumanian friend,
to show that such a voice — though only one — could also be heard in Hun-

41 Ibid. February 20, 1914.

42 Ibid. March 6, 1914.

43 Letter written on Nov. 4, 1914 by Count Istvdn Tisza to Vazul Mangra M. P. Published
in: Tisza Istvén 6sszes munkdi (Collected Works of Istvan Tisza). Ser. 4, vol. II. Budapest
1924, pp. 301—302.

4 Ibid. p. 65.



The Rise of Nationalism in Hungary 27

gary. Becoming absorbed in Roumanian folk music Barték himself created
harmony between the two peoples on the highest cultural level. But he too
was isolated. ‘I took a little excursion to the Balkan peninsula. I made friends
with the Roumanians (not being able to make friends at home)”.%

Ady, though “embarrassed because of his obvious romanticism” wrote:
“Let them stop those shrapnels of ‘just’ causes (i.e. of the Balkan war)
and let us continue with our own ‘shrapnels’ our humane and liberating work
for the happiness of united peoples™.48

The happiness of the united peoples remained a poet’s dream. Besides
Ady and Barték no one fought for them. The socialists were just as unable
to get rid of all prejudices as the radicals; everyone was completely possessed
by the idea of the unified Hungarian national state, an idea inculcated upon
public opinion by all possible means of half a century.

After 1909 the Party of Independence (led by Justh and later on by
Mihaly Karolyi) which became the extreme left of the parliamentary parties,
seriously attempted to conclude an agreement with the leading intellectuals
of the nationalities and to launch a common campaign for universel suffrage
and the secret ballot. The Roumanian and Serbian leaders appeared in the
campaign meetings organized by Justh’s party in Transylvania and in
the southern counties. However, Justh *. .. did not recognize that the time
for an agreement with the nationalities, which, if such agreement had ever
been possible, could have assured the fortune of the Hungarian nation, has
already passed”.? It is not at all surprising that the party of Justh was attacked
with equal vehemence by Tisza (who accused them of a “blind” ethnic policy
sacrificing Magyar interests for the sake of an alliance with the nationalities),
by Gyula Andrassy (who accused them of ‘“‘using the ethnic question as a
campaign slogan, doing serious and lasting damage to Hungarian national
policy”), and by Albert Apponyi who said that Justh was going to make it
possible for “the new strata not only to have a share of the power, but alse
to freely criticize it”.

The nationality policy of progressive parties and politicians naturally
demanded a democratic extension of rights as the solution of the problem.
Instead of giving innumerable proofs, it will suffice to point out that Oszkar
Jaszi, branded as an “extremist” for his policy towards the nationalities,
suggested the following program even in a book published in October 1918,
the fifth year of the war:

“Hungary, without Croatia-Slavonia, forms a solid and indissoluble
historical, geographical and economic unity. The natural economic and

45 Letter from Béla Bartdk to his mother, dated from Bucharest, Dec. 3, 1908, Quoted
by DeMENY: Barték Béla. Budapest 1948, p. 83.

4 E. ApY: S ha Erdélyt elveszik (And If Transylvania Will Be Taken). Huszadik
Sz4zad, 1912. vol. 1I.

47 G. GRATZ, op. cit. vol. IL. p. 198.
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cultural hegemony of the Magyars would be sufficient to establish undisturbed
and successful co-operation with the other nationalities here if it broke with
the senseless feudalist policy of assimilation. We shall see that the projected
new constitution will centain every guarantee for such a change’.*

Accordingly, in October 1918 (a couple of days before the downfall
and dissolution of the Hapsburg monarchy and dualism) Jaszi still stood,
unchanged, on the platform of the idea of the Hungarian state as defined by
Jézsef Eotvos. In all goed faith he tried to solve these questions by insisting
on the “natural economic and cultural hegemony” of the Magyars.

*

If we were questioned whether forced assimilation had been going on
in Hungary, our reply must be that these efforts were not usually purposeful
although there had been unsystematic, arbitrary acts of violence and brutality.
Tn view of the selfish political interests of the Hungarian ruling classes following
the Compromise, only one of two alternatives was open. Effective Magyar-
ization could have been started by transferring Magyar colonies to the regions
inhabited by the nationalities, by making an all-out effort to realize the
dream of 30 million Magyars proposed by Rakosi. The other choice was to
set aside all chauvinist slogans and seek an agreement with the hourgeoisies
of the nationalities, by conceding them equal rights, assuring them material
well-being, and by satisfying their demands in order to separate them from
the poorer classes and to gain allies in the struggle of the Hungarian upper
classes against the exploited masses.

The Hungarian regime chose neither of these two alternatives. It tried
to Magyarize the natonalities without introducing violent measures to obtain
results but it only succeeded in exasperating them. (It is proved by many
examples that even the most violent aggressions may remain ineffective.)
On the other hand, the Hungarian regime assured only very limited oppor-
tunities, material or other, to the intellectuals of the nationalities and never
tried to attract them by giving a share in political spheres, parliamentary life,
public administration and in offices and positions. Instead of allies, these
intellectuals became the leaders of the movements of nationalities, the worst
enemies of Hungarian administration. Early in 1914, when Tisza was already
very seriously negotiating with Roumanian ethnic leaders, a conference was
held by the Hungarian Society for Social Sciences (belonging to the intimate
circles of Tisza). It declared that the nationality problem can be solved by
settling Magyars into regions inhabited by the nationalities, by preventing

8 0. Jiszi: A Monarchia jovbje. A dualizmus bukdsa és a Dunai Egyesiiit Allamok
(The Future of the Monarchy. The Downfall of Dualism and the United Danubian States).
Budapest 1918, p. 38.
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the nationalities from gathering and organizing, by reinforcing Hungarian
public administration with nationalist members. In addition to these, ‘““in the
territories of the nationalities the appointment or election of any official of
the same nationality must be avoided” and finally, the creation of ethnic
districts when setting up new administrative units. “On the contrary, such
ethnic centers must everywhere be divided into parts™.?

Naturally Tisza’s negotiations with the nationalities could not be success-
ful. He declared to the Parliament: . . . “I stress that the stipulations promised
to the Roumanians will be extended to all other non-Magyar citizens as well”.
But these concessions were extremely small, and did not even involve the
actual enforcement of the Nationality Law of 1868 which Tisza repudiated
at this time.

Tisza remained consistent to the end, even if the war forced him to
put into effect his own biased “important™ concessions.

On November 7, 1914, full amnesty was granted to the sentenced ethnic,
political leaders and to the socialists. An order of the Ministry of the Interior
permitted ‘the use of the ancient colours and emblems of the nationalities,
naturally under the protection of the historic symbols of the Hungarian state™.
The language of instruction was made optional in denominational schools (in
state schools it remained Magyar), as well as the use of languages before public
authorities. It held out the prospect of assuring ‘““more effective” suffrage to
the nationalities. Tisza in a letter addressed to the Greek orthodox metropol-
itan, emphasized: ‘“All these acts of administration lay solemn emphasis upon
the fact that no war difficulties caused the Hungarian state to look for peace
with the nationalities . . . but that, on the contrary, the government has been
intending to introduce these measures for a longer time awaiting a relatively
quict moment, when its indulgence could not be taken for weakness ...”5°

In his letter written on November 6, 1914,to Count Czernin, Austro-
Hungarian minister to Bucharest, Tisza firmly stated that he was ready to
grant these concessions but “the Germans are uselessly urging autonomy for
Transylvania: it is impossible!” And half a year later, on June 12, 1915:
“It is a shame that the fateful role played by poor Archduke Francis Ferdinand
in fooling Roumania should now be taken over by the Germans...”

