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Prologue
History is, first and foremost, a retelling of the past. It recounts events of former times, relates information
about those events so that we may recognize the relationships between them. According to Aristoteles (Poetica, ch.
IX), the historian differs from the poet only in that the former writes about events that have happened, while the
latter of events that may yet happen. Modern history is mostly concerned with events of a political nature or those
between countries, and on occasion with economic, social and cultural development. History must present the events
in such a manner as to permit the still-living subjects to recognize them through their own memories, and permit the
man of today to form an adequate picture of the events being recounted and their connections. Those persons who
were mere objects in the events, or infrequently active participants, are barely able to depict objectively the events in
which they participated. But is not the depiction of recent history subjective? Everyone recounts the events from
their own perspective. A personal point of view does not, theoretically, exclude objectivity – only makes it relative.
The measure of validity is the reliability of the narrator.
The situation is entirely different with historical narratives that are written with a conscious intent to prove a
point, or espouse certain interests. In these instances, we can not talk of reliability or objectivity in the search for
truth. These endeavors can be noticed in the historical interpretation of events in East-central and South-eastern
Europe by Communist – and fellow traveller – historians between, during and after the two wars. A barrier to the
true and objective documentation of events was the overly sensitive nature of the new ‘controlling superpower,’
which demanded extensive orthodoxy in observing its state and social ideology when interpreting historical events.
A further difficulty arises in striving for truth and objectivity, if the validation for the imposed political,
economic and social changes in East-central and South-eastern Europe following WWII, when the Communist
power takeover is made to appear as an historical necessity and came about with the agreement and choice of the
overwhelming majority of the people of the region. They are repeatedly attempting to sell the idea that the exclusive
measure of assessing the past is the present; that only that is to be accepted as positive development or advance,
which the interest and judgement of the system deems advantageous or useful for the present. This view essentially
subordinates the past to the present and opens the gates to the skewing and manipulating of historical events. The
Communists regimes will stop at nothing to undermine, in part or entirely, the basic foundation blocks of social
perception, to weaken the universally accepted and respected national traditions.
A number of outstanding and accepted Hungarian historiographers were gradually forced to become silent.
Instead of objective, factual history, party ideology was forcibly imposed in education; historically significant
memorials are razed; pictures of noted historical personages and events are removed from classrooms; streets and
squares are renamed; wholesale destruction of manuscripts, books and documents critical of the system. The result:
uncertainty, identity turmoil and a crack can be sensed in the historical and national identity sense of generations.
Only ‘revolutionary’ traditions may be nurtured, at least those that the Communist party deems ‘revolutionary.’
After the war, Communist and fellow traveller historians strive to create a new kind of historical perspective and
perception. In their view, only those portions of modern Hungarian history can be deemed progressive and valuable,
which instinctively or deliberately serves the furthering of socialism. Doubt in the viability of socialism, critical
views of the methods and means employed are marked as outmoded, reactionary and anti-democratic, which invited
virulent attacks, threats and, not infrequently, reprisals.
Communist politicians, historians and newspapermen invented the concept of ‘guilty nation’ after WWII. Their
chief aim is to brand the Hungarian nation as Hitler’s ‘most loyal ally’ and, consequently, burden it with a sense of
‘collective guilt.’ Almost constantly, they repeat: “Fascism has infected the Hungarian people. The actions of the
leading inter-war politicians were guided by class interests.”
The politicians in power at the time made faulty assumptions regarding the future prospects of the country.
Because of it, a vanquished Hungary could not expect any understanding or support from the victors. This includes
expectations and ideas concerning the decisions of the peace conference. They stayed unfailingly mute about the
exemplary behavior and brave stand taken by a number of Hungarian politicians against the war and dictatorship,
the brave deeds of individuals and institutions, the passive resistance of a significant portion of the population, as
much as of the fact that the Slovaks and Croats were also ‘loyal vassals’ of Hitler, that Czech industry operated in
overtime, until the end of the war, to produce materiel for the German forces, etc.
2

The manipulation of historical facts and, as a result, historical and national identity – primarily among the older
generation, especially among writers, educators, historians, etc. – causes growing unease and fear. A similar reaction
can be observed among members of the younger generation interested in the recent past. Although this younger
generation admits to the importance of Marxist historiography, yet they accept critically and with reservations the
‘official explanations,’ especially regarding countless events between the wars and during WWII, the official
justification for the legitimization and legalization of the governing system, etc. For the younger generation – in
searching for the truth and striving for objectivity – every new, credible clue, information and fact is of great
importance.
This work, planned to be two volumes, intends to present, through important historical events and
relationships, that statements of inter-war Hungary’s political, economic and social backwardness, when compared
to the degree of development of the other countries of the region, are as unsupportable as the reports of the infection
of the majority of the country by Fascism, Nazism, and the Fascist, or semi-Fascist, leaning of its government.
Further, the study wishes to establish that the creation of the ‘peoples democracies’ in the Danubian basin occurred
against the wishes of the vast majority of the people. Its creation was made possible only as a result of the new
‘controlling superpower’ and the massive support of the Red Army – in Yugoslavia, by armed-to-the-teeth partisans,
in Czechoslovakia, abetted by a Communist takeover –, the abuses of power by Communists loyal to Moscow and,
not coincidentally, with the enthusistic help of ‘fellow travellers’ active in other parties.
The first part of the study contains a few thoughts on the history of the Danubian basin. It points out the
significance of the rule of the House of Habsburg in the Danubian basin and presents extracts from the history of the
region’s new ‘controlling superpower.’ The author intentionally avoids a comprehensive review of events in
Hungary between 1918 and 1939, preferring to treat, instead, those events which Marxist historiography has
intentionally omitted, presented in a one-sided manner or ‘assessed’ from a Marxist point-of-view. Among other
things, the study treats in greater detail the two ‘revolutions’ (1918 and 1919), the reasons for, and and consequences
of, their failure, the noteworthy achievements of the Bethlen era, the in-depth social analysis of Gyula Szekfű, and
the reformist ideals and reform movements of the 30’s. The analyses of this study endeavor to explore the
intellectual history background. The author discusses in some detail, in the first section of the essay, the Catholic
rebirth in Hungary. In general, the churches had, and have, a major impact on the thought process and behavior of
the vast majority of the population – especially the Catholic Church. The impetus received from the Catholic Church
materially contributed to the struggle of national self-preservation. Catholic individuals and institutions continued to
create new reform ideas and movements through the 20th century, which served as bases in the intellectual resistance
to National Socialism and, later, Bolshevism. It was not by accident that, after the war, the Communists forcefully
attacked, slandered without qualms and persecuted without respite large numbers of Catholic individuals and
institutions in Hungary. The ‘official’ history books today still lack a factual and complete treatment of these events.
The second part of this study relates bona fide facts covering countermeasures to German influence, the
intellectual and political resistance movements during and after the war, the brave struggle of a significant majority
of the population for the creation of parliamentary democracy, the preparations made for, and execution of, the
Communist takeover, etc. While doing so, the author will point out applicable source literature, including the best
works of current Hungarian historians.
The Hungarian youth of today are expressing an avid interest in the problems of historical continuity, in the
20th century context of people, nation and homeland, in intellectual trends, in power and power factors, in
relationships and interdependencies, in the potential viability of concepts at hand, etc. The significance of this
interest is magnified by the fact that more than 50 percent of Hungary’s population is under 30 years of age. The
young are demanding an uncompromising and unbiased recounting of the problems of the recent past. The deafening
silence about certain events must cease; the party biases and assessment of the events of the inter-war period; the
slavish praise heaped on the occupying forces; the glossing over of the atrocities committed by the Red Army during
and after the ‘liberation’ battles, etc. Four decades after the end of the Second World War, the time has come to
process, assess and publish an objective recounting of the period.
Bold attempts have been made in the past few years in the eastern parts of Europe to deal with the events of the
region – free from the reigning ideology – in an objective and factual manner.1 For all those, who lived through the
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those war and post-war years and, perhaps, were participants or contributors to those events, it is a moral and
political duty support this process of striving for objectivity by affixing their memories, knowledge and assessments.
This is all the more important as the number of credible witnesses of the period is dwindling every year.
This modest book also wishes to contribute to the factual documentation of the events of those years. The
author is aware of shortcomings and subjectivity that invariably crept into his study. In spite of them, he hopes that
the work will contribute to a deeper understanding of the events and provides encouragement for more research by
the younger generation of historians. It is his conviction that it will gradually become possible in the near future to
draw a true picture of the era in the countries of the region, without having to take into consideration the ideology of
a country or society, or the extreme sensitivity of a neighbouring country or superpower.
I owe heartfelt gratitude to my friends, who encouraged me to write this study, provided honest criticism,
valuable suggestions and effectively supported my through critical corrections and no less to all those who made the
publication of this work possible. Special thanks to my wife, who spent months of her free time gallantly typing the
research paper.
Varga József
Vienna, March 15, 1986.
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I. The Danubian region – East-central Europe
1.1. The theory
“The designation of the Danubian region – its political and geographic definition – covers that area through
which the Danube flows on its way to the Black Sea, essentially the territory of the former Austro-Hungarian
Monarchy (Austria, Czechoslovakia (sic), Hungary, parts of Yugoslavia (sic) and Romania. Subsequent to the 1918
dissolution of Austria-Hungary, the Danubian region was then re-drawn into a number of medium and small-sized
countries with a plethora of customs borders, boundary issues, nationality clashes and other political conflicts. Those
recommendations that this region be once again united in a “Danubian Alliance” met with failure. Interest in the
territory in the inter-war period, which is important both strategically and economically, was only expressed by
Germany, Russia and Italy – rather less so by the western powers. At the time, plans for a Danubian alliance were
rejected by Russia and Italy as they had no desire to see the resurrection of another competitive power in the
Danubian region.”2
The Danube carries its own symbolic fate in this region. The Danube is the only European river that flows
from West to East, linking the important areas of the continent. It is the natural road (of the Niebelungs, of pilgrims,
of commerce). It connects but, at the same time, make possible through traffic and promotes intrusion. For a long
time, it was a frontier (Latin: limes), a dividing line.
As a navigational lane, the Danube has had international committees to oversee it. These were glaring
examples of how the interests of large powers clashed with each other in the Danubian region. The European
Danubian Commission was created in 1856, after the Crimean War, with the primary goal, as a technical committee,
to make the Danube delta navigable – prone to shifting sandbars and requiring constant intervention – which, at the
time, along with all of Romania, was under Turkish suzerainity.
The commission, however, masked the political aim of ensuring the influence of the western powers and
Austria in a region which, until that time, belonged to the sphere of interest of Russia or Turkey. Initially, Russia
and Turkey were not included in the commission; later, they were, along with Romania. At the same time, another
commission was created, the Commissions of the River Danube (CRD), which was empowered to control the entire
length of the river. The secondary political aim of this was also to spread the influence of the great powers in an as
yet Turkish influenced Balkans. The CRD did not carry out any activity as Austria-Hungary, through whose territory
flows the longest stretch of the Danube, did not wish international intervention. Similarly, the gradually independent
Balkan states also guarded carefully their sovereignty, behaving with antipathy towards the commission. In practice,
it was only the European Danube Commission (EDC) that acted but its mandate was restricted to the stretch from
Ulm to Braila; again having jurisdiction only past the Iron Gates [the gorge on the lower Danube-ed.]. Romania did
not take kindly to the commission excercising sovereign rights , while the technical actions carried out were
beneficial. The commission was located in Galaţi, Romania.
After the First World War, the CRD was replaced by the International Danube Commission (IDC), constituted
in Vienna. In it, every subsequent country created out of the Monarchy was represented, along with Bavaria and
Württemberg, as well as England, France and Italy; not represented were Russia and Turkey. The IDC assumed
control of the Iron Gate gorge. A jurisdictional disagreement arose between the IDC and the EDC over the river
delta, with the EDC reserving the de facto right of control; since the war, the only countries represented in it were
England, France, Italy and Romania. The activities of the IDC ran into opposition with the sovereignty demands of
the riparian states, yet it worked with somewhat greater effectiveness than in its CRD phase. When Germany ended
the international status of its rivers in 1938, this commission was disbanded, to the enthusiastic agreement of the
western powers who, by this time, saw it only as a means of German influence in southeastern Europe. By the
agreement signed at Sinaia (Romania), the rights of the EDC were transferred to Romania. During the Second World
War, a new Danube Commission – under German leadership – was formed (initially with Russia’s participation) but
ceased at war’s end. Essentialy, the entire Danubian basin fell into the zone of Russian influence. With the
annexation of Besarabia, the Soviet Union, through the Ukraine, became a Danubian nation.
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At the Paris Peace Conference of 1946, the western powers, including the United States, expressed a desire to
reinstate the international control – now with American participation. Russia, and the southeastern Danubian states
under its influence, rejected it and insisted that control over maritime traffic be assumed by the individual countries
affected. The western countries saw this as an attempt to solidify Russian influence over the Danubian region and
were able to include an article into the peace treaties with Italy, Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria, which recognized
the freedom of Danubian maritime traffic and referred the possible reinstatement of international control to a future
conference.
The conference was held in 1948 in Belgrade, attended by Russia, Ukraine, England, France, Hungary,
Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, Romania, Czechoslovakia and the United States. The Russian draft agreement suggested a
Danube commission composed solely of representatives of Danubian countries. This was accepted by a vote of 7:1
(America dissenting); England and France abstained but stated that they would not recognize the new agreement but
rather continue to recognize as valid the agreement of 1921. Austria joined the current Danube commission in 1960.
Earlier, it had individual bilateral agreements with the member countries. The German Federated Republic [West
Germany-ed.], through whose territory passed the navigable section of the Danube from Ulm to Passau, sent two
observers to the Danube commission in 1957 and began discussions in 1965 about joining. (No decision has been
made at the end of 1986 in this regard-author’s comment.) The Belgrade agreement states, on behalf of each
individual country the freedom of river traffic, as well as port fees, fee payments and commercial boat traffic in light
of applicable regulations. The commission meets every year in Budapest, where transportation fees are set and
decisions made regarding river management.3
The Danubian region, through the normative force of the facts: the common history, a sense of unity and
mutual dependency, and the threats from the Germans, Tatars, Turks and Russians, as well as from the geographical,
geopolitical, ethnological, economic and cultural circumstances grew into a feeling of ‘shared fate’ and a mood of
‘family’ arising out of the situation.
After WWII, certain countries of the Danubian region were often called Eastern Europe (or East Bloc). These
are primarily politically and ideologically motivated labels applied to those countries which, subsequent to the war,
ended up in the zone of Russian influence and, of necessity, regardless of their opposition, embarked on the path of
Communism. In the history of contemporary Europe, we often meet the labels ‘East’ and ‘West.’
From a historical perspective, at its creation, Europe was restricted to that area which lay inside, to the West of,
the Roman limes. The Carolingian empire encompassed only a portion of ‘Roman Europe,’ enlarging its territory
eastward over Germanic tribes. Between the 9th and 11th centuries, Europe was expanded by northern, east-central
and southeastern European states. Although the Bizantine Empire was a part of ‘Roman Europe,’ it continued to live
a separate life of its own, creating a unique culture and spreading its influence into eastern Europe. After the
permanent schism in 1054 between the eastern and western Churches, the various traits of eastern and western
Europe became more defined. It was of particular significance that the Slavs, and the Slavicised people, were
converted by the eastern Church. In many places, the cultural and economic influence of the Bizantine Empire was
palpable. Its capital, Constantinople, as the political, economic and cultural center of the then-world, exerted a vast
attraction. Bizantium left a decisive imprint on the visage of eastern Europe. The Bizantine Empire was, for long
centuries, the protective bastion of Europe, deflecting Persian, Arab and Turkish attacks. It was this wall that
enabled the western European peoples to create for themselves unique national identities.
Today, there exists a theory whereby Europe is made up of three parts. One is western Europe (‘Roman
Europe’ enlarged by the territories of the Germanic tribes), another is eastern Europe (Russia and the Balkans), and
third is the ‘in-between’ east-central Europe (the Carpathian basin, the Czech basin, Poland and the Baltic
countries).
With regard to cultural history, by western Europe we mean that territory whose population accepted the
Roman rite Christianity. This is essentially identical with the lands that gave birth to the past millenium’s most
significant intellectual and cultural movements: Romanesque style, Gothic, Scholasticism, the Renaissance,
Humanism, the Reformation, the Enlightenment, human rights, Rationalism, Romanticism, Liberalism, the
Industrial Revolution, Capitalism and democratic Socialism. Western Europe adopted these social and economic
3
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changes in short order; the area of Europe outside this zone is labeled eastern Europe.
With regard to ethnicity, ‘Roman Europe’ and northern Europe was populated mainly by Germanic and Roman
tribes; eastern Europe and the Balkans – with the exception of the Magyars and ancient Romans – with Slavic or
Slavicized tribes.
Further differentiation arose from the fact that, while some Slavs accepted Rome, the majority bowed their
head before the Bizantine rite Christianity, more or less according to tribe. A certain amount of Islamic influence
came later through the Turkish presence. Any attempt to draw a boundary between ‘Roman Europe’ and eastern
Europe is scarcely possible, as an obvious and natural frontier does not exist between them.

1.2. A sense of destiny … and paradoxes
A sense of purpose, a certainty of a concrete goal emerges at some point in the cultural development of every
people, of every nation. Among the tribes of the Danubian region, this certainty of a calling for the fulfillment of
unique tasks manifested itself especially strongly. In the beginning, the thought spread throughout Hungary that it
was Christianity’s bastion and aegis. In the early 19th century, the Magyars saw it as their unique task to wrest
liberty for, and impose order in, the Danubian region and to ensure these for the benefit of the other ethnic groups,
too. The Poles held that they had to suffer an especial amount for freedom; this suffering though, like the suffering
of Christ, was on behalf of all humanity. The Czechs lauded the behavior of Jan Hus, elevating him into a national
and European hero, proposing him as the initiator of Christian renewal. The Slovaks dreamt of a Slavic purpose; a
purpose that could only be fulfilled by a united empire of all Slavs. In the instance of the Romanians, their image of
a national destiny is closely intertwined with the constructs professed with their origins, as well as the protection of
Christianity. The function of a protective bastion and sacrifices made on behalf of Christianity is also deeply rooted
in the consciousness of the Serbs, Croatians and Bulgarians, while the images of protective shield and selfprotection were always closely related.
The sense of destiny, a mission for a specific undertaking enabled the peoples of the Danubian region to
achieve significant cultural and political goals and gave them strength in times of tribulations. The greater the chasm
became between their former greatness and their present state, the less it became possible to prevent certain conflicts
from forming in their mind, whose danger and negative impact lay in that these people came firmly to believe: Other
people must be culpable for their fate.
Let us briefly consider five such conflicts or paradoxes:
East of the Roman limes and North of Bizantium, the east-central and southeastern Europe that came into being
during the 9th to 11th centuries, the ‘in-between’ Europe, neither the Roman nor Bizantine Empires were willing to
accept as equals – as opposed to northern Europe – even though these people expended all their energies to fulfill
the conditions they felt necessary for acceptance into the circle of western countries: conversion to Christianity and,
as proof of their commitment, native saints of their own. It was only the state of Kiev, which was somewhat of an
exception – while it was powerful enough. This then is the first paradox, which dogged these nations during their
entire history, and became a fateful handicap during the emergence of their sense of identity.
During their history, every nation played an important role in Europe for various lengths of time. They all
professed to be allied to the West. Some among them defended ‘Roman Europe’ from external enemy attacks
coming from the East or South. In these battles they were, almost always, left to fight on their own, often receving
from ‘Roman Europe’ nothing for their sacrifice but words of praise: nisi verba. (The second paradox.)
All these various peoples were obdurate in their resolve to defend their own development, their characteristics
and the path to their own revitalization and rebuff every external attempt at interference in their own affairs. The
necessary means to do so was usually lacking. (The third paradox.)
It is undeniable that the east-central and south-eastern European nations owe a tremendous amount to the
Germans. The German artisans, traders and technicians, preachers, scientists, writers and artists contributed a great
deal of the essential and valuable elements to the economic, cultural and technical development of the region. It is
equally undeniable that this economic-technical and scientific-cultural push of the Germans to the East and
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Southeast was frequently combined with attempts at enlarging their hegemony. This spread of German hegemony
was keenly rejected by the affected people, in fact, they actively fought against it, within their means and ability.
The resultant mix of admiration and fear – love and hate, if you will – formed the fourth paradox.
The further these tribes found themselves from their ‘heroic age,’ the more their role and function shrank
within the bounds of a larger European history, the greater the deeds of their heroic forbears seemed; at the same
time, they were less and less inclined to accept their own mistakes and shortcomings. On the other hand,
responsibility for the crises, defeats and internecine battles were quickly blamed on the ‘West,’ primarily on the
indifference, incomprehension and greed for supremacy by the Germans. (The fifth paradox.)
The above mentioned – and partly subjective – attitudes are still influencing the historical world view among
these tribes, now countries, and the traditions filtered through them are still very much alive. These attitudes are
based on a not-inconsiderable number of objective facts, or at least facts felt to be objective, in the histories of any
of these nations; again, not the least because western European histories failed to record them; and finally, because
these groups could not have agreed with the methodology with which the Marxist historians of the present era have
interpreted their histories.
A sort of conceit took root in ‘Roman Europe’: they thought that they, and only they, were really and truly
Europeans; eastern Europe can only become their equal if they are ready to accept the cultural values, with all their
consequences, from ‘Roman Europe.’ At the same time, it was ignored that, while Europe formed a single cultural
unit (as far as the fundamentals were concerned), it still existed and responded as several subcultures. The rotation
of cultural values within the subcultures and the mutual influence among them was always the strongest, if not the
most creative, fact of the developmental ability of collective European culture.

1.3. Efforts at a union in the Danubian region
The Danube, either as a means of communication or as a frontier, or the most important West to East
transportation route, has always played an important role in the history of Europe: its 2,860 km. stretch links central
Europe with the countries that ring the Black Sea; its 817,000 sq.km. drainage basin, whose peoples, histories and
cultures were, and will remain, an integral part of Europe.
For centuries, such integrative realities have been at work in the Danubian region, which impelled the
components toward political and economic union. The Danube linked the entire region: from the Alps, the
Sudetenland, the Carpathian basin, the Adriatic through the lower Danube plains. The Danubian region forms a large
economic unit, within which agriculture and mining, large and small industry complement each other. The important
trade routes of Eurasia traverse this territory, their crossroads providing the impetus for the formation of towns and
economic centers. An especially active life could then develop, given this rich geo-political resource.
A further integrative factor was the threatening behavior of the surrounding large power centers. During the
Middle Ages, these were Bizantine and Germanic Empires; for a period in the 13th century, the Tatars threatened the
populace of the Danubian region. In the 14th century, Bizantium was replaced by the Turkish Empire, to be
superseded by Russia in the 18th. This external pressure and threatenedness created a sense of mutual reliance and
unity. In spite of these integrative forces, there were many divisive forces, as well. Just on the Danubian territory of
the Monarchy, there were 11 nations (Germans, Magyars, Czechs, Slovaks, Poles, Ruthenians, Romanians, Serbs,
Croats, Slovenes, Italians), 11 languages and 11 religions (Roman Catholics, Greek Catholics, Armenian Catholics,
Greek Orthodox, ancient-rite Catholics, united Christians, Calvinists, Lutherans, Baptists, Jews, Mohammedans).
The national characteristic, legal and social structure, political traditions and systems, the degree of
development of culture and civilization, the level of economic and infrastructural achievement, the vastly different
priority placed on freedom, sovereignty, independence and standard of living all contrived to impede and make
difficult the unity of the functionally coalesced entities.
One of the probable reasons for the clash of the integrating and disintegrating forces was that, in the Danubian
region, a united political entity could only be formed as a reaction to strong political and economic pressure; it could
never come into being as a result of plans, which – taking into consideration the welfare of the smaller nations of the
region –proposed a union on an alliance basis.
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The first attempts in that direction, to form the Danubian region into a unified political entity, were haphazard
and lasted but a short time. This is equally true of the Avar empire of the 7th century, the Greater Bulgarian and
Greater Moravian empires in the 9th and 10th centuries. The plans of Bizantine emperor Manuel I with the Magyar
heirs to the throne, later the Magyar king Béla III’s in the second half of the 12th century, and Czech king Otto II’s in
the 13th century never reached the stage of implementation. On the other side, a lasting union came into existence
during the centuries of the Turkish standard (1389-1878), which, in many respects, represented an advantage to the
subjugated nations – at least at the height of the Turkish Empire.
Under the House of Anjou, a short-lived personal union existed between Hungary and Poland, creating a
‘superpower’ in east-central Europe. Of greater importance, however, was the foreign political orientation signalled
by the marriage of the daughter of King Louis the Great with Sigismund of Luxemburg. Louis correctly foresaw the
peril approaching from the South and intentionally prepared a Magyar realignment toward the Holy Roman Empire.
Sigismund, as king of Hungary and Bohemia, was elected as Holy Roman Emperor; he entertained plans of an
enlarged empire under the rule of the House of Luxemburg. This finally brought an end to the traditional NorthSouth external politics of the House of Árpád. This new orientation – a continuation of the efforts exerted by Louis
the Great – was without doubt essential, in light of the unstoppable Turkish advances from the South. The only
possibility to counter the Turkish threat seemed to lie in the political, economic and military strength of the
Germans. Essentially, king Mathias Corvinus followed the same political path. He had to admit that the powers of
Hungary were not adequate to counter the Turkish menace and, in response, wanted to create a Danubian empire. It
is not impossible that he was trying to emulate the example of Sigismund in trying to become Holy Roman Emperor.
In the meanwhile, significant shifts have taken place in the European power relationship. The decline of the
Burgundian power after the 1477 battle of Nancy, in which Duke Charles the Bold lost his life, changes the power
bases in the West. The Habsburgs captured Burgundy (dynastically). This paved the way for the House of Habsburg
toward becoming a world power, in the same way as their cooperation with the Jagiellon kings against Mathias
Corvinus.
After the conquest of Constantinople in 1453, the Turks had advanced to Styria by 1471 – and the political and
cultural center of Europe shifted to the North. A similar process was in motion in the East, as well, the shift from
Kiev to the state of Muscovy – all in the second half of the 15th century. Ivan III married the niece of the last
Bizantine emperor; a year later, in 1473, he assumed the title of Tsar, the first to do so. It was at the same time that
the double headed eagle makes its appearance in the seal of the Grand Duke of Muscovy. The same years were the
time of European consolidation in the West, on the Iberian peninsula, the marriage of Isabella and Ferdinand (1469)
and the end of the Moorish kingdom of Granada. Also through marriage, Casimir IV united Poland and Lithuania.
All five daughters of Casimir IV married Germans. These matrimonial ties represented valuable connections for the
Jagiellon dynasty; in fact, creating a circle of alliances, which made it substantially easier for him to come to an
agreement with Mathias Corvinus and, thus, acquire the crowns of Hungary and Bohemia.
Taking note of the cited facts, it would have been of crucial importance to Mathias Corvinus to forge closer
contacts with this dynasty. After the death of Mathias’ first wife Catherine, daughter of George Podjebrad, Casimir
IV proposed a plan based on a double wedding: Mathias to be wedded to his daughter Jadwiga and Miksa, the son of
the Emperor, to marry her younger sister. The plan did not come to fruition and Mathias tried to bolster his position
through marriage to the daughter of the Emperor, Kunigunda, later the wife of Duke Albert IV of Bavaria. This plan,
too, failed. At the turn of the 15th – 16th century, the Jagiellons controlled a vast territory as no other western dynasty
in history. It spread from Prague to Kiev, from Danzig to Nagyszeben (Romania: Sibiu). In 1477, the Emperor made
a Habsburg-Jagiellon alliance agains King Mathias.
“For Corvin (Mathias), the Emperor’s move was causus belli. With his declaration of war against Fredrich III,
which specifically excluded the rulers of the member states of the empire, Mathias began his successful campaign
against the Emperor. The campaign ended in December of 1477 with the Treaty of Korneuburg, which also
recognized his Czech crown and elector status in the empire. In 1479, Casimir was also forced to sign a peace treaty
with Mathias. In the existing system of European rivalries, only those powers were able to maintain their position,
which had a strong, centralized monarchy and which spent its tax revenues maintaining a mercenary army. These
states had the most urgen need for citizens – tax paying citizens to maintain the mercenary army – educated citizens
for public administration, the judiciary and counsel; loyal citizens to provide an escape from the powers of the
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estates [the nobility and the clergy-ed.]. That is the main reason that the Habsburgs were able to become a European
‘superpower’ but not the Poles, the Swedes or the Magyars. And that is the significant reality behind the fact that the
Habsburgs were able to acquire Burgundy, Spain and a portion of Italy.”4
The second half of the 15th and the first half of the 16th centuries saw all out battles in the West over Atlantic
maritime hegemony, while in the East, it raged for control over territory. Eastern Europe – the Danubian region –
was the battlefield in the quest for the creation of empire by the Corvin, Jagiellon and Habsburg dynasties. Sweden
and Poland were gradually neutralized by Russia. The strength of Hungary was tied down with the Turks and, after
the battle of Mohács (1526), completely sapped. Through the dual marriage between the Jagiellon and Habsburg
dynasties and the meeting of the rulers at the Congress of Vienna (summer of 1515), the road lay open for the
Habsburgs for the founding of their Danubian empire – for the creation of a unified economic zone along the
Danube.
It was a plan that was to keep the Habsburgs occupied for the next four centuries.

1.4. Restructuring based on federation
Politicians and statesmen have been discussing a political union of the Danubian region – at a minimum an
economic and trade policy zone – especially around the time of the 1848-49 revolution. Countless plans were
hatched of the fundamental reorganization of the zone. At the center of the ‘radical’ concept was the idea of
federalism. This was meant to create a new world order in which every country retained its independence and
freedom; the interests of every ethnic group and religious community was respected; the development of unique
characteristics was optimally enabled – all the while with maximum cooperation and the furthering of common
interests.
The Transylvanian Magyar reformer, Miklós Wesselényi, was the first politician to suggest the concept of a
federated union in the Danubian region. In an 1844 article of his, titled An opinion of the Magyar and Slav nations,
Wesselényi suggested the conversion of the Habsburg Empire to one based on federated states since, in his opinion,
only federalism could ensure the existence and further development of the people living between Russia and a
German state bent on unification.
Frantisek Palacky developed three plans during 1848-49 for the reform of the Austrian Empire, based on
similar logic. We can read the significant lines, which still carry meaning today, from his pamphlet Österreichs
Staatsidee: “You are all aware that in the southeast of Europe, on the border with the Russian Empire, several
national groups live, different in origin, language and history, as well as customs, and that none of them is powerful
enough to offer successful opposition anytime in the future against its extraordinarily strong eastern neighbour. That
they can only do if such ties bind them together which unites and strengthens them. The Danube is the main artery
of this necessary alliance of nations; the central power, therefore, can not fall far from this river if it wants to be –
and remain – effective. In truth, if the Austrian Empire had not already been in existence for a long time, on behalf
of Europe and all humanity, we should hurry and create it.”5
When the conversion of the dual Austro-Hungarian Empire into a tri-state empire failed, Palacky lost his
confidence. “I don’t understand – he wondered in 1874 – how Austria ended up in such a hopeless position.” In spite
of it, he left an optimistic last will for his people, who refer to him as the father of the country: “We were here
before Austria; we will be here after it, too.”
Edward Benes saw the situation differently. In the last sentence of his dissertation, he wrote in 1908: “People
often speak of the dissolution of Austria. I do not believe in it. The historical and economic ties, which binds its
people, is sufficiently strong to prevent the break-up.”6
A group, composed of the Polish Prince Adam Czartoryski, the Romanian Balcescu, the Czech Palacky and his
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son-in-law Rieger and the Magyar Kossuth, met in the spring of 1848 in Paris, at the Hotel Lambert residence of the
émigré Czartoyski, to discuss the necessity of confederation in the region. The most importand discussion in the
Hotel Lambert took place on May 18, 1849. Present were Czartoryski, Zamoyski, Rieger, Golescu and, as governor
Kossuth’s representatives: count Teleki and Ferenc Pulszky. The proposed members of the Danubian State
Federation were to be the Magyars, Czechs, Moravians, Slovaks, Carpatho-Ukrainians, Poles, Romanians,
Croatians, Slovenes and Serbs. Hoever, Kossuth and Batthyány saw the beginning of the break-up of Hungary with
the organization of autonomous territories within Hungary. Finally, agreement was reached.
After the 1848-49 revolution was put down, the majority of the region’s politicians emigrated either to France
or England. The outstanding representatives of east-central and southeastern Europe agreed to meet at the Hotel
Lambert, including Kossuth and Czartoryski. They worked out plans to free their oppressed people and for future
coexistence.
Of the federalist plans of the ‘revolutionary emigration,’ the best known is the one Kossuth presented in Turin
in 1862 to solve the problems of the Danubian State. Kossuth aimed to solve three problems:
1. To free Hungary from Austria.
2. To deflect from Hungary the threat of Pan-Slavism.
3. To win over Hungary’s southern and eastern neighbours as allies.
“With this goal, mainly the Romanian and Serbian initiatives must be supported outside of Hungary and within
Hungary, the non-Magyar needs of the nationalities must be satisfied.