He was unwilling to make any concession on this point. Though once
he granted one he took it seriously.

“We do not serve the interests by formalities appearing to make the
country unilingual (and simultaneously weakening the moral influence of the
Hungarian authorities on the people), but by proving that the authorities
acting in the interests of the Hungarian state and Hungarian nation are true

49 J. AJTAY: A nemzetiségi kérdés (The Nationality Question). Budapest 1914,
pp. 12—17. (Summary of the inquiry held by the Hungarian Society for Social Sciences.)
50 4 hdborii és a nemzetiségek (War and the Nationalities). Vildg, Nov. 8, 1914, p. 5.
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friends and advisers of the people entrusted to their care. This is possible
only if they use a language the people understands”.3!

This was the extent to which Istvin Tisza was able to go. More could
not be expected from a fanatic person obsessed with the pathological ideas
of his class. He was only expressing his own view of life when he severely
rebuked the Magyars of Transylvania, who according to a commissioner’s
report, had fears of being massacred by the Roumanians. The Magyars
cannot maintain their position in the future if becoming hysterical . . . It indi-
cates a faint-heartedness with which it is not possible to rule, to exercize
hegemony”.5

This interpretation, though understandable from a man like Tisza, can
hardly exonerate the sociologists. They did, saw and dared muck, very much
less in the nationality question, than what could have been expected from
them, than what they had almost been obliged to do.

We must find it natural that in the nationality question Tisza, his
followers and the whole ruling class were just as narrow-minded and perfidious
as in any other question. Nor could truly democratic ideas be expected from
the chauvinistic parties of independence (it was surprising that Gyula Justh
and later Mihaly Karolyi demanded democracy for the nationalities as well).

Gyula Pikler, the initiator of radicalism in Hungary, voiced his opinion
without prejudices (which did not mean, of course, that he saw everything
correctly): “I do not believe that the national state of to-day corresponds
to one of the most deep-rooted characteristics of people, a tendency allegedly
derived from human nature to form separate groups according to nations.
I do not know why people should form such permanent groups. The national
state meets the requirements of only a certain evolutionary phase in which
fundamental human needs are best satisfied through this form ... There is
no question of emotions permanently rooted in human nature . .. There are
no national characteristics; all nations borrowed from the culture of other
nations. This became known only recently”.52

In any case Pikler’s biased viewpoint was theoretically opposed to the
fetish of the national state idea. In practice, however, the policy of the radical
leaders was extremely different from this viewpoint later on. Radical socio-
logists grotesquely tried to defend the idea of the Hungarian national state
against Otto Bauer and Karl Renner who, speaking for the Austrian social
democrats, proposed to transform the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy into
a federated state. In 1907, these two Austrian authors openly supported the

5! Letter of Istvdan Tisza to Istvdn Ivdnka, Lord Lieutenant of the county of Hont,
April 5, 1914, Tisza, op. cit. p. 215.

52 Letter from Istvdn Tisza to Commissary Miklés Betegh, January 7, 1915. Ibid.
pp. 20-21.

53 4 TT Pulszky-vitdja (The Pulszky-debate of the Tarsadalomtudomanyi Tdrsasdg =
Association for Social Sciences). Huszadik Szdzad, 1901, vol. L. p. 341.
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idea of a federal “Gross-Osterreich”. This federal reorganization became
a key-problem of the political programme of Austrian social democracy.

Speaking of Bauer’s book, Jaszi explained that instead of federal reforms,
“the ever growing capitalistic development will bring about wide-ranging
industrialisation, western European culture and political democracy ... These
will settle the differences arising between the nationalities, and make it possible
for us to work together, separated in languages but united in spirit.. .5
And according to Jaszi all these can be realized *“. . . by cutting the nationalities
off from political affairs, and by considering the ethnic question as cultural
instead of governmental ...

Pal Szende reproached Renner for not considering the existence of
7 million exploited Magyar proletarians, and for holding them equally respons-
ible for the policy of oppression and for the class-rule of the large-land-
owners and gentry. Awaiting for the solution to come from Hungarian
economic independence and the abolition of the Customs Union, Szende
blamed Renner for forgetting — in his hate against the Magyars — that *“not
only the proletariate of the nationalities, but also that of the state-forming
Magyar race, lived under the most miserable oppression ... in 1906. Within
a single month ten times as many Magyar agricultural workers and farm-
hands were convicted of participating in the harvesters’ strike in a couple
of counties beyond the Tisza than Roumanian agitators in the past ten years”.5¢

What Szende wrote was true. But this did not make the projects he
devised to solve the problems of Hungary more utilizable. As did everyone
else, Szende started with the principle of the unified national state in trying
to prove that democratic progress will assure the maintenance of this unity.
“The nationalities already do not seriously look abroad for solving their
problems. But in consequence of its mistaken policy towards the nationalities
the Hungarian state is continually threatened by the prospect of the oppressed
nationalities supporting the dynasty in its efforts to create a Gesamtmonarchie.”
Although realizing that “the nationality question is the Archimedean point
of democracy and the central problem of our state™, Szende still affirms that
“if we succeed in correctly directing our ethnic policy we shall lay the safest
foundation for our future evolution”. ‘‘Democratic progress in Hungary has
no greater obstacle than the fact that people are afraid of the dangers repre-
sented by the nationalities. This fear was instilled by the schools and press and
was artificially exaggerated by irresponsible demagogues. Thinking is S0
obsessed with this fixed idea that any sign of alarm from the nationalities is

54 Q. JAszi: Néhdny szempont a nemazetiségi kérdéshez (Some Stands in the Nation-
ality Question). Huszadik Szdzad, 1907, vol. IL. p. 905. (In connection with Otté Bauer’s
book.)

55 Ibid. p. £90. ) )

% P. SzENDE: Gross-Osterreich és a magyar proletaridtus (Gross-Osterreich and the
Hungarian Proletariat). Huszadik Szazad, 1907, vol. II. p. 942.
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sufficient to prevent democratic reform ... There are masses of misguided,
well-intentioned people . .. who can be instantaneously deterred even by the
most hypocritical allusion to the dangers of the nationality problem . ..”57

Oszkar Jaszi’s monumental work on the development of the national
states and the nationality problem, based on a vast material and published
in 1912, begins and ends with a demand for enforcing the Nationality Law
of Eétvés. In this programme democratic reorganization was going to clear
the way for a development which Jaszi outlined as: ““Genuine large-scale
assimilation can start with the free competition of peoples attaining conscious-
ness. Unilingual class-rule would be replaced by multilingual democracy under
the protection of the unified Hungarian state and the peaceful hegemony of
cultured Hungarians ... Future Hungarian democracy could become, with
the help of its nationalities, the avant-garde of western culture in the East,
among ethnic relations in the Balkans™. Jaszi, undoubtedly, considered *the
great economic and cultural superiority of the Magyars assuring hegemony to
them™® as reality.