The Kossuth-proposed alliance would encompass Hungary in its entirety, including Transylvania, the Banate
and Voivodina, as well as Romania, including Wallachia, Moldova and Bukovina, and Serbia, to be enlarged by
Bosnia and Croatia, the last three perhaps united into one South Slav state.
According to the indications, the entry of the Poles, Czechs and Austrians was not according to Kossuth’s
plans, although, in principle, the union of individuals nations would have been free and open. From his point of view
in this regard, it is evident that he was governed by a fear of Pan-Slavism and antipathy towards Austria. The
members of the Danubian Alliance must reject ethnic conflicts, guarantee their security against external attacks and
their independence vis-à-vis each other; finally, join in a customs union with each other. Through these means,
matters of foreign policy, defence, trade regulations, duties and transportation, mintage, weights and measures
would become common. International sensitivity was to be addressed by the use of the French language in the
alliance bureaucracy, along with a rotating location of the governing offices among the capitals of the member states
(Budapest, Bucharest, Belgrade). Constitutionally, an alliance government would be at the head of the
confederation, with the title of Alliance Council, as the executive body, to be elected by the Alliance Assembly. Left
open was the question of the composition of the assembly (the parliament of the alliance): whether to be of one or
two chambers (representatives and senate). The judicial decrees of the alliance were to be executed by the individual
states.
Kossuth proposed to address the nationality question in Hungary with sweeping self-government, essentially
autonomy: each self-governing body or district to make its own decision regarding the official language and the
language of education. It would be the responsibility of the government to make contact with each self-governing
unit regarding the decision of the official language. Beside territorial autonomy, Kossuth intended to introduce a
certain personal autonomy, as well, in the interest of ensuring mutual satisfaction. Linked with his proposal for selfgovernment and the autonomy enjoyed by the churches of Hungary, Kossuth wanted to give every Hungarian citizen
the right to be able to form freely ethnic associations for educational or religious purposes. These associations would
not only look after church matters but also provide supervision, under the appropriate church official, for the
religious schools that the particular church operated.
Kossuth’s plan did not secure the support, even in the early proposal stages, of the anti-Austrian Italians and
French or the other Danubian states. In fact, it resulted in serious doubts within Hungary.
If we judge Kossuth’s plan critically, then we must clearly look at Hungary’s political situation and social
structure, along with Hungary’s relations with its neighbours before and after 1859. Among the non-Magyar
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Hungarians, the demand for a nation state, in those days, was only present among a group of young, intellectual
Serbs and Romanians. Kossuth, however, sidestepped the problem: how to maintain a conservative and traditional
state, which, shortly before, governed over nationalities, according to modern, perhaps republican, ideas in a close
and harmonious relationship with realtively young nation states, some of which were born out of revolution, e.g.Serbia.7
Amel C. Popovici developed a plan in 1905 titled ‘Greater Austrian United States.’ He proposed the creation of
the following 15 countries from the territory of Austria-Hungary: German-Austria, German-Bohemia, GermanMoravia (Silesia), Western Galicia, Eastern Galicia, Szeklerland, Bohemia, Trento, Hungary, Slovakia, Trieste,
Croatia, Transylvania, Voivodina and Krajna.
“According to Popovici’s interpretation, the Empire’s area of responsibility would retain the current matters
stemming from the Pragmatica Sanctio and from the dualist relationship, as well as those that were, up to now,
assigned to the Empire Council; which were already assigned as Austrian responsibilities by Charmatz in his
reorganized Austria. Executive power should be shared by the Emperor with a democratically elected house of
representatives and the upper house, in which the various estates are also represented. The executive power for the
federation is wielded by the chancellor and a 42 member body. This body would be broken up into five government
committees, one each for internal, external, army, navy and Bosnian affairs. Each of the 15 proposed countries
would be represented in government in proportion to their population. Inter-state jurisdictional and matters of
disagreement with the empire are to be decided by an empire court of law. The official language within the empire is
to be German; although, empire authorities in the member states use the language of the member state. Finally,
Popovici cautiously raises the question of procedure the alliance must take when dealing with a non-performing
member state. An emperor-appointed governor would be at the helm of each nation state; the empire would give
assent to the constitution of each member state.”8
Hungarian sociologist, Oszkár Jászi, Minister of Minorities in 1918, published his ‘United Alliance of
Danubian States’ plan in the same year. It was obvious to Jászi that the future of the Danubian peoples, their cultural
and economic growth, caught as they were between the German and Russian millstones, could only be ensured by a
close alliance.
Dr. Karl Renner, later Chancellor of Austria, expressed his reform plans for Austria in a number of studies
between 1899 and 1918. The socialist Renner was convinced that internationalism superseded nationalism; that
political freedom, national and legal equality can only exist among ‘states of international states (in einem
internationalen Staatenstaat). In this Renner-proposed super-national – multi-ethnic – state, only foreign affairs,
finance, defense, economic and welfare issues would be the purview of the union government; the national
governments – of which Renner envisioned eight: German, Czech, Polish, Ukrainian, Slovene, Serbo-Croat and
Romanian – would address the national and cultural issues.
“Below the national governments, at every level, national authorities are to be instituted, down to the village
level. Governing is to be divided into eight districts (gubernium): Lemberg/Lvov (eastern Galicia and Moldova),
Krakow (western Galicia), Brno (Moravia and Silesia), Prague (Bohemia), Vienna (Lower and Upper Austria,
Salzburg, Styria and Carinthia), Innsbruck (Tyrol and Vorarlberg), Trieste (Littoral and Krajna) and Zadar
(Dalmatia). The governors should have some limited autonomy, especially in agricultural matters. A pair of districts
should form a territory or an area with special rights, as follows: Lemberg/Lvov in the Carpathian foothills (Galicia
and Moldova), Prague in the Sudeten region (Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia), Vienna in the Alps region (the Vienna
gubernium and Innsbruck) and finally Trieste (Littoral, Krajna and Dalmatia).”9
Today, we know that there was but scant possibility for the realization for both the émigré plans of old and
later plans. These plans, unfortunately, were not made in light of the actual power relationships, or any other
decisive factors. Promises made to east-central and southeastern politicians were not made in earnest, although the
émigré politicians themselves were fêted in many places. The American author, poet and philosopher, Ralph Waldo
Emerson, called Kossuth, on his tumultuous American tour, “the foremost soldier of freedom in this age.” However,
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in the methods and actions of the European superpowers of the day, expressed sympathy counted for naught; rather,
it was governed by the emerging political and economic power circles subsequent to the “Peoples’ Spring,” no less
than their eternal self-interests. In central Europe, the Habsburgs quickly realized that, between the two European
superpowers (Great Britain, including its colonies, and Russia), only such a continental power will be able retain its
footing which will be able to extend its political and economic influence over as large an area as possible and
making optimum use of those potential advantages conferred by economic control over a large area. The Habsburgs
struggled for centuries to extend the boundaries of their political and economic influence.
Similarly, the German economist, Friedrich List (1789-1846), stressed the advantages of extensive internal
markets for manufactured and agricultural products. According to his scenario, it would be in Germany’s interests to
control economic influence over an area extending to the Black Sea.
After the Congress of Berlin (June 13 – July 13, 1878), foreign capital – mainly from Germany, France and
Austria – began to flow into the Danubian region, whose political influence, over and above its economic impact,
could begun to be felt around the turn of the century. Around 1900, for instance, foreigners held 42 percent of
investments in Hungarian manufacture; in Romania, it was 92 percent. The rates on loans made to Serbia – about
FF17 million in 1900 – exceeded the government’s ability to make repayments. Between 1888 and 1914, Bulgaria
nine foreign loans for a total of FF850 million (one each from London, Berlin and Saint Petersburg, three each from
Paris and Vienna).10
Friedrich Naumann, German social reformer and Evangelical theologian, published his plan at the beginning of
1915 of a customs union between Germany, the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, Turkey, Bulgaria and other voluntary
members. In his book, Central Europe (Mitteleurope), he takes to the field for the concept of a central Europe to
which many will refer in the coming decades. Naumann merely suggested an economic and military alliance, which
did not affect the political form or constitution of the allied countries. Due to its highly developed indutrialization,
its capital and military strength, Germany would have played a controlling role in this central and southeastern
European region. The alliance would have ensured every economic advantage for all the partners in this enlarged
area. The subsequent war events prevented the realization of this plan. (The increased interest of German economy
toward the east-central and southeastern European region, begun in 1930 – Hjalmar Schacht’s New Plan (Neuer
Plan) was born in 1934 – was just as natural a progression of Friedrich List’s and Friedrich Naumann’s ideas, as
West Germany’s (Bundesrepublik Deutschland) expansion of economic relations beginning from the 1970’s with
the Danubian countries. The volume of foreign trade of West Germany, East Germany and Austria with the
Danubian nations is comparable to that of the Soviet Union.)
The realization of the federation plans of the radical émigrés was necessarily doomed to failure for other
reasons, as well. The creators of the plans failed to assess realistically the importance and impact of nationalism, as
well as ignoring the divergent cultural values and economic levels of the areas peoples. Nationalism, national pride
and a sense of national consciousness were important factors in the emergence of the countries in the second half of
the 19th century; in the formation of views and public opinion within those selfsame countries, too. The idea of
‘nation’ has proved, up to our times, to be stronger than historic union or class consciousness. These facts do not
lessen the achievements of the creators of these plans. Very early, they recognized that the continued existence of
the Danubian people can only be assured through fundamental and extensive reform based on the coexistence to
date. Moreover, their ideas and writings gave a great deal of creative impetus to local public opinion, to political
parties and reform groups – not occasionally fodder to utopian or far-from-reality imaginings. The visionaries of
these nations, both at home and in exile, came to realize that the independence and national development of these
east-central and southeastern European people were going to be endangered in the future by the hegemony
encroachments from Germany and Russia. That is why they argued so vehemently for the creation of a community
based on the federation of states. Only when united into a community could they withstand the pressure of Germany
and Russia.
Plans and attempts for federation cropped up after first, as well as the second, world war. Let us remember the
Little Entente (Czechoslovakia, Romania, Yugoslavia); the plan of Hungarian Minister Elemér (Elmer) Hantos of an
economic, customs, transportation and currency union between Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Austria. All these
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plans had a weak spot: a feeble grasp of the political and economic realities of the day. The same can be said of the
plan proposed by French Prime Minister André Tardieu who recommended in 1932 that the Little Entente enter into
a union with Austria and Hungary. In light of the situation in central Europe at the time, the plan could expect
immediate opposition from Germany and Italy. The Hungarian politician, Endre Bajcsy-Zsilinszky, announced his
program in 1930 under the label of ‘national radicalism.’ Chapter XIII of the program dealt with foreign affairs.
Here, Bajcsy-Zsilinszky stressed that the ultimate goal of every ‘real’ Hungarian national policy was the
reconstitution of historic Hungary and the ensuring of the historical mission of the Magyars in the Danubian region.
Bajcsy-Zsilinszky defined a central European zone of mutual interest stretching from the Balkans to Finland,
consisting of 12 smaller countries with a population of 100 million. “These nations, which lie between the spheres of
interes of two superpowers, must realize the necessity of mutual solidarity.” He cast his vote on a federation of the
small states from the Adriatic to Finland. As intriguing as this plan seemed, every pre-condition was missing for its
realization.11 During WWII, the plan for a Polish-Czechoslovakian confederation arose. The November 11, 1940
joint communiqué of the two governments in exile announced the intention of both governments for cooperation and
expressed their hope that other countries of central Europe will join their political and economic alliance. Hungarian
Prime minister Pál Teleki stated in a 1941 memorandum to the president of the United States that Hungary is ready
to cooperate with every neighbour in the Danubian region for the creation of a democratic federation. General
Wladyslaw Sikorski, the Polish prime minister in exile, proposed to President Roosevelt in 1943, a plan for the
reorganization – on a basis of federation – of east-central and southeastern Europe. The most comprehensive federal
plan for the region was drafted during WWII by former Czechoslovak prime minister Milan Hodza. He suggested a
close connection between the Danubian and Balkan states, presumably of Bulgaria, Greece, Yugoslavia, Poland,
Romania, Czechoslovakia and Hungary.12
In an attempt to counter-balance any dependency on the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia’s Tito addressed in early
1947 an invitation to the free Balkan nations to form a strong, monolithic unit. In the same year, Bulgarian deputy
prime minister Kostoff expressed an opinion that events would lead to the union of all the South Slav people and the
creation of a common South Slav state. “Tito’s associate, Eduard Kardelj, aligned himself in 1944 with
Stambulijski’s 1922 proposal for a federated alliance between the Serbs, Croatians, Slovenes and Bulgarians; in fact,
also raised the prospect for the creation of a Yugoslavian-Bulgarian alliance / country. After some small arguments,
which were continued in the Macedonian question, the foreign ministers of Bulgaria and Yugoslavia signed a
preliminary agreement on August 1, 1947, preparing for a bilateral customs union. Bulgarian prime minister
Dimitrov initially denied any federation intent but, in Bucharest on January 17, 1948, he spoke of the possibility of a
federation that could also include Romania, Czechoslovakia and Poland. Although the speaker himself felt the plans
not yet sufficiently ripe, the Moscow press reacted icily, deeming these plans as problematic and artificial, since
each individual state had a need for independence. As these plans were carried further by both Tito and Dimitrov,
they ran into increased resistance from Moscow, culminating in the Bulgarian show trials and the break with
Yugoslavia.”13 In his memoirs, Vladimir Bakaric, a Croatian politician, clearly states that Stalin was already
demanding in 1945 that the Bulgarian-Yugoslavian federation be absorbed into the Russian federation.14
All these plans were sunk due to the negative response from the Soviet Union, the new protective power. The
small countries of east-central and southeastern Europe had differing goal at the time of an alliance but the creators
of the plans were primarily aiming to ensure their independence and freedom. From the side of the great powers,
attempts at creating a large economic zone were primarily meant to reap the benefits of economies of scale and thus
reinforce the influence of the great powers.

1.5. The significance of the Habsburgs for the Danubian region
In the center of the Danubian region, inhabited by Slavs, Germans, Romanians and Magyars, several attempts
have been made to create a unified, integrated state, in spite of ethnic, language, religion, economic and geographic
differences – a kind of supra-national order – yet in such a manner as to retain, in fact further develop, the national
uniqueness of the participants. However, the region is not conducive to take on the role of a melting pot. Let us here
cast back to the empire of the Avars, the existence of the Greater Moravian and Great Bulgarian Empires, the plans
11
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of Emperor Manuel I, King Béla III and Emperor Otto II, the aspirations of Louis the Great, Sigismund of
Luxemburg and Mathias Corvinus, and the two widespread attempts made by the Habsburgs and Jagiellons. All
attempts failed, even the four century travails of the Habsburgs in this direction ultimately ended with the
dissolution of the Danubian monarchy. The chief reason for the failure of the Habsburgs was probably that they
neglected to enable the furthering of the unique characteristics of their people – and through it arrive at a possible
solution to the ethnic problem – which were, at the same time, social problems, as well.
Of all the attempts, it is the 400 year-long Habsburg reign that left behind the most lasting and decisive results.
The facts are: “The scale of the cultural achievements of the Habsburg Empire, their originality, universal impact,
the wealth of ideas that appeared during the last century of its existence… Based on the chain reaction of its
intellectual vigor, it is possible that its cultural impact will be felt for a longer timespan than the 400 years of the
existence of the Danubian monarchy… When the political history of the Habsburg Empire ended, its cultural gift to
the world had only begun.”15 With the growing separation of time, the experiences and conclusions of the former
Habsburg Empire enable, especially since the second world war, to objectively view the significance, function and
magnitude of the dynasty from the standpoint of the people of the Danubian region, than was possible in the interwar period or the Cold War era. Beside a critical catalogue of the omissions made by some members of the dynasty,
their weak abilities or the results of their thirst for power, slowly – very slowly – the sense of responsibility
exhibited by outstanding members of the dynasty, their wide-ranging grasp, their reforms and reform plans is getting
an objective review.
Today, an informed east-central European can agree with how the first and second German – Austrian historian
conferences regarded the significance of the reform era of Maria Theresa, Joseph II and Francis Joseph I. The most
important reforms of Maria Theresa: “… reform of public administration and the division into administrative
districts, encouragement to industry and trade, the criminal law compendium of 1768, the abolition of torture to
elicit confessions, easing the burdens of the peasants, regulating the formation of mid-sized farms – especially in the
Alpine region –, the development of public education, reforming the military and founding the Vienna school of
medicine. Joseph II was the chief representative of the Catholic-style, enlightened absolutism. His reforms served
the aims of centralization and government control in every aspect; as well as extensive equality before the law for
every inhabitant, nobility included. The following decrees served this goal: the complete stripping of power from
provincial bodies, strict controls put on the patrimonial law, the decree loosening religious restrictions, freeing the
serf, improving the property rights of farmers, introducing an official language, organizing a police force, and his
system of prohibition.”