In the nationality question Jaszi passed for a representative of the
extreme left only in comparison to people like Ignotus, who (in many respects
was similar to Jaszi) fully subscribed to Tisza’s misgivings (used, according to
Szende, to frighten public opinion), declaring: “The Magyars are faced with
a terrible dilemma: all political and social reform required for their conservation
would, at the same time, hasten their disintegration®.%

During the campaign of 1907 an attempt was made to establish some
slight co-operation with the leaders of the nationality parties for suffrage. The
party committee of the social democrats held that the party of the nationalities
is an explicitly bourgeois party. Limited discussions of the question were also
found in the socialist journal Népszava.

“The party of the nationalities must not be regarded as a bourgeois
party, since there is no bourgeoisie in the ranks of the nationalities. The issue
over which the nationality parties became organized was the language question
representing the common interests of the intellectuals, petty bourgeoisie and
the ethnic proletariat. The petty bourgeoisie played but an insignificant role.
The interests of the intellectuals of the nationalities are not opposed to those
of the proletariat ... Hence cooperation also has to be maintained further
on: thus socialism will conquer the proletariat of the nationalities’ .50

57 Pal Szende’s review of Oszkar Jaszi’s book on the nationality question (see above
note 53). Huszadik Szdzad, 1912, vol. I. pp. 774—784.

58 Ibid., p. 498, 502.

% Ienotus: Tisza Istvdn és a nimzetiségi kérdés (Istvdn Tisza and the Nationality
Question). Nyugat, 1910, vol. II. pp. 1025—1028.

60 J. ROZVANY: Szocidldemo .rata pdrt és a nemzetiségek (The Social-Democratic Party
and the Nationalities). Szocializmus, 1907, p. 549.
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Social democracy, far from conquering the proletariat of the nationalities,
— in the end — remained unable to establish genuinely close connections with
it. The nationality question, as such, had never been given an appropriate
place among the central problems of social democratic party policy. The
opinion was reiterated that the Magyar proletariat was just as oppressed as
the nationalities and consequently world opinion had no reason to be interested
only in the nationalities, without noticing the exploitation of the Magyar masses.

“National affinity seemed to be stronger than the social. Oppressed
nations provoke sharper protests than oppressed classes. Southern-Slavic
members of the Austrian Reichstag resorted to obstructive tactics to help
the Croatians. The social democrats of the Austrian Reichstag did not resort
to obstructive tacties nor did they start any other effective action to help
the working class of Hungary obtain suffrage. Members of one nation living
in two countries are helping each other. Members of one class living in two
countries are not’’.51

Social democratic policy had retained its reserve, distrust and guardedness
in the nationality problem throughout. Ervin Szabé’s clearsightedness and
impartiality in this question was in vain (as shown by his introductions written
to the selected works of Marx and Engels). On this point, as well as on many
others, he could not influence the policy of the social democrats. This was
certainly not the last of the reasons for the failure of the social democratic
policy.

Accordingly it can be stated without any risk whatever that there was
not a single influential Hungarian politician, sociologist or publicist who
unbiasedly recognized the essence of the nationality question. Could this
question have still been settled? Or was it already too late? The question
is futile, though we have already pointed out that in our opinion after 1867
there was little hope of fully settling the problem.

It is a fact that even Jaszi, with all his radicalism, was unable to make
progress. In 1848 he felt it impossible to solve the nationality question, “because
at that time the nationalities still adhered to the old territorial principle . ..
and could not imagine any other way of solving the nationality question than
the creation of separateSlovak, Roumanian etc. political bodies. This was
very natural in that period ... But this idea was incompatible with the
evolution of a state forming an economic unity”.5?

Jaszi quoted the precedent set by the United States where the process
of assimilation went on unimpeded. He simply did not notice one of the

61 Zs. Kunr1: A nemzetiségi béke és az osztdlyharc (#“The Peace Between the Nation-
alities and the Class Struggle’). Szocializmus, 1913/14, No 3. p. 99.

62 Q. JAszi: A nemzetiségi kérdés és Magyarorszdg jovlje (The Nationality Question
and the Future of Hungary). Budapest 1911. (Conference on January 28, 1911.)

3 Acta Historica IX/1—2.
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fundamental differences. North America had no neighbouring national states
with cultures of their own, but had a well developed bourgeois democracy
and immense economic prosperity.

Jaszi believed that his theory (and with it the theory of radicalism)
fitted real life. But the nationalities looked at their future not through theories,
but through feelings, completely mistrusting Hungarian society and even
Hungarian democracy, accepting only territorial solution.

In this question it would have been the historic mission and task of
radicalism and social democracy to uphold with intellectual independence and
shining impartiality, the ideas of bourgeois democracy, and to keep aloof
from the false pretentions and illusions of the Hungarian ruling classes.

The most serious political error committed was that they did not live
up to their mission. It was characteristic of the absurdities of social and political
conditions in Hungary that the radical sociologists have been accused of
unpatriotic activities — indeed of high treason in the very question in which
they conformed (more than in anything else), to the viewpoint of extreme
nationalists and chauvinists. Contaminated, radicalism headed directly and
necessarily for political failure.

The two (or two and a half) years following the outbreak of the war,
passed in an atmosphere benumbed by the storm. The nationalities withdrew
from political affairs (as did everybody) but they were ready for action.
In vain Tisza deluded himself and his country concerning the loyalty of the
nationalities. How could and why should these ethnic masses have been sin-
cerely loyal? Even before the war they had not considered this country
as their own, and now had even less reason to do so. They were obliged
to risk their life for her sake, fighting sometimes against their own
kinsmen?

It was evident that the Hungarian ruling classes did not and were never
going to appreciate the sacrifices made by the popular masses during the war,
and consequently that these ruling classes were going to be just as unable
and unwilling as in the preceding decades to find a democratic solution to the
nationality question. For some time, the nationalities had not expected any
‘“solution of their problems” from the Hungarian ruling classes. They did not
want to Jive in the same country with them, since “not even Kirolyi’s party,
the most radical, knows that half of this country’s population is composed
of non-Magyar elements, its official organ ... taking delight in calling the
Roumanians of Hungary “Wallachians’ whom they cannot treat tactfully
enough”. These words were written by Oszkar Jaszi, a close confederate of
the party of Karolyi, when, after the Roumanian intervention he raised the
question: how could Transylvania be saved. “To understand the present
situation and make conclusions about the future, we have to state that just
as the defeat of 1849, the present bloody crisis was a consequence of the
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unsolved nationality question ... and mainly from the South-Slavic and
Roumanian question’.%3

It was only in March of 1917, after the Russian revolution of February,
that the Karolyi-party announced in parliament that its platform included
endowing the nationalities with complete equality of rights. In fact in this
country no one noticed that they raised and debated issues beyond their
control, while they were unwilling and unable to see existing problems.

The declaration of Pittsburg had since long been published whep Oszkar
Jaszi, referring to the claim of the Czechs concerning Slovakia, declared that
“no Hungarian politician can take the Slovaks seriously ... who have no
serious reason for irredentism when we are going to treat the nationality
question in Hungary in an entirely democratic and cultured way”.8

Zsigmond Kunfi declared in Stockholm that “‘the nationality question
may be solved only within a united Hungarian state ... its solution being
in logical and organic connexion with the democratization of Hungarian
political life””. For the first time — but many years too late — a Hungarian
politician put forward the idea of giving the nationalities — within the unity
of the Hungarian state — ‘“‘complete equality of rights and autonomy in
political and economic respects”.%

But the blindness caused by the idea of the unity of the Hungarian state
Kknew no bounds. In the summer of 1918 Jaszi declared that the desire of
South-Slavs for union must not be obstructed, although there are a few who
argue that this has to enhance irredentist tendencies among the Serbs of
Hungary, ‘“there is no reason whatever for this anxiety. Qur Serbs are living
so much inside the Hungarian economic and cultural community that they
can have no serious reason for disrupting this solidarity which is exceedingly
favourable to them as well, . . . if Hungary introduces an honest policy towards
her nationalities. . . And if the latter have free economic and cultural relations¢®
with their kinsmen. This is also the key to the Slovak and Roumanian
problems .. .78

There is no denying it, the reader cannot help asking: how was it possible
for intelligent, cultured people, with broad interests, who had for many
years claimed (if not always consistently, but nevertheless with honest inten-
tions) a sensible solution of these problems, and who knew and had an
opportunity to ascertain the inevitable trend of historical processes, to

83 0. JAszi: Erdély sorsa és a magyar politika (The Destiny of Transylvania and
Hungarian Policy). Huszadik Szdzad 1916, II. pp. 131—133.

84 0. JAsz1: A cseh kérdés é a tétok (The Czech Question and the Slovaks).
Vildg, June 1. 1916, p. 5.

$51. DE&Ri1, Beszélgetés Kunfi Zsigmond dr.-ral (Conversation with dr. Zsigmond
Kunfi, in Stockholm). Vildg, June 5, 1917, p. 9.

% 0. Jiszi: A délszldv krizis (The Southern Slavic Crisis). Huszadik Szizad 1918,
II. p. 52.

3*
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exhibit such blindness in face of historical events? Did they expect trust
and loyalty of the nationalities towards a Hungary, which undeserving trust
and in defeat was at their mercy and waiting for the decision of the victorious
Allied Powers? Is there any excuse any extenuating circumstance, for the
fact that they were so incapable of understanding the situation and pre-
paring public opinion for what had to come?

By this time the attention of the public was focussed on them, not because
it had caught up with their democratic ideas but because in the last year
of the war it instinctively turned to those known to have been innocent of
provoking the war. However painful it is we must say that there was no excuse.
Under the influence of the old ruling classes the both social democratic and
radical intellectuals lost their ability to judge the nationality question.

But it is not so astonishing that the ruling classes have learned nothing
at all.

Who would be surprised by the fact that even in 1917 Albert Apponyi,
as Minister of Education, closed down a number of Roumanian schools situated
on the frontier region, cut off state subvention to parochial schools so that
before long 291 Roumanian schools ceased to exist, leaving 481 teachers
without jobs?

What could be expected of Jend Rakosi, who in January of 1918, com-
plained that “in its short-sighted carelessness Hungarian internal policy ...
not only indifferently tolerated the cultivation of alien cultures in its own
territory, but even promoted it through the state? This was criminal folly
and thoughtlessness . ..”

In Febrvary, 1918, Count Czernin still deemed it advisable to publish
the project suggested by Aurel Onciul. According to the latter ““why couldn’t
the king of Roumania, at the head of his people, have the same relation with
the sovereign of the Monarchy for instance as that of the Bavarian king with
the German emperor ...?” And if presently Bessarabia will be annexed to
Roumania it willbe possible, through a land reform introduced there, to transfer
the Transylvanian Roumanians, making Transylvania pure Magyar.®?

On January 26, 1918, the Brasséi Lapok published without comment
the closing words of an article written by abbé Jézsef Meisel on the subject
of the interment camps of Moldavia. “The Wallachian, however dressed,
remains a Wallachian. He may put on an evening suit, a gala coat, a uniform,
patent leather shoes and gloves, but In no wise can he conceal his heartless-
ness” ... To settle the Roumanian question the abbé proposed to immediately
close down all Roumanian schools and educational institutions to refuse civil
rights to those unable to produce the diploma of a Magyar school to abolish
Greek orthodox theological training, and to introduce compulsory adhereuce

67 . SzaB6: Szinmagyar Erdély? (A Pure Magyar Transylvania?). Esztendd, March
1918, p. 129.
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(of former members of the Orthodox Church) to the Uniate Church. Teachers
and priests of Roumanian tongue should be employed in Magyar regions only,
while the regions inhabited by nationalities should be entrusted to unilingual
Magyar teachers and priests. Finally, the abbé proposes to abolish the Greek
orthodox calendar, adding that those who do not like these changes, have
the right to emigrate within 3 years. This was in January 1918!

To top it all, at a meeting held on September 28, 1918, the Transylvanian
Association — (with Gabor Ugron and Istvan Apathy participating and signing
the decisions) demanded the establishment of a Székely military border zone,
the annexation of the Serbian district of Negotin to Hungary (to create a direct
connection with Bulgaria), the prevention of the annexation of Bessarabia to
Roumania, and, finally, the full assertion of the Magyar language in all facets
of public life.%®

Istvan Tisza wrote that if God wants to ruin a nation, he makes it lose
its reason. The policy of Hungary towards her nationalities during this period
was sufficient to prove that the ruling classes and the opposition — irrespective
of party affiliation — lost not only their reason and common sense, but their
human dignity, thus deserving their downfall.

Pa3BuTHE HauMOHANMH3MA H O(OPMIEHHE HALMOHAILHOTO BOMpoCca
B NMOCJNEHME ACCATHACTHUSI AyaIMCTHuYecKoil Benrpum
3. XOPBAT
Peswme

Cornaumenne 1867 r. ocraBmjio B BeHrpuu HepaspelleHHBIM HallMOHAJIbHBIH BONpOC 11
BeHCKHI ABOpP, a Tak)Ke aBCTpUiickasi Oyp)kyasusi Npoja;id HalHOHAJIbHOCTH BeHrpuu Ben-
FEPCKMUM TOCMOACTBYIOLIMM KJaccaM. YKperJieHHble B CBOEM TIOCNOACTBe NoaydeoaanbHble
KPYIHbIE TOMECIMKH, COeMHMB CBOM CHJIBI CO CPEJHHM [ABOPSIHCTBOM-3€MJICBJIAAUIBLEM B
1eJISIX COXPaHeHHst CBOEro rOCMOACTBa MPENSTCTBOBAIY Pa3PelieHHI0 HAlIMOHAIBHOIO BOIIPOCa
BbIIBH)KCHHEM BCHIEePCKHUX HALMOHAJNbHBIX WHTEPECOB, HU3BPALICHHBIX HALMOHAJIU3MOM.