The reign of Francis Joseph II can not be judged – or understood – solely from the revolution and the 1848-49
uprisings; nor from the fact that dualism was failed to be converted to three way power sharing or to federalism.
During his long reign, the rule of law was supreme. Count Leo Thun achieved broad middle and upper school
reforms; count Edouard Taaffe introduced successful social reforms. “The economic infrastructure of AustriaHungary was essentially characterized by the overwhelming percentage of agriculture in Hungary, Bosnia and
Hercegovina, and cottage to heavy industry in the Austrian portion of the empire.
Bohemia, Moravia, Silesia and Galicia supplied the monarchy with anthracite (hard coal), lignite (brown coal),
oil, sugar, textile products, glass, beer – all of which were important export items, as well. Bohemia and Moravia
were also the main sites of Austria’s armament industry (Pilsen: Skoda works, Moravian Ostrava: the Karwin
smelter works); aldo, the mining activities of Upper Styria (Erzberg). Vienna was significant as a focus for the EastWest trans-shipment of products (The Danubian Steamship Co., the Austrian Lloyd, the southern railroad to Trieste,
etc.).”16
“Austria made great cultural and intellectual contributions during this period: the works of Brahms, Hugo
Wolf, Bruckner and Mahler in music, Hofmannsthal, Rilke and Trakl in poetry, Stifter, Ebner-Eschenbach, Saar,
Schnitzler, Musil, Werfel and Kafka in literature, Mach, Meinong and Wittgenstein in philosophy, Otto Wagner and
Adolf Loos in architecture, KIimt, Schiele, Kubin and Kokoschka in painting; technological achievements such as
the railway lines through the Alps at Semmering and the Brenner Pass; the outstanding work of the Vienna medical
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school’s Billroth, Wagner-Jauregg and Eiselsberg; Freud and Adler in psychology; Redlich and Dopsch of the
Vienna school of history; Böhm-Bawerk, Menger, Wieser and Philippowich in economics; and other numerous
achievements in the field of orientalism, geography and geology.”17
The Vienna of 1900 still has a grandiose effect on us today. Europeans, Americans and Japanese are expressing
increasing interest in this period, reminiscent of a by-gone era in which the arts and sciences, the economy and
politics harmoniously complemented each other, or, if they parted company, they each created such works and
riches, along with the foundations for mutual understanding and fruitful cooperation, as to fill us, eighty years later,
with awe and longing. The period was also able to create intellectual and political sign-posts for the future.
The rule of law became a reality in the Dual Monarchy. It was primarily guaranteed by political pluralism, free
opposition, free press, an independent judiciary and assurance of personal rights. More and more people, living in
this area of Europe, agree with the reasoning of Robert Kann: “We can look at the history of the Habsburg Empire
as a sort of experiment – obviously not wholly intended –, an attempt to create a new order transcending the nations.
Regardless of our view of this ancient monarchy, its admirable accomplishment is shown by the fact that they toiled
for more than 400 years on a task that was bigger than any one nation, without wrecking the machinery of the
empire. In spite of all the blunders and predicaments of Austrian history, this is a far more significant event than the
dissolution of the empire after world war one.”18
The tragedy of the Danubian monarchy in the second half of the 19th century lay, above all, in that this multinational state’s military, political and economic strength waned – in power, unity and influence – at precisely the
time when the idea of nationalism, with its centrifugal effect, gained strength in significance and attraction. At the
same time, the actual power center of central Europe increasingly became Berlin. The ruling stratum of the recently
instituted Third Reich – with agreement from the leading Austrian and Magyar circles – categorically rejected any
rapprochement with the Slavic people of the Danubian monarchy, partly because they knew that Russia threw its
energetic support behind them. These circles openly strove to extend the German zone of economic and political
influence toward the east and southeast.
It would be pointless to deny that the common woes suffered through the long coexistence, the cultural
exchanges that took place in spite of all the tensions, the feeling of belonging and mutual reliance could be erased
from the memory of these nations, quietly and without leaving a significant mark. Remembering a shared past is still
a reality today; its effects exacerbated by political links but impossible to erase. Naturally, the ‘dark centuries’ did
not pass in the life of these groups without leaving painful scars behind. The continuous struggle for recognition of
some past glory and for a seemingly free homeland divided the ruling stratum into various parties, in response to the
case-by-case intervention of the neighbouring larger powers. This fact, along with the natural differences between
the many nationalities and religious communities, these groups’ varied cultural and economic position in relation to
their larger neighbours, and the existence of local power usurpers created ample opportunities for manipulation of
the various factions against each other, engendering internecine rivalry, jealousy, hatred and in-fighting.
The political battles of the 17th, 18th and first half of the 19th centuries, the traditionally rash efforts associated
with factionalism, the erroneous assessments of European power relations and the results stemming from them, the
failures of uprisings, revolutions and conspiracies – no matter how brave and courageous they might have been –,
though they contributed to boosting national consciousness, at the same time sapped the nation’s biological stock,
increased repression, prevented the introduction of fundamental public administration, economic and social reforms,
and, not the least, provided a hurdle to integration with western European scientific, economic, political and social
developments – without a great time lag. Thus, this region of Europe went without the benefits of advances made in
the natural sciences, philosophy, mercantile economic gains, the Enlightenment, early capitalism and liberalism,
then the golden age of capitalism; also lacked – with few exceptions – the beneficial effects of the spread of civil
authority. All these are part of an ill-fated inheritance, which fell as the lot of these nations even to our time. The
long-lasting effects of these heavy items of historical baggage have often exposed the Danubian nations to harsh
tribulations, making their further development and grouping into a larger unit significantly more difficult.
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The geo-political and economic importance of this region has also changed a great deal since the 16th century.
Until the Turkish advance to the southern borders of Hungary and Poland, important commercial and pilgrimage
routes ran along the Danube, through Prague, Kracow and Kiev to the Near and Far East. Cutting off these routes,
and the exploration of the oceans and discovery of new continents speeded up the rise of the maritime countries,
while weakening the significance of the medium and small continental states. Only after an in-depth, thorough study
of these circumstances can the significance of the 400 year-old Habsburg Empire in the Danubian region be grasped,
understood and weighed.
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II. New ‘protecting superpower’ in the region
2.1. A short history of Russia 988 – 191719
Subsequent to WWII, the Danubian region fell into the sphere of influence of the Soviet Union. The Russian
colossus had already been striving during the second half of the 19th century to extend its influence over this area –
increasingly so since WWI. The October Revolution of 1917, and its results, temporarily blocked Moscow’s
attempts. Thirty years later, however, the power of Moscow solidified over the entire region. After the 1945
annexation of Carpatho-Ukraine, the Russian Empire – as in the Middle Ages – again shared a common border with
Hungary. The Houses of Árpád and the Anjou, and King Mathias had ties with the Russian rulers, as did the
Habsburgs for centuries. During the second world war, units of the Red Army occupied Hungary, among others.
This fundamentally altered the relationship that formerly existed between Hungary and the Soviet Union. “We have
always believed that chieftain Árpád positioned us toward the West, forever severing us from those eastern tribes
among whom we grew into an independent nation; but now we know that this realization contained merely a relative
truth: Eurasia has again reached us.”20 In spite of the numerous points of contact, which occurred during our history,
the governing Magyar startum – not to mention the average Magyar – possessed only extremely superficial and
sparse information regarding Russia and the Soviet Union. To some degree, this influenced our progress after the
war.
Now, we shall attempt to sketch a few of the events of Russian history, which left their influence on Russian
thought and action; the birth and development of Russian consciousness regarding their role and destiny; their
behaviour towards neighbouring peoples; and how Russia exerted its influence and power, both within its country
and without. But before anything, a comment on the subject: “Three elements define the characteristics of European
Russia and the people living there: the zones of its vegetation, the system of its rivers and its climate… In history,
though, geography is not the deciding factor – people are.”21
The first Russian state was born in the late 9th, early 10th, century in Kiev. Its monarch, prince Oleg, was able
to acquire control of the waterways between the Baltic and Black Seas, from the land of the Varangians to Greece.
Over and above control over the major North-South trade routes, the proximity of the Bizantine Empire, adoption of
the Christian faith, marriage ties to Bizantium, as well as economic and military strength contributed substantially to
the creation of the Kiev monarchy. The adoption of Christianity was begun during the time of princess Olga (945962). It is from this time that the first signs of an organized state are discernible. Olga’s son, Sviatoslav (962-973)
led successful campaigns toward the northeast and raided deep into the Kazar Empire, all the way to the Caucasus.
This was the beginning of the fall of the Kazar Empire, which was to have deadly results for Europe, as the major
highway towards Europe gradually became open to the restless tribes of Asia.
Sviatoslav’s son, Vladimir (973-1019), secured the hand of princess Anna, sister of Bizantine Emperor
Basileus II, for providing him assistance against the Bulgarians. Anna was the first of the ruling house (‘born to the
purple’), who married a foreign ruler. (Theophano, wife of Emperor Otto II was not a royal princess.) Letters and
communications existed between Anna and Theophano, giving rise to later speculation that the members of the
Rurik family traced their lineage to Roman Emperor Augustus. We have reliable evidence of a Metropolitan of Kiev
since 1039. Until the age of Ivan III, the metropolitans were Greeks, their election sanctioned by Constantinople.
The 11th century brought significant economic and social developments: opportunities galore in every possible
direction; growth in artisan crafts, increased trade with countries far and near, expansionist military successes and
Slavization of the populace. The golden age of the Kiev Empire (Kievan Rus) lasted exactly 150 years: from St.
Vladimir, who converted his people to Christianity until Vladimir Monomachos, from 973-1125. During this time,
the Church exerted an especially great influence. The cave monastery of Kiev became the ancestor of, and example
for, the later Russian monasteries.
There were many reasons for the decline and fall of the Kievan Rus. Beginning in 1082, the Venetians
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regularly took control of the trading markets, reducing the importance of Kiev as a trading center; the steppes were
controlled by the Polovtsian (Kypchak) tribes; until, the fourth Crusade laid siege to, and took, Constantinople. The
destruction of the state was assured by the Mongol onslaughts, the internal power rivalries, the weakening of central
power and the rise of the boyars. The more power was usurped by any of the factions or regions, the more powerless
the ruler became. By the early 13th century, the following ‘territories’ existed: Novgorod, Polock (Polatsk),
Smolensk, Vladimir-Suzdal, Ryazan, Murom, Chernigov, Pereslavl and Galicia-Volhinia.
Kiev, “the Mother of Russian cities,” was sacked by the settlers of Oka-Volga in 1169, an event Kiev could
never overcome (and the source of hostility between the Ukrainians and Russians). In 1203, it was the Polovtsians
who ransacked Kiev, shortly to be followed by the Mongols. In 1233, the Russians suffered a decisive defeat at the
hands of the Mongols near Kalka; Batu khan and Subutai conquered one city after another: Kiev fell on December 6,
1240. (On April 9, 1241, the combined Polish–German mounted forces were defeated near Liegnitz; the Magyar
forces were annihilated on April 11, 1241 near Mohi.) The ‘Golden Horde’ – the Mongol dominated area of Europe
– acquired a certain amount of independence. Batu khan established his capital near Saray in the Volga delta (near
modern Astrakhan). Here, he received the homage of the Russian princes; dukes, grand dukes and princes were
ratified on their thrones; a large number of usurpers were ‘eliminated.’ There was ample opportunity in Saray for
intrigue and denunciations. The situation was even more murky because there was rivalry between not only the
Russian claimants but between Saray and Karakorum, not to mention internal strife within the Saray court.
During the 13th century, Russian history was dominated by two persons: Alexander Nevsky and Daniil (Daniel)
of Galicia-Volhinia. Nevsky made his reputation as Prince of Novgorod (later becoming Grand Prince of Vladimir)
when he repelled the attacks of both the Swedes and the Teutonic Knights. He became the symbol of successful
Russian opposition against both West and North – however, at the price of unquestioning obedience of his eastern
Mongol overlords. He made an attempt, in the interest of making best use of the existing circumstances, for his ends,
thus creating the model for later Moscow politics. The anti-West isolationist tendencies can already be observed at
this stage – in the interest of better relations with the Khan. The Swedish and Lithuanian attacks were deemed to be
a part of the larger papal campaign aimed at the independence of Russia’s church and politics. This was equal to
treachery agains Russia by ‘Roman Europe.’ Russians – and Russian historians – deemed this to be all the more
perfidious by the Christian West because it happened at a time when the Russians were hard pressed by the
Mongols. In their view, Russia sacrificed herself for Europe at the time of the ‘Mongol yoke,’ a sacrifice never
recompensed by the West.
The second outstanding personality, Daniil, first attempted, with Lithuanian help, to achieve a certain measure
of independence from the Mongols. In 1254, a papal legate even crowns him as king but the power relations of the
time were not favorable to such politics. The Mongols launched two campaigns, in 1258 and 1259, through Volhinia
against Lithuanian territories – forcing Daniil to join forces with them. After the death the Alexander and Daniil,
three paths of development were perceptible in Russia: the total separation of northeast and southwest Russia, the
separate way of the southwestern and western portion toward the West (in association with Lithuania), and finally,
the preservation of their position vis-à-vis both West and East in the Russian city states of the northwest.
As a result of the ebb of Mongol pressure in the 14th century and the creation of new centers of power, cultural
and intellectual development could expand and extend its range. Economic life and commerce became livelier; the
Mongol empire presented favorable opportunities. This was the situation when Moscow began to emerge. Moscow
already existed as a walled settlement in the 13th century. It formed the patrimony of Alexander Nevsky’s youngest
son, Daniil Alexandrovitch, who became the founder of the Moscow dynasty, uniting the Russias and ruling over it
until the end of the 16th century. This progress was encouraged by several factors: Moscow was at the center of
several transportation routes, both river and overland; it was surrounded by deep forests, providing security; it was,
however, the influx of refugees that made the greatest difference. The Russian Church looked at Moscow as a
cornerstone, very early on. The princes of Moscow continued to expand their power and influence through enlarging
their territory, although they exhibited no moral qualms when collecting taxes on behalf of the Khan. Moscow was a
reliably faithful vassal of the Khan, some of the princes being enthroned by a Mongol representative. They were
backed by Mongol forces and unworthy rivals were eliminated in Saray. These are perhaps only minor ‘blemishes’
but it assured their power. The Muscovite grand princely title and splendor depended on the Mongol Khans. Based
on the ‘cordial relations’ with Saray, Muscovite territories were spared the periodic pillaging, which contributed
significantly to the growing wealth of Moscow.
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After the 1341 death of Sultan Mohammed Öz-Beg, better known as Uzbeg, the longest reigning Mongol khan,
the power of the Golden Horde – and, indeed, of the entire Mongol empire – fell apart, as southern China was also
able to shake off the Mongol oppression (only Timur will once more gain supremacy for Mongol arms). In the West,
the spectacular rise of the Lithuanian principality occurred; together with Poland, they were able to check the spread
of the Teutonic Knights, clearing the field for their own expansion toward the East. By 1400, the areas around Kiev,
Smolensk and the Black Sea were under Lithuanian, or Polish, rule.
After a protracted struggle (1368-1375), Moscow was able to overcome and defeat its main rival, the
principality of Tveri. Before the onset of hostilities, Moscow was surrounded by stone battlements and provisioned.
Thus, the Lithuanians, allied to Tveri, could do no damage to the town, even though they reached Moscow’s walls
three times (1368, 1370, 1372). The role of the Church, under Metropolitan Alexei, had crucial impact on the
victorious outcome. It was through the support of the Church that Moscow was recognized as the pre-eminent envoy
of religious and national interests for all of Russia. Under the leadership of Moscow, a decisive blow was delivered
on the Mongols in 1380, finally shredding the myth of Mongol invincibility; compared to Moscow, the the merits
earned by the other principalities making up the country were barely comparable – Grand Prince Dimitri earned the
name Donskoi for his victory by the Don River. The Mongolian policies of Lithuanian Prince Vitold also
contributed to the dissolution of the Mongol state in European Russia. As illustration of the power of Vitold’s
personality in eastern Europe, including the northeastern part of Russia, on his death (1430), internal strife and
dissolution of power followed in both the Lithuanian and Muscovite principalities.
In this period, the aristocracy and the boyars appropriated more and more power. As a result of the power
struggle against each other, in a few short years a situation of complete anarchy was created totally crippling the
ability of the state to function. That the state did not go completely bankrupt was due to the Church and the nobility
in the administration. Prince Vasily II (1425-1462), ruler of the grand duchy of Muscovy, took a new step to make
himself independent from the boyar-aristocracy by retaining more and more foreigners – Lithuanians and Tatars – in
his employ. The political aim of this tactic was obvious: the foreigners, with newly granted estates in – for them – an
alien Russian environment, constituted an element which depended entirely on the prince’s graces, thus, making
them loyal vassals. Having thusly enlarged his base of power, the principality became a centralized, unified state
which had decisive impact on the future of entire Russia.