Cnoit «I>KeHTPH» CO3/1aJ1 OCHOBY CBOEr0 CYILECTBOBAHHSI B HALMOHAJbHOM (pastpcrse,
B BBIABW)KECHHM HAIMOHAJIMCTHYECKMX JI03YHroB. Takum o0pasom aToT cijioH, Aep)KaBwMHi B
CBOMX PYKAax BCI0 HUCIOJIHHTCJIBHYIO BJACTb, ObL1 B COCTOSTHUM HE TOJIBKO TEPPOPH3HPOBATH
BeHrepcKkoe OOLIECTBEHHOE MHEHME, a BMECTe € TeM CBOeil pa3Bsi3HOCTbIO, CAMOHAACSH-
HOCTbI0 H He00PA30BaHHOCTBIO OH CKOMIIPOMETHDPOBAJI 3AKOHHOE NPUTS3aHHE He3aBHCHMOCTH,
HaCTOsIHMIT maTpuoTH3M. HallMoOHANMHUCTHUYECKOe MOBeJeHHe [HKCHTPH BhI3bIBAET Ja)Ke B psAAaX
HHTEJUTMT€HLHN TOJIbKO csiafoe BO3pa’KeHHeE.,

Co3/1aHHBlT Pa3BUBAIOLIMMCST KAMHTAJIH3MOM HEMHOTOYMCJIEHHDLIH Kiace Oypykyasuu 110
CBOEMY IIPOMCXOXKJAEHUIO SIBJIsleTCSl B NOJ BJistiolieM OONBLIMHCTB : He BEHTePCKHM (3 Hemell-
KHM MJIH ¢BpeiicKiM), a B OOLIECTBCHHOM OTHOLLICHHH €r0 MOJIOYKEHAe HACTOJIBKO AMCKPHMHHH-
POBaHO (34 HCKJIIOUEHHEM JOCTHTILIMX EbICIIEi CTYNMeHH 0AHKOBCKHX W NPOMBILIIEHHBIX KallHTa-
JIMCTOB), UTO Y HEr0 HeT BO3MOYKHOCTH AOJDKHbIM 00pa3oM BBICTYIMUTb NPOTHB HAIOHAJIMCTH-
4eCKOI'o TOTOKA.

IlyTb BCero nporpecca NperpakaaeTcsl CCbIJIKON HAa HHKOIAA He ONPEJeJICHHOTO M Hil-
KOrga He c(HOPMYJHPOBAHHOIO ¢HAIMOHAJNILHOIQ TI'eHUsH, — BCE, YTO MOXKET MNOJABEPTHYTH
OMAaCHOCTH MCKJIIOUUTEJIbHOE TOCHOACTBO HMMEIOUIEr0 BJIACTb KJACCa, MPOTHBOPEUHT ITOMY

%8 B. R.: A hdboru legmélyebb oka (The Most Serious Cause of the War). Huszadik
Széazad 1918, II. p. 205.
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reHuio. Meurtoil 110BHHH3MA sIBJIsleTCs TocnodcTBo 30 MHMJUIMOHOB BEHTPOB B CTPaHe, M 3710
MPOBO3MJIAWAIOT AIMTATOPHl He BEHTEPCKOro npoucxowjenusi (Mene Paxkown unu XoTh
JKonbr Bern).

OTnpa3aHoBaBLiast ThICSIYeJIeTHE CYLIeCTBOBAHNUS BeHrpuM BeHrepckasi BjacTh ¢ 6Gessa-
OOTHBIM BLICOKOMEPHEM TIPOCIIABJISICT CBOM JOCTH)KEHUsl, — HO OHA BBIABHTAeT HA MePBbIil
IJ1aH He 0eCCIIOPHO 3HAYUTEIBHOE DA3SBUTHE, 4 CBOE HAUMOHAJIMCTUUYECKOE CAMOLOBOJILCTBO.
HaunoHasibHOCTH  OTCYTCTBOBAJIM HA IPA3AHECTBAX THICSYEETHSI, B COOTBETCTBHH C ¢ THO-
LLIeHHEM, TIPOSIBJIICHHBIM HMH ewle ¢ 1868 I., CO BpeMeH yTBep)AeHMSI 3aK0HA JTBela 0 HALMO-
HANbHOCTAX.

JTOT 3aKOH, B KOTOPOM €CTh MHOIO JIHO¢pAJIbHOI0 HAMEPEeHISI, 3aC/y)KHBAIOLIEr0 yBa-
HKEHHUS, HCXOAUT M3 TOH OCHOBHOH KOHUECIIMU, UYTO «eMHOE BEHI€PCKOe HALIMOHAJILHOE To-
CyJapCTBO» CYyLIECTBYeT M OHO JOJXKHO COXpPaHHThCsA. HauuonannHoctH ewe ¢ 1867 r. npo-
TECTOBAJIH TIPOTHB 3T0il KOHLEILMH, H KOTAAd MapJjiaMeHT BCe >Ke Of00pWJ 3TOT 3aKOH, OHII
ITOCTENEHHO IePellJii K MOJHOH NapJameHTCKOM NacCHBHOCTH.

OnHAKO MACCHBHOCTb HALMOHAJBHOCTeHl HE MOTJA CKJOHHTH BEHTEPCKHE I'OCIOACT-
BYOIHE KJIACChI Ja)Ke K TOMY, UTOObI MO MeHbIIeH mepe OCYLECTBHUTb STOT 3aKOH. Jlake B
Te¢YEHHE TMOJYBEKOBOI0 CYLICCTBOBAHUS Ayanu3Ma 3aKOH He OCYLHECTBHICS], M 3TOI'0 JaKe He
CKpoiBajM. BeHrepckue rocnoACTBYONIME KJIACCH CTOSIIM HA TOH IO3MIMHM, YTO BO BCEX YCJIO-
BUSAX CJeAyeT 00eCHeyUTh «OCHOACTBO BEHreDPCKOH HHTEJUIMTEeHLUI. 3THM 000CHOBAaHHEM
OHH TPENSATCTBOBAJII B TCUEHHE ABYX ACCATHIICTUH TaroKke pedopme HIOUPATESIBHGIO TIpaBa.

HaunoHanbHulil rHeT B BeHrpni He OrpaHU4MBaiICs TOJBKO 00JIACTHIO KYJBTYPhI, He
03Hayasl TOJILKO MCKIIOYeHHe H3 0o0LiecTBa, 4 pacipOoCTPAHUIICS M HA OKOHOMUKY (X0TS M B
1'0pasfo MeHbiuel mepe). XOTs1 H OTHOCHTENbLHOE YMCJIO BIACIBLEB M3 TpeAcTaBUTeseH Ha-
I{HOHAJILHOCTeH NPEBOCXOANUIIO YMCJIO BEHIPOB, BCE )Ke HX 3eMeJIbHAsl MI0mab Obliid HeCOU3-
MEPHMO MeHBLUIEH 11 OHA HAXOJAMJIACH B IOPHBIX paiiOHAX, NPUHOCSIUUX rOPAa3J0 MeHbIIe MIpH-
ObUH. Bosee ycusteHHOI okasanachk H cTeNeHb SKCIUIYATalMH CeJIbCKOXO03sIHCTBEHHBIX pafoumx
11 0aTpaKoB HALMOHAJIBLHOCTEM, a Ja)ke B 3apadoTHON MuaTe NPOMBILLJIEHHLIX pafounx roKasa-
JIOCh PACXO>KAEHHC.