The son of Vasily II, Ivan III (aka the Great) could assume a secure legacy (1462-1505). He merely had to
continue what was begun by his father: the subjugation of rivals who still retained some power and the wresting of
independence for the Russian Church. In 1461, the Russian bishops elected the archbishop of Rostov, Theodosius,
as the metropolitan and the Russian grand prince recognized the result and confirmed him in the position. Thus, the
complete split of the Russian Church from Byzantium was complete; from this moment, it became an independent
(sovereign) church. Ivan III married Sophia (Zoe) Paleologue and replaced the address of ‘Lord’ with that of ‘Ruler’
and initiated the title of ‘ruler of all the Russias,’ which is the translation of the Greek-Byzantine imperial
‘autocrator’ title. He also included the Byzantine two-headed eagle in the coat-of-arms of the princes of Moscow. It
was obvious that Ivan III intended to make Moscow the heir of Byzantium. Balkan émigrés (Serbs, Bulgarians,
Greeks), fleeing from the Turks, enriched Moscow with valuable cultural riches: new styles of icon painting,
Byzantine mysticism, the renaissance that blossomed under the Paleologues, etc. The Kremlin (fortress) of Moscow
assumed an imperial mantle, thanks to Italian renaissance workmen. This was the period when one of the central
theses of Russian state and imperial ideology, the theory of the ‘third Rome,’ was born. The power of the Moscovite
rulers, coupled with the weakness of Poland and Lithuania, enabled Ivan III to unite the ‘Russian territories.’ With
his siccesses, his standing also grew, which resulted in the inclusion of Russia into the network of European
alliances.
For a long time, Russian historians have defined the rule of Ivan IV (aka the Terrible, 1547-1584) into a ‘good’
and a ‘bad’ period. The turning point is generally taken as the early 1560s (the death of his first wife, the death of
the Metropolitan Makariy, the creation of the infamous ‘oprichnina’). Uniting the sources of strength around the
young ruler, who were ready to support him, it was possible to overcome the anarchy created by the boyars and,
through internal and external consolidation, safeguard the interests of the state. This was followed by a period of
reform, the most important of which were: centralization of the government, unification of the territories being
governed, reform of the legal system, reform of official edicts, etc. The imperialistic campaigns in the west were not,
however, crowned with success. Debilitating conflicts arose arose with neighbours: with Poland, Lithuania and
Sweden. The reign of terror by Ivan IV was fed by hatred against the princes and boyars, as well as the
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representatives of a ‘disobedient’ Church. Ivan IV claimed unlimited power for himself. His entire life was spent
vainly looking for reliable means of power. His self-image was based not on self-confidence, rather he was driven
by uncertainty and fear; in these we must search for an explanation to the cruel abuses of power. The executive
apparatus was the ‘oprichnina’, established by him in 1565, which was the arm of power to annihilate ‘traitors’.
Shortly, the ‘oprichnina’ became synonymous with the concept of vast, bloody terror. Its task was the physical
liquidation of ‘traitors,’ and the terrorization of high aristocrats and boyars.
Siberia was begun to be opened under Ivan IV. The Tsar sold the right in 1574 to search for natural resources
on the far side of the Urals – including, therefore, Siberia – to the Russian trading company of the Stroganovs. The
granting of this privilege signaled the beginning of Russian expansion in Asia; at the same time, it was also the
beginning of the increasingly sharp conflicts between Russian and Chinese imperialism. On a parallel track, the race
was on with Britain’s colonization of India (the East India Company was founded in 1600). The Stroganovs sent the
Cossack ataman (hetman), Yermak Timofejev, to the territories on the far side of the Urals where they immediately
got embroiled in battles with the western Siberian Tatar khans. The founding of the towns of Tobolsk (1587), Tomsk
(1604) and Irkutsk (1652) followed. This represented the victory of the Cossacks over the khanates, which were the
last remnants of the ancient Mongol Empire. At the same time, it meant that Russia acquired such a door towards
Asia that could never be barred again. In an effort to learn the attitude of the Chinese rulers regarding incursions into
border territories, a delegation of Cossacks was sent to Peking in 1618; the delegation was not received. The
exploring Cossacks discovered the Amur River in 1639, which was navigated along its length in 1644 by the leader
of the Cossacks, Poyarkov, as the first Russian. In 1650, the Cossack leader Habarov built a fort at Albasin (on the
Amur River) from where he continued the systematic eastward conquest of the Amur region. The Manchu rulers
sent an expeditionary force against him, which caught up with him at Habarovsk in 1651 and which he beat. In
1654, the fortified town of Nertchinsk was founded; the treaty of Nertchinsk of 1689 – the first Sino-Russian pact –
fixed the border along the Amur River.22
The death of Ivan IV meant, first and foremost, a release from indescribable pressure. The relief was short
lived and strugles for power began from which Boris Godunov (1587-1605), son-in-law and favorite of Ivan IV and
member of the oprichnina, eventually emerged victorious. His alleged part in the assassination of Ivan’s youngest
son, Dimitri, is impossible to prove or disprove. He is remembered in a legend dominated by a re-born Dimitri. In
Russian history, recurring legends state that the sons of tsars, through miraculous means, live forever.
Following the ‘troubled times’ – the Cossack uprising and their campaign against Moscow at home – of
foreign interventions (when Vladislaus, son of the Polish king, Sigismund III, was to be elected tsar, when stronger
military ties were to be forged with Poland and Lithuania), nationalistic and religious resistance grew. On February
7, 1613, Mikhail Romanov was elected as Tsar of all Russia. The sixteen year old tsar had no outstanding abilities;
in reality, his father, Filaret, Patriarch of Moscow, ruled. After Filaret’s death, power passed to a clique of the tsar’s
family and court favorites, a circumstance leading to new crises in the economy and foreign politics. It required a
certain amount of time until the country recovered from the dire economic consequences, and the Poles and Swedes
could be expelled from the country. The eight-year conflict between state and church (tsar and patriarch) for the
highest spiritual power – for the primacy of one over the other – ended with the conclusive victory of the state.
The ‘unification of Russian lands’ continued in the second half of the 17th century (Ukraine was again united
with Russia in 1654). This was the period when Russia became totally integrated into European politics. On a
parallel track, it was also the time when Pan-Slav tendencies began to be manifest. The necessity of a common front
to counter the growing Turkish threat urged all the affected parties to cooperation (the Emperor, the Tsar and the
Polish king). In 1686, Moscow joined the anti-Turkish alliance (the Holy League), which united the Emperor,
Poland and Venice under the patronage of pope Innocent XI. It was an old intent of the Habsburgs to secure an
alliance with Russia against the Turks.
The europeanization of Russia cannot be separated from the achievements of Peter the Great (1689-1725),
even though the process is not solely his feat. The more important stages of this europeanization were: the training
of the first Russian army under western officers and along western lines. Further, new public administrative and
military districts were organized, and the organization of central administration in Moscow was reformed. The
modernization of the state was followed by that of the economy: mercantilism entered Russia. Contacts with the
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West developed robustly with the help of western capitalists, captians of commerce, various experts and tradesmen.
The founding of the Academy in 1687, the western trip of Peter the Great and the studies abroad by 61 youths from
among the nobility indicated the changes in Russia. Of special significance was the capture of Azov in 1696: beside
the victories of the Monarchy’s armies over the Turks, Russia could also achieve comparable ends. In 1698, Peter
the Great travelled to Vienna to discuss the coordination of the anti-Turk policies. He was, however, too late since
Vienna was now – after the recent victories of prince Eugene of Savoy - more interested in concluding peace with
the Sultan to gain freedom of action in the West, in the matter of the Spanish succession. However, the crushing
victory over Sweden’s Charles XII in 1709 at Poltava finally opened the door to Russian eligibility for joining the
circle of European great powers.
As a result of the encounter with Europe, an entirely new state and new society was created in Russia. In
reforming the military, a navy was also constructed. Tangible changes were evident by compulsory education, a law
of legacy, regulation of titles, the application of the principle of productivity and tax reform. The limitless power of
the Tsar and the state was propped up by the reforms in city and public administration and a system of denunciations
urged and paid for by the state. Church reforms also served this directive. To ‘improve’ the priests, a governing
synod system was created; members of this body had to swear an oath similar to state officials. This oath obligated
them to reveal, in certain cases (in the national interest), the secrets of the confessional. Special inspection bodies –
inquisitors – were obligated to report ‘rebellious undercurrents’ in the Church. Economic policies served primarily
to increase industrial output (armament manufacture, shipbuilding, etc.); trade increases could not show any gains
since production – as noted – was used to equip the army and navy.
Peter the Great left a mixed legacy behind. Although he could see the salient differences between Europe and
Russia, he was unwilling, or unable, to create the necessary conditions to erase them: personal freedoms, freedom of
action, access to join state and local administration, self-government, raising the standard of living of the peasantry,
and so forth. Certain aspects of europeanization were greeted with disinterest and suspicion among upper classes; a
certain distrust of ‘things European’ can still be discerned today. This was all the more conspicuous at the time as
the number of foreigners filling leading positions continued to grow during and immediately after Peter the Great’s
reign.
The reign of Catherine II (1762-1796), originally Princess Sofia Frederica of Anhalt-Zerbst, clearly
demonstrates the enlightened absolutism of Russia. Catherine knew that Russia’s problems could not be solved be
reforms alone until such time as the people could be reformed – or retrained – and a universal, transparent legal
basis created. The Empress laid all her hopes on school training and she reaped great rewards in this field. In 1768,
she created a constitutional committee comprised of all classes and estates. The members of the committee
suggested to the Empress in 1767 that she assume the name of Catherine the Great, Wisest Mother of the Country.
She graciously accepted. After the partitions of Poland (1772, 1793, 1795), Catherine II reached Russia’s ‘historic
aims’ in the West. In essence, the ‘Russian territories’ were united. Regarding the partition of Poland: none of the
powers carving out Polish territory can be held blameless but there is no question that the moving force behind it
was the brutal expansionist intent of Russian imperialism. Similarly, it also surfaced where ‘historic claims’ did not
exist and ‘historic aims’ had to be quickly invented.
Sweden ceasing to be a major power, the partition of Poland and its victory over Napoleon, Russia became
Europe’s leading continental power. The reign of Tsar Alexander I (1801-1825), who bore the honorific of ‘Savior
of Europe,’ was characterised by his weak and unstable personality. His reaching out to France, the Russo-British
alliance in the eastern Mediterranean – incidentally also joined by Austria -, the Russian victory over the Turkish
fleet at Mount Athos, which greatly boosted Russian prestige among the South Slavs and Greeks, the peace treaty of
Tilsit signed with Napoleon, and the annexation of Finland speaks volumes. During the Congress of Vienna (18141815), Russia played as important a role as during the time of the Holy League. She took a significant part in every
battle of revolutionary movements: using military or diplomatic means, she intervened everywhere where the
favorable status quo was in danger of being changed, beginning after the Congress (Aachen 1818, Troppau 1820,
Laibach 1821, Verona 1822) until Nicholas I’s intervention in Hungary (1849).
The internal development of Russia was the result of three important reform areas: codification, education and
fiscal reforms. In the same time period, various groups and movements were active: the Russian followers of the
Enlightenment (aufklarung), the Decembrists (Dekabrists, referring to the mutineers of December 14, 1825), various
opposition groups (socialists, western sympathizers, Slavophiles), later the Nihilists, the Narodniks (revolutionaries
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of the 1860s and 1870s) and, in the final quarter of the 19th century, the Marxists. The number of young people
receiving higher education grew from year to year. At the same time, radical anti-government feelings also grew.
Commensurate with Russia’s growing European presence, various studies and plans were born during the 19th
century: what is Russia’s mission in Europe, what are her tasks, through what means (diplomatic and military,
strategic and tactical) can they be achieved. We must point out two especially important proposals, one, the
‘Political Testament’23 of Tsar Peter the Great, the other the constitutional proposition of Pavel Ivanovich Pestel
(leader of the Decembrist movement) “Ruskaja Pravda”24 (Russian Truth), which can be seen as the precursor of the
Brezhnev doctrine. In 1830-1831, three revolutions shook Europe: ones in France, Belgium and Poland, none of
which attained their goals. The Polish uprising was put down by Russian troops. All three revolts were the topics of
continued amazement; all classes of European society followed the events with empathy, especially artists and
writers, whose actions are especially instructional. The sympathy of Russian writers and poets toward Poland is
noteworthy. Of this sympathetic outpouring, we quote from the 1977 address of Professor Efim Etkind that he made
at the XV European Dialogue in Vienna.25
The Russian poet, Fyodor Tyutchev, wrote a poem in 1831, in which he compares the occupation of Warsaw
by Russian troops with Agamemnon’s sacrifice of Iphigenia: “As Agamemnon sacrificed his own daughter to the
gods, to plead for a favorable wind from an angry heaven, so we too dealt a similar blow to hapless Warsaw, that we
may thus wrest the unity and serenity of Russia… From the ashes of this eagle that we threw onto the cleansing pyre
will one day be born our common freedom.” Another Russian poet, Vasily Suhovsky, wrote a poem in 1932,
Russian Glory , in which he glorified Russian victories over the Tatars, Swedes, French, Turks and Poles: “The
rebels raised their flags, the Pole invited us to a gory ceremonial,” but the tsar strangled the uprising. The eminent
Pushkin also took courage and joined the fray against those who accused Russia for the bloody invasion. Slanderers
of Russia is the title of the poem, written in 1831. Nobody has a right to get involved in the business of the Slavs –
in Pushkin’s opinion – because a Pan-Slav problem is only of concern to Slavs:
“Why chatter you, world orators?
Why always rebuke my Russian home?
The Lithuanian uprising – it outrages you?
Shush, I say: these are Slavs arguing;
old, family argument about destiny this,
the solution no concern of yours.”
Pushkin then talks about the background of the Polish-Russian war, the roots of which reaches back to the 16th
century.
“These tribes have long fought,one the other.
The knout lashes now us,now them, in turn.
Who will outlast, the steadfast Russian,
the braggart- jovial Pole?
Slav rivers flow into the Russian sea?
That is the question – or does it dry up?”
Clearly, Mickiewicz (Polish Romantic poet of the 19th century) could not suffer these unfair attacks and penned
a fairly clear response in To Our Russian Friends. Mickiewicz accuses the former allies and likens them to a dimwitted dog that likes its leash and bites the friendly hand that brought it freedom. The poem is not entirely congenial
but it is even handed.
Pushkin was deeply hurt and replied (1834) to his distant adversary with these lines:
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“… He walked among us,
the children of a foreign land,
yet had no hate toward us.
We loved him.
In peace and harmony,
he spent many an evening among us:
exchanging the dreams of our hope
and our poems –
his enthusiasm a gift from high.
He towered over the world.
Oft he said: a time will come
when people will forget
all arguments and become one
vast brotherly community.
The he went West: our approving eyes
followed his path. And now the former
friend is become our angry foe!
To the glee of the barren masses,
His song urges to battle, peals to us here,
rings to us his puzzled, troubled song…
Lord, send us you peace again,
into the heart of our cross enemy!”
The sense of Russian destiny gained a sense of clarity in the second half of the 19th century, for which every
political, diplomatic and military means were consciously employed to bring it to fruition. The biologist Nikolai
Yakovlevich Danilevskiy, in his book published in 1871, drew a comparison between Russian and European natural
science categories based on history in an attempt to prove that the Germano-Roman cultural types have fulfilled
their historical destiny and are at the end of their productive existence; that the Slav cultural type is set to take its
place, with Russia in the forefront, and assume a leadership position in world history. According to Danilevskiy, the
precondition is the unification of all Slavs – with the assistance of Russia – which is only possible if Turkey and
Austria disappear from the maps of Europe. The Turks saved the Balkan Slavs from Germanization; but Austria
protected Christian Europe from Islamic conquest. Thus, both have fulfilled their historic destiny and hence, they
have no more historical reason for their existence. The union of all Slavs under the Tsar then becomes of world
historical consequence and woe to the country or people who stand in the way of achieving this goal. “May God
protect the Magyars – wrote Günther Stökl in his work Russian History, quoting the philologist, Russo- and PanSlavist Hilferding – from the thankless role of forming a Chinese wall between Slavs who are aware of their
fraternal ties and thirst for unification. …”26
In Leo Tolstoy we read the following: “There is no basis to the supposition that the Russians are bound by the
same civilizational process as the European people … nor that this process (i.e., progress) is some extraordinary
result … The Russian people must not – by copying the people of Europe and America – become a proletarian
people, rather, it must solve the land issue within its own territory. Through this it will show the other nations the
road to a rational, free and happy existence, far from the path of capitalist coercion and slavery. This is her great
historical mission.”27
With Fyodor Dostoyevsky, the leading thought is the mission of the Orthodox Church, which alone
safeguarded the image of Christ in it entire purity. Perhaps it is the fundamental destiny of the Russian people of all
humanity to retain this godly image until the time comes to reveal it to a world which has lost its way.