IlporpeccuBHBie, AeMOKPATHYCCKUE BEHM¢pPCKHMe MNOJUTHYECKHe NMAPTHH — PajUKabl
11 COLHAJI-AEMOKPATH — B OCHOBHOM TOYK€ HCXOAMIIM U3 MjeH €IMHOI0 BEHI¢PCKOI0 HAMOHAb-
HOF0 rocyaapcTBa M He TOJIbKO He TPeGoBaJIM HM HALMOHAJILHOH ABTOHOMHHM, HH T¢M MeHec
(eaepaTHBHOrO pelleHiist, 4 Aa)kKe He OLCHWIIM TPeIJIOXKEHHs] TaKor'o HanpassaeHust (PenHep,
bayep). Hu $lcu — cuurtaBuiniicst cambiM PAAUKAJIBHBIM B 39TOM OTHOLUCHHMH, — HH COLUAJIMCTbI
He OTXOHJIM OT 0a3uca, o0ecleUBAIOIEr0 BHYTPU eJMHOH BeHIPHH BO BCSAKOM CI1yuYade «KYiib-
TYPHYIO H 9KOHOMHUECKYIO T€MeMOHHIO» BEHIPOB, XOTS H NPU IMHPOKOH HALIHOHALHOMH AeMOK-
patui. Jayke B 1918 r., HeMOCPEACTBEHHO Mepef, MPOBANIOM AYaJIHMCTUYCCKOH MOHADXHH, OHH
He cymesH nofitd ganbuie B 3TOM Bomnpoce. Takum o0pasom yrpapisiiowlasi rocyIapeTBeHHast
BJIACTB i ONMO3HIMST B OAMHAKOBOH Mepe HeCYT OTBETCTBEHHOCTD.



Die Pline des Alldeutschen Verbandes

zur Umgestaltung Osterreich-Ungarns

von

Gy. Tokopy

In den Weltherrschaftsplinen des Alldeutschen Verbandes spielte die
Annexion Osterreich-Ungarns, oder zumindest seine vollige wirtschaftliche
und politische Unterordnung eine bedeutende Rolle. Die Angliederung der
Monarchie wiire nimlich eine Grundbedingung zur Schaffung eines mitteleuro-
piischen deutschen Reiches gewesen, was wiederum Voraussetzungund zugleich
Folge der auf Westeuropa und Ubersee gerichteten erfolgreichen Eroberungs-
bestrebungen bedeutet hitte.! Das war der Grund, dafl die Theoretiker des
Alldeutschen Verbandes schon seit Beginn der 90er Jahre Pline zur Aufteilung,
zur teilweisen Angliederung oder Foderalisierung Ostereich-Ungarns aus-
arbeiteten. Als historische Begriindung benutzten sie in diesen Plinen auch
Argumente, wie sie die Vorliufer der Pangermanen, hauptsichlich Paul de
FLagarde? und spiter die sogenannten Ostforscher anfiihrten.

Wihrend der 90er Jahre des vorigen Jahrhunderts teilten die ersten pan-
germanischen Pline — und darauf baute sich die damalige Propaganda des All-
deutschen Verbandes auf — die Monarchie in vom Deutschen Reich abhingige,
zahlreiche kleine Staatsgebilde und forderten deren sukzessive, aber vollige
Germanisierung. Die Vorstellungen iiber die konkrete Aufteilung waren selbst-
verstindlich verschieden. Vor der Jahrhundertwende offenbarten sich die
Bestrebungen des Alldeutschen Verbandes, neben den Plinen Paul de Lagardes,
am deutlichsten in der 1895 in Berlin erschienenen anonymen Broschiire
»Grofideutschland und Mitteleuropa vm das Jahr 1950« Die Broschiire wir-
belte auch im Ausland viel Staub auf, da sie mit verbliiffender Offenheit die

t Uber die Pline zur Errichtung eines mitteleuropiischen Deutschen Reiches sowie
iber ihren Zusammenhang mit den Weltmachtbestrebungen s. ausfiihrlicher Gy. Tokopy:
Az Ossznémet Szivetség (Alldeutscher Verband) és kizép-eurdpai tervei (1890—1918) (Der All-
deutsche Verband und seine mitteleuropiischen Pline). Ertekezések a Torténelmi Tudoms-
nyok korébél, 1959.

2 Deutsche Schriften von Paul de Lagarde. Géttingen, 1892. Otto Bonhard, einer der
spiteren Fiihrer des Alldeutschen Verbandes, reiht Paul de Lagarde, dessen wirklicher Name
Bétticher war, unter die Vorlidufer des alldeutschen Gedankens. Nach Bonhard waren nimlich
die »kleindeutschen-grofdeutschen-alldeutschen« Konzeptionen einzelne Stufen der »vélki-
schen Entwicklung¢, deren hauptsiichlichste Vertreter Treitschke, Lagarde und Hasse gewesen
seien. 0. BONHARD: Geschichte des Alldeutschen Verbandes. Leipzig—Berlin, 1920, S. 128.
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GroBmachtwiinsche der reaktionirsten Kreise der deutschen herrschenden
Klasse ausplauderte.

Nach Meinung des unbekannten Autors® dieser Broschiire hitte man dem
damaligen Osterreich-Ungarn vor allem Galizien und die Bukowina entreiflen
miissen. Diese beiden Gebiete hitten den Kern des polnischen und ruthenischen
Konigtums gebildet, die man spiter aus dem Gebiete des damaligen Rufland
hitte errichten miissen. Das ruthenische Konigreich wire mit Osterreich in
Personalunion unter der Herrschaft des Hauses Habsburg verblieben. Uber
das weitere Schicksal des geplanten polnischen Koénigreiches duflert sich die
Broschiire in diesem Zusammenhang nicht; doch geht aus anderen Verdffent-
lichungen unmiBverstandlich hervor, daB} es unter die Herrschaft des Deut-
schen Reiches hitte gelangen sollen. Die ruménischen Sprachgebiete Sieben-
biirgens und der Bukovina sollten an Ruménien kommen, jedoch so, daf}
die Gebiete westlich der Linie Versec, Temesvar, Arad, Nagyvarad und Szatmar
auch weiterhin zu Ungarn gehért hiitten, die von den Siebenbiirger Sachsen
bewohnten Gebiete jedoch an Osterreich gekommen wiren und eine sug.
Markgrafschaft gebildet hitten. Die Rolle dieser Markgrafschaft wire aller
Wahrscheinlichkeit nach die Sicherung der vélligen Unterordnung Ungarns
von Osten her und zugleich die Vermittlung der deutschen Vorherrschaft
in Ruminien gewesen.

Es ist vielleicht unnétig zu betonen, dafl der Anschlul} eines Teiles von
Siebenbiirgen an Ruménien nicht die Anerkennung eines selbstindigen Staats-
lebens des rumiinischen Volkes bedeutete, sondern darauf hinwies, daf3 die
Alldeutschen bemiiht waren, die bestehenden nationalen Gegensitze zugun-
sten des deutschen Imperialismus auszunutzen. Was bewiese dies besser als
die Forderung der Broschiire, Ruminien mége fiir den Gebietszuwachs dem
Zollverein beitreten und mit Osterreich, d. h. mit dem Deutschen Reich ein
militirisches Biindnis schlieen.

Das gleiche Schicksal war den Serben wie auch den Siidslawen im allge-
meinen zugedacht. Die Flugschrift wirft ndmlich die Errichtung eines groBser-
bischen Kénigtums in Personalunion mit Osterreich auf; es sollte aus dem dama-
ligen serbischen Konigtum, weiterhin aus Kroatien, Dalmatien, Montenegro
sowie aus Bosnien und aus der Herzegowina bestehen.

Die obigen Pline zeigen, daB} die Pangermanen im Gebiet der Monarchie
vor allem an eine Aufteilung Ungarns dachten, wihrend das ésterreichische
Kaiserreich — abgerechnet Galizien und die Bukowina — im wesentlichen
unversehrt geblieben wire. Zugleich verwarfen sie aber véllig auch nur die
formelle Unabhingigkeit Ungarns, und dehnten den Begriff des dsterreichischen

3 Es ist zu bemerken, daB sich die Flugschrift sehr stark auf die dargelegten Ansichten
P. de Lagardes iiber Osterreich-Ungarn stiitzt. Deshalb wirft die Entfaltung der Grund-
gedanken der Flugschrift auch auf die Vorstellungen Lagardes Licht, und so wire es unnétig,
jene gesondert zu behandeln.
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Kaiserreiches — der dargestellten Aufteilung entsprechend — auch auf die
verbliebenen Teile des Landes aus. Der Grund hierfiir war einerseits der, daB3
die Nichtdeutschen in dem geplanten &sterreichischen Kaiserreich — also
Ungarn, Tschechen, Slowaken und Slowenen — in Gebieten lebten, welche
das deutsche Monopolkapital — sowohl wirtschaftlich als auch strategisch —
besonders notig hatte, andererseits hielten die Pangermanen die Germanisie-
rung dieser Volker fiir am schnellsten durchfiihrbar, da in diesen Gebieten
neben den iiber 15 Millionen Nichtdeutschen etwa 10 Millionen Deutsche lebten.

Als Voraussetzung der praktischen Germanisierung bestimmten die
alldeutschen Autoren die Zerschlagung der Bestrebungen nach nationaler
Gleichberechtigung, die Umgestaltung des ffentlichen und privaten Rechts,
sowie — vor allem — die Siedlungen und die Enteignung des sichin nichtdeutschen
Hinden befindlichen Grundbesitzes. Die Flugschrift »Grofideutschland und
Mitteleuropa. . .« behandelte ausfiihrlich die damaligen Besitzverhiltnisse
Béhmens und stellte fest, da} die michtigsten Magnaten deutscher Herkunft —
wie die Fiirsten Schwarzenberg, Coloredo-Mansfeld, Fiirstenberg, Lichten-
stein, die Grafen Waldstein, Czernin u. a. — in diesen Gebieten schon iiber
riesige Giiter verfiigten, die als Grundlage zum weiteren VorstoB3 des Deutsch-
tums dienen kénnten. Die Enteignung des ungarischen Grofligrundbesitzes
hielt die Broschiire fiir noch leichter als die des tschechischen, da diese Giiter —
wie sie bemerkt — nur dem Namen nach dem ungarischen Adel gehérten,
tatsichlich aber im Besitz der »jiidischen Gldubiger« seien.

Auch die Germanisierung der ungarischen Bevilkerung hielten die Pan-
germanen nicht fiir zu schwierig. Dr. Fr. Guntram-Schultheil (Das Deutsch-
tum in Ungarn') und Hermann Bambery (Bamberger) (Das Werden der
Magyarennation®) beteuern in ihren Arbeiten, dal} nur ein verschwindend kleiner
Teil der damaligen insgesamt 7 Mill. Ungarn wirklich Ungarn seien, die meisten
seien slawischer Abstammung, und etwa 2 oder 3 Mill. von ihnen seien deutscher
Herkunft. Auflerdem n#hre sich — wie die genannten Autoren meinen — die
ganze Kultur in Ungarn seit Jahrhunderten aus deutschen Quellen, eine selb-
stindige ungarische Kultur gebe es iiberhaupt nicht. — Es wiire véllig iiber-
fliissig, iiber diese Darstellungen, denen wir aus der zeitgendssischen panger-
manischen, sodann aus der spiiteren faschistischen Literatur weitere unzihlige
dhnliche Beispiele anschlieffen kénnten, hier mehr zu erwiihnen, denn ihre An-
spielungen und Unwissenschaftlichkeit sind offensichtlich. Doch erweist es sich
nur darum als notwendig, weil sie die schwachen und schon damals zur Rassen-
theorie neigenden Argumente aufzeigen, mit denen die Alldeutschen versuchten,
die Berechtigung der groBdeutschen Bestrebungen zu begriinden.

DaB die geplanten neuen Staatsgebilde — das geplante polnische Konig-
reich und zum Teil Rumiinien ausgenommen — mit den erwihnten Teilen

1 Erschienen als Beilage der Miinchener Allgemeinen Zeitung vom 19.—23. Mai 1894.
5 Erschienen im Siebenbiirgisch Deutschen Tagblatt, in der Nr. vom 20. Mai 1894.
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Ungarns dem vergroBerten dsterreichischen Kaiserreich unmittelbar unter-
geordnet worden wiren, bedeutet selbstverstidndlich nicht, dafi die alldeut-
schen Ideologen Osterreichs Selbstindigkeit irgendwie férdern wollten. Im
Gegenteil ! Nach den vorgeschlagenen Umgestaltungen sollte — wie es in der
Flugschrift »Grofldeutschland und Mitteleuropa. . .« wortlich heiit — »das
Kaiserreich Ostrerreich. .. mit der in Diktatur verwalteten Markgrafschaft
Ungarn —. .. in den grofideutschen Bund und in den deutschen Zollverein«#
eintreten. Weiterhin: »Es verzichtet zu Gunsten des Deutschen Reiches auf
eine eigene Marine, unterhiilt aber eine eigene Landarmee, in der jedoch nur
Deutsche dienen.«’

Diese Pline werfen ein Licht auf die strategischen Zielsetzungen des
Verbandes beziiglich Osterreich-Ungarn. Dies wird auch durch die geistige
Ahnlichkeit bewiesen, die zwischen den Plinen und Ernst Hasses Ansichten
bestand, denn Hasse war von 1893 bis 1908 Vorsitzender des Alldeutschen
Verbandes und seine Arbeiten waren richtunggebend fiir die Politik des Ver-
bandes beziiglich der Monarchie.® Dies wird auch durch die Anerkennung
bewiesen, mit der die alldeutschen Blitter Paul de Lagarde und die Flug-
schrift »Grofldeutschland und Mitteleuropa. . .« wiederholt erwihnen, und
nicht zuletzt dadurch, dal die Grundgedanken dieser Pline in irgendeiner
Form fast in allen alldeutsch eingestellten Schriften auffindbar waren, die sich
mit Osterreich-Ungarn beschiiftigten. Als Beispiel konnen wir die Schriften
»Deutschland bei Beginn des 20. Jahrhunderts«® oder »Osterreichs Zusammen-
bruch und Wiederaufbau«? als die bekanntesten erwihnen, die, obwohl sie
beziiglich der Einzelheiten der Aufteilung verschiedene Konzeptionen anfiih-
ren, iiber die Aufteilung und Annexion der Monarchie mit den iibrigen panger-
manischen Ideologen vollkommen einer Meinung sind.

Es fragt sich nun, auf welchem Wege man dieses Ziel -— die Annexion
Osterreichs — erreichen wollte. Auf diese Frage hat Ernst Hasse am klarsten
geantwortet. Seiner Meinung nach gebe es zwei mogliche Wege: den des Krie-
ges oder den friedlichen Weg. Den friedlichen Weg hilt Hasse nur dann fir
gangbar, wenn die Habsburger zugunsten Deutschlands Konzessionen machen.1!

¢ Die Flugschrift plante ndmlich die Errichtung eines grofien mitteleuropiischen deut-
schen Reiches, das aus zwei groBeren Teilen bestanden hitte: aus dem groBdeutschen Bund
(Deutsches Reich, Osterreich, die Schweiz und die Niederlande) und dem deutschen Zollverein
(das Baltikum, Polen, das Kénigtum Ruthenien, Ruminien, Grof}-Serbien).