“If Europe comes knocking on our door, to rouse and roust us to save the European order, then, perhaps for the
first time but for all of us, will come the realization how little we resemble Europe, in spite of all our attempts and
dreams through two hundred years were aimed at our becoming Europe …
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We can take it, not as mere speculation but as almost certainty, that Russia will become stronger in the near,
perhaps the nearest, future than anyone else in Europe. This will happen because every European great power will
disappear and for the following simple reason: the largely unfulfilled democratic strivings of their lowest social
order, their proletariat and beggars, saps and deteriorates them. This can not happen in Russia: here the demos (the
populace) is content and is becoming more content; the general feeling or the true harmony leads in this direction.
Thus, there will remain only one colossus on the European continent: Russia. This will occur faster than we think.
The future of Europe belongs to Russia…
We Russians have two homes: Russia and Europe, even if we call ourselves Slavophiles – I hope the latter will
not hold it against me. We must not fight against it. Among the great missions in their future, the Russians have
recognized the greatest: a general mission to mankind, the service of humanity, not only Russia’s and not only the
Slavs’ but of all humanity…”28
This general sense of ‘mission for humanity’ was widespread in Russia. The periodical, Vestnik Evropi, wrote
the following in 1870: “We say: we go no further, yet we do go further and afterwards all our neighbours accept our
conquests…” The periodical Novoje Vremya also wrote in a similar vein in 1912: “Beginning with the Varangians
until Alexander III, our policies rested on the axiom that Russia must extend its borders. For the past thousand years,
the country is still on the road toward its natural and political borders.”29 The pressing forward towards Europe was
not unrecognized in Europe.
Karl Marx clearly stated in a New York Tribune article in 1853: “Is it probable that the rise of this country
grown so powerful – already so far advanced on the road to becoming a world power – will halt? The result will be
that the borders that seem natural will run from Danzig, or perhaps Stettin, to Trieste.”30 In 1860, Marx stated: “The
only circumstance that validates Austria’s existence from the middle of the 18th century is that it prevented Russia’s
expansion in the East of Europe…” Engels in 1890 and Lenin in 1914 saw the Monarchy’s role in the same light.
Lenin wrote the following regarding the events of the era of the Compromise: “Neither the Magyars, nor the Czechs,
tried very hard to split from Austria in the interest of national independence, which the predatory and stronger
neighbours (Russians and Germans) could have quashed.”31
On the other hand, Frantisek Palacky said the following in 1872: “Whoever considers the circumstances
through which a unified Russian monarchy can come into being will not be surprised, and not take my stand badly,
if I saw something indescribably bad in it, some vast and unmeasurable calamity – and still see it today. Then, all the
brave nations would have to take up arms, sacrifice all their wealth and the last drop of their blood to thwart a
violent overthrow of all of cultured Europe, its complete subjugation and reduction into slavery, the choking-off of
every free thought and action.”32
The Crimean War (1853-1856) sobered up Russia, also bringing the era of reforms which, under Tsar
Alexander II (1856-1881) brought the following changes: abolition of serfdom (1861, 1906), judicial reform (1864),
improvement of fiscal administration (1862-1866), military reform (1861-1881), educational reform and the
autonomy of universities (1863), and school curricula (1864-1865). The defeat suffered in the Crimean War led to
increased Pan-Slavism which, in the case of Russia, was never other than the Pan-Russia movement; a greater
Russian nationalism melting the entire Slav populations into itself and territorial union to Russia. The policies of the
tsars, beginning in the middle of the 19th century, was a kind of pendulum – once towards the Balkans, next towards
Asia – dependent on the opportunities and favorable conditions present.
The fanatical Pan-Slavist N.P. Ignatyov was Russian ambassador to Constantinople from 1864 to 1877. In
1876-1877, Russian irregulars gave support to Serbia and Montenegro against the Turks. In a secret agreement
signed in Budapest on January 15, 1877, it was agreed that Austria-Hungary – as the price for its neutrality – would
acquire control of Bosnia and Hercegovina while, from its side, the Monarchy would agree to the Russian
annexation of Bessarabia and further Armenian territories. After the Turkish defeats of 1878, Russia did not feel
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constrained by the Budapest agreement. It was only after the Congress of Berlin (1878) that peaceful solutions could
be found that took into consideration the terms of the secret Budapest agreement. The Russification of Livonia,
Estonia and Kurland was begun in 1885; the Bulgarian crisis took place in 1885-1886; in 1912-1913, the First and
Second Balkan Wars – with the active participation of Russian ambassador to Belgrade, Nikolai von Hartwig.
Russia’s attempts to secure the Dardanelles played a significant role in the outbreak of WWI, not to mention the
long-term aims for the Pan-Slav movement lead and financed by her.
The Treaty of Aigun opened the era of ‘unbalanced agreements’ between Russia and China. These treaties
(Aiugon 1858, Peking 1860, Petersburg 1881, Peking 1901), in most cases, secured territorial gains or privileges for
Russia. Vladivostok (meaning: rule over the East) was founded in 1860, the entire western Turkestan came under
Russian control between 1864 and 1884, while, on the Afghan border, Anglo-Russian tensions – over the threat to
India – almost led to open warfare. One of the results of the victory of Japan over Russia in 1904-1905 was a growth
of revolutionary activity inside Russia. In 1910, Russia came to an agreement with Japan regarding the definition of
spheres of influence over Manchuria and Korea. Beginning in 1912, Russian influence began to grow in Mongolia,
becoming de facto a Russian protectorate.
While Greater Russian imperialism greedily endeavored to increase Russian territory and strengthen global
influence, reform movements sprang up within the country whose aim was the preparation for, and outbreak of, the
revolution; the three most notable were the Nihilists, the Marxists and “Friends of the People.” In his novel, The
Possessed, Dostoevsky painted, in the character of Verhovensky, the frighteningly accurate image of the
revolutionary terrorist for whom ‘conspiracy for the sake of conspiracy,’ for whom a revolution is is a goal in itself,
justifying every means. The significance of the Nihilist ‘professional revolutionary’ Sergei Nechayev (var. Nechaev)
lay not in the romanticism of the conspiracies all through his life but in the complete amorality of his revolutionary
activities and unfettered snatch for power. Petr Tkachev combined all these aspect into a theory of revolution, which
became the precursors of the party principles and practices for Lenin and Stalin. Dostoevsky does categorically warn
against revolutionary atheism, behind which he sees, with his almost prophetic abilities, the specter of the society of
the future: the small groups of professional revolutionaries and unprincipled technical experts who take to the field
for the welfare of all, at the same time degrading humanity reduced to a docile herd without a will; their goal, the
creation of a rule of terror over Russia. This end justifies every means: the spreading of vile rumors, intrigues,
creation of scandals, arson, bloodshed and murder.
The teachings of Marx found popularity relatively late among the Russian socialists. The tenets were,
according to the signs, not applicable to Russian actuality. However, in the view of Plekhanov, the time was ripe for
the creation of a social democratic workers’ party. Lenin’s theory hypothesized a party which was a centrally
controlled, tightly disciplined ‘fighting’ organization of professional revolutionaries. As the spiritual heir of Tkachev
and Nechayev, Lenin parted company from the Marxists then in control: Martov, Axelrod and Plekhanov. Trotsky
called Lenin a despot, presciently predicting that the dictatorship of the proletariat under Lenin will become Lenin’s
dictatorship. Russian social democracy progressed – deeply divided – towards the crisis. The battle fought for the
revolution shortly became a battle fought within the Party for power; Lenin led this battle without scruples,
disregarding democracy and morals. If he was convinced of a need ‘for the revolution,’ he was not loath to use any
means.
The ideological roots of the ‘narodnichestvo’ (Path to the People) were in the same place as Slavophiles,
westerners, Russian nationalists and Socialists, they found, according to their belief system, ‘the people’: an
idealized rural community. A portion of the young narodniks followed the tenets of the anarchist Bakunin. Another
influential theorists of the narodnichestvo was P.L. Lavrov, a high ranking army officer by trade. Lavrov was only
able to complete his theories in exile. According to them, he wished to link objective scientific knowledge with the
goals of a social revolution through the retention of human individuality. It was Lavrov’s contention that the flow of
history is controlled by an intellectual elite, not by the masses or economic principles. At the turn of the century, and
the years following, Russia stumbled from one revolution to another. There was no end to the assassination attempts,
successful or not; the struggle for power grew more fierce by the year. The first peak of the revolutionary process
came in 1905; by this time, centers solidified in the revolutionary struggle. The strike movements and peasant
uprisings failed due to organizational shortcomings and the committing of elite military units. In such an
atmosphere, attempts at reforms, freedom and access to political activity could not lead to lasting success. Doomed
also to failure was the sweeping scoped Stolipin agrarian reforms, whose goal was the creation of an economically
viable peasantry, as the solid basis for Russian society.
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The signing of the extremely large French loan (2.25 billion Francs) in 1906, along with the Anglo-Russian
agreement the following year, created great unease in Berlin and Vienna. This was not without foundation due, in
part, to the renewed Russian foreign activities in Europe, especially in the Balkans, and could not be ignored. The
temporary successes of the Habsburg monarchy, especially the annexation of Bosnia and Hercegovina (1908),
boosted the adversarial sentiments of the Serbs; the willingness to compromise on the Russian side was deeply
affected by losses of prestige. The direction of this development played a part so that the crisis, brought about by the
assassination in Sarajevo on June 28, 1914, could not be settled peacefully.

2.2. A short Russian history, 1917-194833
After the failure of the first revolution (1905-1906) and following the outbreak of WWI, even Lenin was
sceptical in assessing the political situation. Even in 1917, he was telling Swiss workers that the glorious proletarian
revolution will be carried out by the newer generation. Six weeks later, as a result of the events of the February
Revolution, the tsarist regime collapsed; the mission of the western delegates having failed, the western powers
abandoned the Tsar. Six months later, the October Revolution, in turn, swept away the Kerensky government.
It would be an historical error to think that the workers seized power through the October Revolution. It was
actually seized by the Bolshevik Party – in the name of the workers. The freedom of the press was put under
controls by October 27 and every non-Bolshevik paper was banned on November 18, with the exception of the one
edited by Maxim Gorki. Of even more significance was the creation on December 17 of the special committee (the
Cheka) to put down counter-revolutionary activities, a modern version of the oprichnina. In the eyes of the Cheka,
class warfare was equivalent to the annihilation of the ‘enemies of the working class’, which included all who
opposed the Bolshevik dictatorship. Although a large majority of the people voted against the Bolsheviks in the first
election – they gained merely 9 out of 36 million votes cast – the ‘constitutional assembly’ became the blind tool of
the Bolsheviks under the terror of the guarding force.
For Lenin, the first order of business was to bring an end to Russian involvement in the war. The German
government was more than eager to discuss it; the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk was signed on March 18, 1918. In it,
Russia ceded its control over Poland, Lithuania and Latvia; Estonia and Livonia (part of modern Finland) was to
come under temporary German police control. The follow-up agreement, signed on August 27, 1918, these states
were detached from the Russian Empire; Russia recognized the independence of Finland and Ukraine. The Central
Powers did not demand restitution. Russia lost 26% of its population, 27% of its agricultural lands, 33% of its textile
industry, 73% of its iron works, and 75% of its coal mines. Lenin was only able to force acceptance of these terms
by threatening to resign from the party.
The western powers were as seriously impacted by the collapse of the eastern front as by the publication of the
secret agreement made with the tsarist government, which the Bolsheviks ruthlessly revealed. The Soviet decree
announcing the abrogation of the tsarist foreign debts came as a shock to the western allies.
The terms of the peace treaty were seen as a catastrophic national tragedy in Russia; another tragedy ensued in
the form of the civil war. In this fateful hour, it was again Germany that offered assistance. For a significant price –
Russia was willing to pay 6 billion gold Marks and substantial deliveries of oil – the Germans withdrew their
support of the ‘Whites’ and, thus, saved the ‘Reds’. The reorganization of the Red Army by Trocki and the tsarist
officers brought the necessary turn of events, hastened by the collapse of Germany. The Allies began to withdraw
their troops in April, at about the time when Kolchak’s armies began their offensive. Kolchak’s campaign collapsed
during the winter of 191-1920; Wrangel’s uprising and the Polish war were no longer significant – the civil war was
over. The ‘Whites’ were necessarily doomed to failure due to their inability to produce a constructive, forwardlooking program, due to their interventionist foreign support and due to the ineffectual intervention of the Allies.
Marshal Foch’s large scale plan of attack against Russia was rejected by Supreme Council of the Allies. In this, the
attitude of the United States was decisive. It was America’s view that continued weakening of Russia – in light of
the situation of Japan in the Pacific and East Asia – was not in their interests.
The combinations in the background of assistance were misleading. The German High Command did not
support a Lenin, the Communist, but rather a Lenin of whom Germany hoped would weaken Germany’s enemy. The
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Allies, on the other hand, supported the ‘Whites’ because they were fighting the ’Reds’ who were held to be allies of
Germany. The country was close to collapse due to the combined effects of the war, civil war and war Communism.
The too hasty socialization, the forced food collections and difficulties with distribution led to waves of strikes and
the sailors’ revolt of Kronstadt. The years of war Communism caused unimaginable famine and misery; according to
official estimates, more than five million people lost their lives during these years. Although international aid
organizations, churches and state bodies provided significant relief – the United States sent 700,000 tons of food to
Russia – it was impossible to prevent the wholesale impoverishment of entire social classes, widespread famine,
rampant infectious diseases and sickness.
The devastating effects were primarily felt in the family, childrearing, religion, education and culture. This
dismal balance sheet shows the negative effects of the systematic break-up of family life, moral decay from the
propagation of free love, the movement of the ‘godless’ (bezbozhnik), the open persecution of the churches, and
similar actions in the fields of education and culture. To all this must be added the death of – mostly – innocent
millions, the destruction of vast artistic and cultural treasures and the emigration of a large number of scientists and
artists. Even Gorki, close and personal friend of Lenin, left Russia in 1921 to protest the Bolshevik’s cultural war on
the civil strata. He only returned in 1928.
In March of 1921, Lenin was forced into a change of direction, which made a compromise possible between
theory and practice. This, the New Economic Policy (NEP), Lenin was able to achieve at the X. Congress of the
Communist Party. It became evident that a shift to a purely socialist economy was not successful. The NEP was an
attempt to introduce a mixed economic model, in which the socialist sector was supposed to compete with the
private sector. In Lenin’s view, the socialist sector would continue to expand in this competitive battle, so that the
final victory of socialism was a certainty. The NEP era lasted until 1927, during which time every anti-Bolshevik
party (Mensheviks, social revolutionaries, workers opposition, democratic centralists, etc.) was banned and the
foundation was laid for the dictatorship of the Party (actually, of the apparatchiks). Beginning with the X. Congress
(1921), the transformation of the Party into a bureacratic apparatus visibly progressed with some speed. At the same
time, the new type of ‘representative’ Bolsheviks, e.g.- Stalin, Molotov, Kaganovich, Mikoyan, Kuybishev and
others, took to center stage. The Cheka was renamed the State Political Administration (GPU). 1922 saw the first
large-scale political trial against the social revolutionaries. Since the Comintern had taken a position against the
death penalty, the verdicts were carried out later when the death penalty was again introduced into the Soviet Union.
The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics was created during the All-Russian X. Congress, on December 27, 1922
with a new constitution on July 6, 1923.
When it became apparent that the world-wide revolution did not erupt in Europe and that the majority of
European socialists decided for democracy, the Bolsheviks pointedly turned toward the people of Asia. The potential
spread of Communism in Persia, India and China opened vast opportunities for Bolshevik propaganda and influence
creation. The first foreign pact with Persia and Afghanistan was signed in 1921, followed shortly by a treaty of
peace and friendship with Turkey. The activities of Russian agents increased in Mongolia and China.
The creation of the Communist International (Comintern, 1919-1943) was decided during the III. International
in Moscow on March 2, 1919; Zinoviev, one of Lenin’s oldest associate, was elected as president. The II. Congress,
held the following year and attended by delegates from 37 countries, agreed with Lenin’s 21 points. Lenin originally
stipulated 19 requirements to acceptance into the Comintern. These represented general but mandatory directions for
every Communist party wishing to be a member of the III. International. They demanded the strictest discipline and
obedience, the relentless fight against social democracy, as well as active propaganda activity in the unions and the
military. The requirements became progressively stricter with each subsequent congress. The political goal of these
“very Russian conditions” – Lenin himself named this document “a very Russian” document – was to keep the
Comintern pure, in a Communist sense, and protect it from non-Communist elements, especially those continued to
cleave to the ideas of the II. International. The concept of the purity of the Party, in an ideological sense, has taken
such a hold on Communism as to represent an obsession. Religious history records something similar, and with
almost every creed: they each hold themselves, with regard to salvation, to be the ‘chosen’ vehicle of a Superior
Being. In time, the Comintern took a sterner view of the co-ordination of Party activities in the member countries, of
the adherence to central directives. The ‘center’, in every respect, was Moscow. The Comintern came under the
influence and control of the Russian Communist (Bolshevik) Party and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
relatively quickly.
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The XII. Party Congress in 1923 decided on the collaboration between the Oversight (Audit) Committee and
the political police; Stalin thus ensured the GPU’s control over the Party. Before the XII. Congress, Stalin stated the
following regarding the right of self-determination: “There are circumstances where the self-determination of a
people clashes with another, higher, principle: the right of the working class to stregthen its power now that it has
seized power. In this case, self-determination should not – and is not allowed to – stand as an obstacle in the way of
the dictatorship of the workers. The first principle must give way to the second.”34 In 1925, Stalin made it the
responsibility of the proletariat – including the Communists of the western countries – to hold the Soviet Union,
without reservation or stipulation, as the core of ‘world revolution’ and to protect it as the ‘home of all workers.’
By 1921, Soviet Russia was in a position to be able to sign trade agreements with Britain, Norway, Austria,
Italy and Germany. These agreements had unique significance in light of the catastrophic economic situation.
However, the first major European success of the Soviet Union was the Treaty of Rapallo (April 16, 1922). The
Entente politics pushed Germany and the Soviet Union into closer proximity. They again resumed political contacts
on the basis of mutual equality; also coming to agreements on economic and military co-operation. They both
deemed any outstanding demands from the war years as closed; both countries renounced any restitution.
The Berlin Treaty of April 24, 1926 was a continuation of the course begun in Rapallo. The two countries
agreed to consult with each other on every political and economic matter. If either was attacked by a third country,
the other was bound to remain neutral. In 1927, the German government budgeted 330 million Marks to ensure
those German businesses which exported to the Soviet Union (the so-called ‘Russian credit’). Tens of thousands of
German engineers and technicians worked in the Soviet Union. Military co-operation also proceeded smoothly.
German pilots and armored experts were trained in Russia; the officers of the High Commands also exchanged their
experiences gained through military exercises. After Lenin’s death (January 21, 1924), a trio (Zinoviev, Kamenev,
Stalin) assumed control. After a relentless and ruthless fight, Stalin was able to neutralize, or strip of power, his most
dangerous enemy and rival, Trotsky, along with all the former friends of Lenin, and the ‘internationalists.’
In 1924, Stalin wrote in a pamphlet that no one country is strong enough to ensure the final victory of
Socialism. His The October Revolution and Russian Communists’ Tactic appeared in the same year, in which he
gave voice to the opinion that Socialism could easily be established in any country of the world. This hypothesis was
accepted in April of 1925 by the XIV. Party Congress and, as dogma, led to serious consequences in the Soviet
Union and within Comintern. It was one of the reasons that, beginning about 1928-1929, theory and practice
irrevocably diverged from socialism and systematic / scientific Marxism. The XV. Congress (December 1927)
stripped 75 leading Party members, among them Trotsky, Zinoviev and Kamenev, of their party membership for
Leftist opposition. Stalin dealt with the Right-wing opposition – Rykov, Tomsky and Bucharin – between 1928 and
1931. The accused all withdrew their ‘erroneous views,’ which led to a nine-year delay in their being publicly
charged and sentencing.
As part of the 10th anniversary celebrations of the October Revolution (November 7, 1929), Stalin announced
two fundamental goals: the radical collectivization of the farmers and the creation of a vast heavy industry. The
intentions of the First 5-year Plan were primarily meant to bolster the basis of power; social development was only a
secondary aim. The XV. Party Congress rubber stamped acceptance of the program. In the time covered by the plan,
1928-1932, one-tenth of peasant farms were collectivized; industrial development did not meet the plan’s targets, as
Stalin himself admitted on February 4, 1931. At the same time, he cleverly appealed to the sense of patriotism of the
workers and demanded further sacrifices from them – to which they responded positively.
The establishment of Socialism in one country, the Soviet Union – repeated as a mantra –, deepened devotion
to the idea of a socialist homeland and in Soviet patriotism. The strengthening of this loyalty also enabled the
confronting of Russian history, in fact, the rehabilitation of certain historical personages and institutions. On the
other hand, work discipline was again tightened. Turning in unacceptable work (failure to meet plan) or tardiness
meant serious repercussions for the workers (docked wages, loss of vacations, eviction from industry-supplied
housing, mandatory reassignment / relocation, even arrest), in some cases even execution.
The relationship of the Soviet Union with its neighbours – from Finland to Romania – was correct at a state
level, even as the Comintern tried seriously to foment unrest, although without great success. This lack of success
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was one of the charges laid against Zinoviev. The so-called Litvinov Pact was signed in Moscow on February 9,
1929 between the Soviet Union and Poland, Romania, Estonia and Latvia, which stated that the Kellogg Pact was in
force, even if other countries did not ratify it.35 The continuation of these efforts were capped with mutual nonagression treaties signed (1932) between the Soviet Union and Finland, Poland, Latvia, Estonia and France.
Visits by foreign dignitaries and personages contributed to improving the image of the Soviet Union. It is
sufficient to cite but two examples of the political cluelessness or naivete of western visitors who swallowed the
Soviet propaganda. In 1933, George Bernard Shaw paid a visit to the Soviet Union. Before embarking for home, he
wrote in the hotel guest book: I leave the land of hope and return to the West where hopelessness reigns. He wrote
the words at a time when forcible collectivizations took place recently amidst ruthless terror, throwing millions of
farmers into poverty and death. The second large famine of Soviet history (1931-1933) claimed an estimated 10-11
million victims. Yet, the disruptive strategy of the Comintern to export Russian grain at prices below cost (dumping)
continued throughout the famine. Another example, that of Julius Tandler, Viennese socio-politician, who attended
the 1936 May Day Parade as a guest of honor. He wrote that it was the largest mass demonstration he had ever seen:
“These are the vital and triumphant people of the new world.” Tandler obviously forgot the events of the previous
15 years, the years that saw the ‘waves of cleansing’ and the catastrophic famines, making them one of Russia’s
most brutal era. According to indications, he could not – or would not – differentiate reality from the propaganda
performance.
By entry into the League of Nations (1934) and then the decision taken by the VII. Comintern Congress (1935)
to pursue a path of ‘people’s front actions’, the oscillating policies of the Soviet Union reached such a peak of
achievement as to be trumped only by the Hitler-Stalin pact (1939). Relations with the United States were managed
to be normalized after president Roosevelt took office; the expansionist policies of Japan in the Far East were more
than likely contributing factors. The years of the Second 5-Year Plan (1933-1937) brought ideological changes. It
was again possible to write about and to speak of the homeland, of love for the country and patriotic feelings. The
new educational laws (1935) restored the stature and respect for educators and imposed mandatory discipline on
students; instead of Marxist social indoctrination, teaching history was again on the curriculum. An attempt was
made to restore the continuity of Russian history. New family laws provided protection for the family, as the basis of
the state; divorce was made more difficult. The problem of homeless children was essentially solved. Even the
Church came in for some respect: mention was made of the significant role it played in the Kiev public educational
system, and the role taken by the monasteries in the resettlements.
A great deal of significance was attached to the 1936 constitution. As long as the thesis of the fall of the Soviet
Union continued to remain valid – so said the state organs – and the ‘encirclement by the capitalists’ remained, the
state – the Soviet Union – remains the most important construct. It remains the duty of public administration,
literature, the arts, philosophy, ethics, the law, etc. to continue to serve the state. The Soviet state embodies the
Soviet social order; ensures and continues to develop it. These are the roots of both Soviet patriotism and proletarian
internationalism – also the role of the single party system. The federative system – according to the Soviet model –
was compromised, to say the least, by the tight centralization of the Party apparatus.
The constitution defined the Soviet Union as an alliance consisting of eleven (currently fifteen) soviet republics
that ensures the right for all of its citizens equality for work, rest, education, medical and old age services, freedom
of conscience – including religious activities. It guaranteed fundamental freedoms and human rights, although with
the significant addendum that all these were “in the interest of solidifying a socialist society.”
After the inhumane acts of the forced collectivization period and the famines of 1931-1933, Stalin demanded
increases in labor production. The Stakhanov movement began on August 31, 1935 when coal miner Alexei
Stakhanov exceeded his shift quota by 14-fold; 1936 was named the Stakhanov Year. ‘Assault’ teams forced
increases in production, followed by continued raises in normal production quotas. The reviled capitalist piece work
was belittled by a new socialist competitor. It fell to the Communist unions to ensure increases in industrial
productivity. To be sure, there were significant successes and achievements: iron and steel output reached a high;
Europe’s largest generating station was built in Dnyeprostroy; other vast factories were built or planned. Still, there
were errors and omissions: the cost in lives and material [not to mention the environment-ed.] was unbelievably
high.
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The Second 5-Year Plan held a promise of increase in consumer goods, a rise in the standard of living and a
rationalization of industry and agriculture. At the same time, the period was also the era of wholesale ‘cleansing’
and show trials. At the end of 1934, the Leningrad party secretary, Kirov, was murdered. On the basis of
Khruschev’s revelations (1956) we now know that Kirov was killed with Stalin’sblessing. The first large-scale show
trial was begun in August of 1936. Among the charges two were the organization of a united Trotskyite-Zinovievite
center and the murder of Kirov. The chief defendants, among them Zinoviev and Kamenev, were sentenced to death
and executed. The purge of the Red Army took place in 1937 (the Tukhachevsky trial), which eliminated about 75
percent of the army general staff (3 out of 5 fieldmarshalls, 13 of 15 generals, 62 of 85 corps commanders), along
with approximately 20,000 other officers. They were charged with organizing and taking part in a spy ring on behalf
of Germany and Japan. It can not be ascertained today with any certainty whether the main reason for the cleansing
was a planned coup by the Red Army or whether the condemned were the victims of Gestapo intrigues. The reason
could also lie in the great popularity Marshall Tukhachevsky enjoyed, both in the Red Army and among the general
public. Whatever the reason, the purge resulted in a loss of prestige for the Soviet Union and a dangerous
deterioration for the Red Army.
Subsequent purges were aimed at the foreign Communists, most of whom filled high posts within the
Comintern, members of the Central Committee of the Polish Communist Party and the Hungarian Béla Kun. Even
the Spanish Civil War was used as a pretense to eliminate dissidents. On the heels of the Soviet and ‘international
volunteer brigades,’ the agents of the GPU arrived in Spain to do ‘housecleaning’ in the ranks of the Spanish
Communists, too. Quite a few, internationally known, western Communists fell into the grasp of the GPU; others,
e,g,- Arthur Koestler, George Orwell, L. Fischer, Andre Gide, I. Silone, St. Spender and R. Wright, turned their
backs on Communism as a result of these experiences.36 The largest show trial, the Third Trotskyite trial took place
in 1938. Among the leading defendants were Rykov (Lenin’s immediate successor), Bucharin and the former
commissar of the NKVD, Yagoda. All the chief defendants were sentenced to death and the sentence was carried out
two days later. According to calculations, between 1936 and 1938, eight to nine million people – 5-6% of the
population of the Soviet Union – went through the NKVD’s filtering process. The actual guilt parties could not have
exceeded two million. By 1942, the population of the prison camps (gulags) had risen to 10 million. Of the 139
members elected to the Central Committee at the XVII. Party Congress in 1934, only 24 were free (98 were
liquidated), of the 12 members of the Party Committee, only 8 were at large.37
After Hitler began his expansionist policies, there were two options available for the Soviet Union: alliance
with the western powers or alliance with Hitler. In his speech to the XVIII. Party Congress on March 10, 1939,
Stalin left both possibilities open. He attacked those pressing for war, who – in his words – are to be found among
the western powers. German diplomats were better at decoding his meaning than the British and French. It is
probable that the British guarantee made to Poland significantly influenced Hitler to change direction toward
Moscow; much the same as Stalin changed his position toward Berlin and his plans toward Hitler. On May 3, 1939,
Molotov replaced Litvinov as Foreign Minister, beginning a new phase in Soviet foreign policy.
On August 23, 1939, German Foreign Minister Ribbentrop flew to Moscow. Most meeting were carried out in
Stalin’s presence. The first achievement was the signing of a 10-year non-agression treaty, effective immediately. Of
great significance was the secret erticle of the agreement, defining the areas of influence of the two powers,
including the partition of Poland; Estonia and Latvia fell to the Soviet Union, Lithuania to Germany; regarding
Bessarabia, Germany stated its non-interest. The agreement also divided the world into two zones of interest. With
the Hitler-Stalin pact, the road was open to the fourth partition of Poland. Thus, all the conditions for the second
world war were now present. After the signing of the agreement, Stalin raised his glass in toast: “I know how much
the German people love their Fuehrer. I drink to his health.”38
The entire world was shook up and the western powers had the feeling that they were swindled.
Fundamentally, this development was not at all surprising. Through their connections over the centuries, the
Germans and Russians had a significant amount of rich experience in coming to an understanding with each other.
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As has been shown during past history, they seem to be more sensitive to subtle signals and are thus able to react
more quickly and effectively to them. It is, hence, not without value to cite some examples from the past. The first
German-Russian alliance happened between Maximillian I and Ivan III, leading to the surrounding of Poland and the
dual royal marriage during the imperial meeting in Vienna in the summer of 1515. The result was that the Jagiellons
renounced their claims to Hungary and Bohemia; instead, the Habsburgs laid claim to these two countries. In 1686,
Peter the Great joined the Holy League and travelled to Vienna in 1698 to coordinate anti-Turkish military plans.
Tsar Peter III, whose wife was princess Sofia Frederika of Anhalt-Zerbst, and later ruled Russia as Catherine the
Great, signed a peace treaty with Prussia in 1762. This enabled Prussia to conclude a peace treaty at Hubertsburg
with Austria in 1763, whereby Prussia retained Silesia and Glatz, forming the basis of its rise to superpowerdom.
The first and second partitions of Poland (1772, 1793) were the results of Russian and Prussian cooperation. In
1812, Field Marshal Yorck, in the service of Prussia, signed a neutrality agreement (Convention of Tauroggen) with
General Diebitsch of Russia leading to an alliance in 1813 between Russia and Prussia (the Quadruple Alliance of
Russia, Prussia, England and Austria). German poets lauded Tsar Alexander I as the liberator from Napoleonic
oppression. Russia’s position as a European great power became established after the Congress of Vienna. The
events of Königgrätz (1866) would not have been possible without the benign neutrality of Russia towards Prussia,
and the results would not have been as devastating for Vienna. Russian moderation during the Franco-Prussian war
made possible the Prussian victory over France and the proclamation of the German Empire. Other outstanding
events in Russo-Prussian cooperation (between Bismarck and Gorchakov, and later Giers) were the League of
Three Emperors (1878) and the Reinsurance Treaty (1887). After Bismarck’s dismissal (1890), this policy was
suspended - even shelved - in favor of realigning the power balance of Europe. This change in direction contributed
in no small measure to the failure of efforts to prevent the first world war. The Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, the indirect
support of the ’Reds’ vs. the ‘Whites’ and the ban on transit through Germany of western aid to Poland during the
Polish-Russian war (1919-1920) were all consistent continuations of the traditional Russo-Prussian direction, as
those developments already outlined for the inter-war period.
Russo-Geman cooperation continued problem free after the Hitler-Stalin pact; both sides unscrupulously made
the most of the available opportunities. In spite of the fundamental ideological differences and notwithstanding the
existence of the Comintern, political, military and economic cooperation continued to function fairly smoothly. For
the Soviet Union, the advantages were mainly on the political plane. The milestones along this road were stronger
influence in the Baltic region, solution of the Finnish question, and annexation of the Baltic states and Bessarabia.
The Russian attack of Finnland on November 30, 1939 enraged the entire world. On December 14, the League of
Nations stated that the attack infringed the fundamental principles of the League, branded Russia as the agressor,
and suggested that the member nations provide assistance to Finnland. Simpathy towards the Finnish ‘brother
nation’ was especially strong in Hungary. The heroic Finnish resistance against the overwhelming Russian forces
was followed enthusiastically; Hungarian volunteers fought on the Finnish side. After early successes, the Finns
were forced to sign the Soviet dictated peace treaty on March 12, 1940.