7Zu den Plinen iiber die Aufteilang und Germanisierung Osterreich-Ungarns s.:
Gro deutschland und Mitteleuropa um das Jahr 1950 von einem Alldeutschen. Berlin, 1895,
S. 24—28, sowie Deutsche Schriften von Paul de Lagarde. Géttingen, 1892, S. 26, 102, 398.

8 In diesen Arbeiten behandelt E. HAsSE nicht so sehr die konkreten Pline zur Auf-
teilung und teilweisen Annexion der Monarchie, als vielmehr deren historische und politische
Griinde. Seine Hauptarbeiten sind: Das Deutsche Reich als Nationalstaat. Miinchen, 1905;
Deutsche Grenzpolitik. Miinchen, 1906; Weltpolitik, Imperialismus und Kolonialpolitik. Miin-
chen, 1908.

% Von einem Deutschen. Berlin, 1900.

10 Publikation des Alldeutschen Verbandes. Miinchen, 1899.

1 Vgl. E. HassE: Deutsche Grenzpolitik. S. 145.
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Sollte dies nicht geschehen, kime es also zu einem Krieg, so diirfe man —
laut Hasse — selbst vor der Aufwiegelung der Vélker der Monarchie, in erster
Linje der Ungarn, nicht zuriickschrecken. Dementsprechend forderte der Vorsit-
zende des Verbandes die Wiederholung der Politik Bismarcks von 1866, genauer
eine Organisierung eines von innen vorbereiteten ungarischen Aufstandes!?
als Unterstiitzung.

Es versteht sich von selbst, dafl Ernst Hasse, der immer fiir die Annexion
Ungarns eintrat, den ungarischen Aufstand nicht deshalb als Unterstiitzung
haben wollte, weil er die Unabhingigkeit Ungarns zu fordern gedachte.
Im Gegenteil: mit dem Hinweis auf den 13. August 1849 fordert er, dal Deutsch-
land im Falle des Ausbruches des ungarischen Aufstandes eine ihnliche Rolle
spielen solle, wie das zaristische Ruflland bei der Zerschlagung des unga-
rischen Freiheitskampfes. D. h. mit andern Worten Deutschland solle den
heimlich von ihm vorbereiteten und unterstiitzten ungarischen Aufstand nie-
derschlagen und seine Bedingungen dem bedringten Osterreich aufzwingen.®
Hasse erinnert sogar an den Brief, den Kaiser Karl V. an Ferdinand I. schrieb,
als dieser ihn um Rat und Hilfe gegen die Tiirken bat, und in dem der Kaiser
nur fiir den Fall Hilfe in Aussicht stellte, wenn Ferdinand Ungarn annektiert
hitte. Sollten sich die Habsburger wieder an den Kaiser um Unterstiitzung
wenden, so miisse — nach Hasse — diese Bedingung von neuem gestellt wer-
den. 14

All diese Pline aber, die der Alldeutsche Verband hauptsichlich in der
ersten Zeit seines Bestehens — also in den 90er Jahren und um die Jahrhun-
dertwende — vorbrachte, wiren in der gegebenen internationalen Situation
nur durch einen Zweifrontenkrieg gegen Ruflland und Frankreich durchfithrbar
gewesen. Die Fiithrer des Alldeutschen Verbandes waren sich dariiber offenbar
im klaren, was auch daraus hervorgeht, daf3 Hasse die Schrift »Deutschland
bei Beginn des 20. Jahrhunderts« beifillig zitiert, die die Errichtung »Grof3-
deutschlands« nur dann fiir praktisch durchfiihrbar hielt, wenn Deutschland
das zaristische RuBlland zerschlagen habe. Geschehe dies, so kénne man —
laut Vorstellung der Flugschrift — fiir geringen Schadenersatz die Nichtdeut-
schen aus Cisleithanien ausweisen, und es ergibe sich die Méglichkeit, nicht nur
von Ruflland, sondern auch von seinem Verbiindeten, von Frankreich grofle
Gebiete abzutrennen und diese vor den westlichen bzw. 6stlichen Grenzen
Deutschlands zu Verteidigungszonen zu gestalten. Diese Gebiete miilliten —
Cisleithanien — geriumt und die besiegten Regierungen gezwungen werden,
der ausgewiesenen nichtdeutschen Bevilkerung entsprechende Entschidigung
zu bieten. Diese gerdumten und annektierten Gebiete sollten dann mit deutschen
Siedlern kolonisiert werden. Dies wiiren nach Ansicht der Flugschrift und

12 Ebd. S. 145.
13 Ebd. S. 145.
14 Ebd. S. 145.
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dariiber hinaus auch nach der Meinung der Pangermanen die wichtigsten
Friedensbedingungen nach einem siegreichen Krieg gewesen.1®

Aus dem Gesagten geht nicht nur hervor, dafl die Pangermanen schon
um die Jahrhundertwende den Zweifrontenkrieg zur Verwirklichung ihrer
Pline fiir unumginglich hielten, sondern dafl sie auch an den unbedingten
Sieg Deutschlands glaubten. Tatsédchlich aber war der deutsche Imperialismus
zu dieser Zeit auf einen solchen Zweifrontenkrieg noch nicht vorbereitet.
Dies um so weniger, als jeder Versuch zur Verwirklichung dieser Pline aufler
dem Widerstand Frankreichs und RuBlands auch den Englands ausgeldst
hitte. Mit dem Aufkommen des Imperialismus riickten nimlich bekanntlich
die englisch—deutschen Gegensitze in den Mittelpunkt der internationalen
Politik. Der Kampf zwischen den beiden Lindern wurde in Kolonialfragen,
in der Flottenpolitik und auf verschiedenen anderen Gebieten des internatio-
nalen Lebens zusehends erbitterter und hatte die Schwichung des Dreibundes
zur Folge. Osterreich-Ungarn, das in England einen Verbiindeten gegen
Ruflland sah, war mit der West- und Uberseepo]itik Deutschlands unzufrieden,
was sich in seiner Stellungnahme zum Burenkrieg deutlich offenbarte. In
Ttalien lsste die englandfeindliche Politik Deutschlands #dhnliche Unzufrie-
denheit aus.16

Der deutsche Imperialismus war nicht gewillt, auf seine westlichen und
iiberseeischen Anspriiche zu verzichten, konnte aber auch den Dreibund
nicht entbehren, auBer er hitte sich von vornherein mit der vélligen und end-
giiltigen Isolierung abgefunden. Dementsprechend glaubten die fithrenden
politischen Kreise, den einzigen »Ausweg« aus diesem Dilemma in der kraft-
vollen Aufriistung zu einem Kriege — u. zw. zu einem Zweifrontenkrieg —
gefunden zu haben. Zur Zeit Bismarcks war die offizielle deutsche Politik
gegeniiber Osterreich-Ungarn vom Bestreben nach Festigung der internatio-
nalen Lage Deutschlands, weiterhin vor allem von der Politik bestimmt, Frank-
reich zu isolieren, Ruflland in Schach zu halten und so einen Zweifronten-
krieg zu vermeiden; aber seit den 90er Jahren und besonders seit der Jahr-

15 yDeutschland bei Beginn des 20. Jahrhunderts«. Zitiert bei HassE: Deutsche Grensz-
politik S. 133 —134. Diese Pline, wie verbliiffend sie auch lauten, blieben nicht nur verein-
zelt