There were a number of other things behind the Hitler-Stalin pact than the temporary mutual advantages. Hitler
was freed from the threat of a two-front war; the Soviets were hoping for western concessions, as well as assured
supplies of raw materials and complete support. Stalin also carefully weighed the impact of the treaty, its short- and
longterm effects. A military pact between the Soviets and the western powers would, in all likelihood, have forced
concessions from Hitler. Peace would have been maintained, along with the status quo. Stalin, however, was
interested in neither. In the treaty, he offered the assurance that Hitler hoped to obtain: not to be attacked from
behind, either by the Soviet Union or the Comintern. The latter was instructed to sap western military efforts
through propaganda, disruption and sabotage. Relying on the strength of this dual support, Hitler was hoping to
sway the western powers into continued concessions. It was not to be. The war developed according to Stalin’s
plans. He knew that Great Britain and France, with their colonies and American support, were significantly better
able to withstand a long war than Germany. Therefore, Hitler will be more and more at the mercy of Soviet
benevolence. Finally, a beaten and bankrupt Germany will be ripe for revolution and easy prey for the Red Army. In
fact, Stalin saw likely possibilities for world revolution to ignite among the starved populace and war-weary
soldiers, which would be accomplished with ‘assistance’ from the Red Army.
We learned from Prague that these ideas of Stalin definitely were not without foundation. The most important
witness to it was Eduard Benes, whose Prague friends informed him of the decisions taken by the Central
Committee of the Czechoslovak Communist Party. The Prague communists counted on the neutrality of the Soviet
Union until the end of the ‘imperialist war’ – after which the world revolution can start. Benes reported all this on
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March 14, 1948 in the Gazette de Lausanne.
Based on a logical review of the evidence, Ernst Topitsch, in his book Stalin’s War (Stalin’s Krieg), comes to
the final conclusion that “Stalin was not only the real victor but that he was the key figure of the war: the sole
leading statesman of the time with clear perspectives and ideas of goals to be attained.” Hence, Stalin, in accordance
with Lenin’s concepts, was able to successfully pursue, with the ‘assistance’ of Germany and Japan, the “wordwide
anti-imperialist struggle against the capitalist and imperialist” forces. “With the increasing distance of time, it
becomes more and more evident that Stalin is an outstanding figure not only of Russian history, similar to Ivan the
Terrible and Peter the Great, but also of world history, too.”39
Above all else, Stalin’s calculations were upset by Hitler’s rapid victory over France. Hence, especially in
France, where – as opposed to Great Britain – the Communist Party was strong, he had to employ a different tactic.
Before the war, it propagated a ‘revolutionary defeatism’; Maurice Thorez said in 1935 that the Party would not
watch idly while the French workers were dragged into an anti-Fascist war. Several weeks later, instructions came
from Moscow regarding support for the ‘People’s Front’ movement. The confrontation between the Left and the
Right became more pointed during the Spanish Civil War. In France, there was extremely close cooperation within
the ‘Front.’ It was in this spirit that the French Communists joined the socialists and civil representatives on
September 2, 1939 to vote for the war budget.
After the September 17, 1939 entry of the Red Army into Poland – an action that cost 200-300 thousand Poles
killed, wounded or captured, while on the Soviet side the numbers were a mere 757 dead and 1,862 wounded – the
French Communists received new instructions from Moscow: in the future, they were to slow the war efforts in their
country and thereby, at least indirectly, aid Hitler. The confusion was complete. Well-known Communists left the
Party, offering public explanations for their action. The majority of the Party, however, dutifully carried out the new
directives.
In the meantime, Hitler and Stalin opened peace initiatives. They stated that: it is in the interest of the people
that Germany, on the one side, and Great Britain and France, on the other side, end the state of war. At the same
time, they extended their mutual non-agression pact on September 28, 1939 with a border treaty and friendship pact.
The next day, Pravda published the following: “If the efforts (for peace) of the Soviet and German governments
remain unfruitful, then Great Britain and France, their governments and ruling classes, will bear the responsibility
for the continuation of the war.”
On October 31, 1939, Molotov, in a meeting of the Central Committee, attacked the western allies with
unbound cynicism. The general drift was that the British government instituted a certain religious war, whose aim
was the destruction of Hitlerism as a world view. Hence, Great Britain and France are the spokesmen of a world
view or religious war. The National Socialist view, the same as any other world view, is either acceptable or
rejectable. Everyone must, however, understand that a world view can not be forcibly destroyed. A war such as this
as much illogical as immoral - so Molotov opined in defense of National Socialism. The gist of Molotov’s speech,
together with the addresses of other Soviet leaders, was spread in the form of fliers and pamphlets by German planes
over France and Belgium.
In accordance with the newest instructions received from Moscow, the French Communist Party began the
demoralization of the people, beginning with the military. Apart from propaganda and acts of sabotage, there was
also collaboration with the German secret service. This is confirmed by Paul Leverkuehn’s work, The secret
information service of the German Army during the War, as well as by René Hardy, a leader of the resistance cell of
the period. Hardy charged the French Communist Party of fighting not for France but for the Soviet Union and the
Soviet revolution.40 Directions and instructions were transmitted to the communists and other collaborators via the
German secret service urging acts of sabotage inside the French war industry. A similar campaign took place in
Belgium before and during the Wehrmacht’s western campaign.
After the capitulation of France, the situation changed. Now, an increase in production was in the interest of
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Germany. France, due to its active cooperation, expected a certain amount of consideration – including the
communists, which agreed with the views of the Comintern. Many French voluntarily collaborated with the
occupying forces – to the assistance of the German military command – by shortly restoring industrial output in the
factories. The French denounced each other by the millions. Within the resistance movement, there were rivalries,
treason and revenge. Up until the German attack against the Soviet Union, the French Communists significantly
contributed to a diminishing of resistance activities. The French Communist Party remained in semi-legitimacy
during the entire period, abstaining from all polemics in regard to the German occupying forces. The Germans made
use of the communists’ services in other countries, as well. For instance, the Czech communist leaders were
permitted, with the permission of the German authorities, to make ‘inspection tours’ of the Czech-Moravian
protectorate, to increase the output of factories.
Stiff competition arose between Germany and the Soviet Union over the Balkans. To clarify the question,
Molotov travelled to Berlin on November 12, 1940. Hitler’s attempt, to influence Molotov with the disbanding of
the British Empire, was unsuccessful. The Soviet Foreign Minister demanded clarification of Europe’s sphere’s of
influence, mainly the Balkans and the territories around the eastern seas. Molotov demanded both regions for the
Soviet Union, including the Danish and Dardanelles straits. It is appropriate to quote here the words of the French
statesman and historian, Tiers: “If the Russian colossus gets one foothold on the Dardanelles, and another on the
Danish starist, then the entire old world will be thrust into slavery, freedom will flee to America.”41 Molotov left
Berlin on November 14 without a firm agreement. Eleven days later, he handed the Soviet government’s response,
including counterproposals, to the German ambassador in Moscow. Histler made no response. The Barbarossa Plan
was feverishly being developed.
Of the European countries, Yugoslavia held out for the longest time to open relations with the Soviet Union –
probably due to the large number of Russian clerics and members of the Wrangel army living in the country. On
March 25, 1941, Yugoslavia joined the Axis. Two days later, a military coup overthrew the government in Belgrade;
on April 5, the new government signed a treaty of friendship and non-agression with the Soviet Union; on the 6th,
the German campain against Yugoslavia and Greece began. The Balkan campaign of the Wehrmacht delayed the
attack against the Soviet Union. It is possible that this loss of time (about six weeks-ed.) played a not-insignificant
role in the battles around Moscow. We, on the other hand, see greater significance in the Russo-Japanese nonagression agreement signed on April 13, 1941. The threat of a two-front war was significantly reduced for the Soviet
Union. On June 22, 1941, German forces attacked the Soviet Union. The war confronted the Soviet government, its
military, economy, Party, diplomacy, indeed its entire populace, with seemingly insurmountable difficulties. Stalin,
however, knew how to stir every muscle of the Soviet Union and, with the assistance of tremendous internal
productivity and extremely effective allied assistance, end the war victorious.
After the beginning of the assault and the early successes of the attack, the situation of the Soviet Union was
essentially hopeless. Stalin was forced to turn to the Allies and the United States and plead for aid. In July of 1941,
Roosevelt sent his confidante, Harry Hopkins, to Moscow. Hopkins told Stalin that the United States was prepared
to render assistance the Soviet Union. Stalin openly disclosed the situation and urgently asked for anti-aircraft
weapons, machine guns, infantry arms, fuel and aluminum. He did not make a secret of the fact that 75 percent of
Soviet military industries were located in the region of Leningrad and Kiev. The lease and loan agreements offered
by the Americans was of decisive significance for the Soviet Union. In the first three months only, $145 million of
equipment was sent to the Soviet Union. In September, Averell Harriman, accompanied by Lord Beaverbrook, went
to Moscow to for a clear picture of the Soviet needs. The first agreements signed in 1941 were later expanded and
amended. Due to the extraordinary decision made by Roosevelt, the Soviet Union enjoyed an advantage over all the
other allies in military hardware distribution – over even the American forces, until America’s entry into the war.
From October 1, 1941 to May 31, 1945, as part of the United States assistance program, 2,660 ships were sent to the
Soviet Union, with a total of 16.5 million tons of cargo – of which more than 15 million tons arrived, in spite of the
bitter naval warfare. To get an idea of the magnitude of the aid: 427,284 trucks, 13,303 tanks, 35,170 motorcycles,
2,328 automobiles, 2.5 million tons of aviation fuel, 1,900 steam and diesel locomotives, over 10,000 railway cars,
4.5 million tons of canned meat, sugar, flour, salt and lard were sent. For each member of the 12 million soldiers of
the Red Army, half a pound of high calory food, per head–per day, was made available. The value of the American
aid program was in the neighbourhood of $11 billion.42
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Great Britain and the Soviet Union came to an agreement on July 12, 1941 regarding their common objectives
against Germany. Of foremost importance, they both agreed not to sign separate peace treaties. The idea of a
separate peace between Germany and the Soviet Union was brought up by German military circles at the end of
1941 and again in September of 1942. Japanese mediation attempts were made in this direction, even Mussolini
supported the idea. The chief prosecutor at Nurenberg, Robert Kempner, recounted four such initiatives: at the time
of the African landing by the Allies, at the end of 1942, the spring and fall of 1943. Peter Kleist, an official in the
German Foreign Ministry, established communications with an official in the Soviet Ministry. The Soviet official
stated that the Soviet Union was unwilling to fight one day more than is necessary for British and American
interests.43 In any case, it is questionable if Stalin, the realist – especially after the victory at Stalingrad – took the
offer of a separate peace with Hitler seriously. Of more likelyhood is the probability that Stalin inflated the
importance of these peace feelers to his allies, as evidence of the pressure on the Soviet Union.
Since the Soviet Union had dire need for aid and assistance from the western powers, Stalin was again forced
to change – radically – the former instruction to the Comintern and the western Communist Parties: the communists
were to cooperate with the governments in power, exert every energy in the war effort to render assistance to the
Soviet Union, ‘the home of every worker.’ The word ‘Democracy’ became the common symbol in the fight against
‘Fascism.’ Patriotic nationalism appeared in the Soviet Union. An article in a November 1942 issue of Pravda
stressed that a soldier has but one, single duty: to serve the country. Guard units were organized and new insignia of
ranks were created; new medals conformed to the tsarist traditions. A sense of patriotism was consciously fostered
in the country. Instead of “Proletarians of the world unite!” the new slogan became “Down with the Fascist
invaders!”. The talk was of protecting the holy motherland, as in the struggle against Napoleon. Relations were
opened even with the Church. On September 4, 1943, Stalin met with Metropolitan Sergius, head of the Russian
Orthodox Church, and other metropolitans, leading to a certain truce with the Orthodox Church. Four days later, the
Holy Synod elected Metropolitan Sergius as its Patriarch.
Also, Pan-Slavism revived. In the summer of 1941, an All-Slav Committee was formed. They also resorted to
stiffening the resolve and willingness of the citizenry to fight through such vague promises that the lifting of former
restrictions will become permanent – especially with regard to the Church and the collective farms. On may 15,
1943, the Comintern was disbanded. This step barely merited any attention as the Communist Internationale lost,
during the war years, a lot of its influence and importance, due to the often contradictory instructions.
The declaration of war by the United States and Great Britain on Japan, on December 8, 1941, was, in all
likelihood, the most decisive turn of events for the Soviet Union during WWII. It was conclusively relieved of the
threat of a two-front war and was able to turn all its resources against Germany. The cooperation of the ‘Big Three’
– in spite of all the mutual suspicion, squabbling, differing war aims and the differences regarding the post-war
reorganization of Europe – was, in the end, successful. The proof lies in the string of agreements after bilateral talks
and the pacts following the three significant conferences (Teheran, Yalta, Potsdam).
Within the Soviet Union, the Party, the government and the military all concentrated on the victorious
continuation of the ‘great patriotic war.’ After the recapture of Stalingrad and the defeat of the German 6th Army (an
even 300 thousand men), a significant turn of events happened in the course of the war to the benefit of the Soviets
and, at the same time, for their future world political prospects, too. With the victory at Stalingrad, the Soviet Union
became the world’s second superpower. The Soviet summer offensive of 1944 – aided by the Allied landings in
Normandy – brought success on every front. Finland, Romania, Bulgaria, followed a few months later by Hungary,
Slovakia and Croatia, withdrew from the war. From January to May of 1945, the Red Army occupied East Germany.
On April 13, 1945, Vienna was taken; on May 2, Berlin fell. The unconditional surrender of the German Wehrmacht
took effect at midnight on May 9, 1945. Stalin’s order on the day of the capitulation said, among other things, that
the victory over the Germans was also the culmination of the centuries old Slav dream. It was with a similar tone,
too, that Stalin later announced to the Soviet people Japan’s unconditional surrender. The victory over Japan he also
saw as the settling of scores for the 1905 Russian defeat: “We, the children of an older generation, waited forty years
for this day – and now, the day has come,” he stated jubilantly.44
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On June 28, 1945, Stalin had himself titled Generalissimo. A day later, the Carpatho-Ukraine was annexed into
the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. On August 8, 1945 – two days before Japan’s surrender – the Soviet Union
declared war on Japan. In February of 1945, Stalin was re-elected as president of the Central Committee. Soviet
influence abroad was begun to be bolstered; internally, the power of the Party was begun to be restored. The truce
with the Russian Orthodox Church – just as in tsarist times – served to enhance relations with the Greek Orthodox
Churches of the Balkan states. The sphere of the Partiarch of Moscow extended over the Soviet Union. It seemed
that, after the war, solutions to two problems were most important for the Soviet Union: improving the catastrophic
economic situation and restoring the authority of the Soviet Communist Party. The first problem was addressed by
stronger work discipline and higher production targets, employing hundreds of thousands of prisoners-of-war,
stripping the occupied territories of industrial machinery and shipping them to the Soviet Union, reparations, the
intellectual potential represented by the numerous scientists, technicians and engineers – among them German
atomic researchers under terms of forced labor – available to the Soviets; finally, the beginning of the fourth 5-Year
Plan. Restoring the Party to its leadership position, which was visibly pushed to the background during the war, is
closely tied to A.A. Zdhanov, on eof the most qualified person of the Communist Party leadership. Zdhanov was
already influental in Soviet cultural policies between 1934 and 1938.
The change in political direction became apparent in Stalin’s speech of February 9, 1946. Stalin said that the
Soviet people had to prepare for a new war because wars - while capitalism exists - are inevitable. This was an
unmistakable sign of a new, rigid course. The first intervention was in the cultural area. In a speech before the
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Zdhanov called for war against all foreign
influence. This influence was extremely strong, resting on incontrovertible facts: the quality of material and
merchandise entering the Soviet Union through foreign aid, primarily from the United States, and through the manyfaceted relationships with the wester allies during the war; the first-hand contacts with the West by the hundreds of
thousands of soldiers, workers from the East and prisoners-of-war; especially the latter group who had experience
with the western standard of living, with freedom and with democracy, with the civil way of thinking and living.
These experiences created a new image in a large number of Soviet citizens about the capitalist world, about the
capitalist people and its political systems, and this picture did not agree with the picture propagated in the Soviet
Union and the official assessment. All these experiences and ventures elicited wonder and enthusiasm toward the
West.
Zhdanov decided to put and end to this wonder and enthusiasm. It is high time - he proclaimed - to put an end
to the kow-towing before the wester bourgeois culture, which is only showing signs of decadence. What is needed is
to give voice to the superiority of the socialist system in culture, too. In a speech to the writers of Leningrad on
September 21, 1946, he spoke of the need of Soviet culture to go on the offensive and the world to learn the new communist - values; of the philosophers, he demanded aggressive Bolshevik partisanship. Reprisals were taken
against all who refused to toe the line, such as the economist Jenő Varga, who was bold enough to doubt that the
United States will soon have an economic crisis. Artists who refused to bow to the ‘Socialist Reality’ were labeled
as itinerant cosmopolitans, which effectively ruined them. Historical events had to be viewed from the perspective
of the meaning and standpoint of the class struggle. The abysmal low point of the ‘Zhdanov doctrine’ came with the
completely unscientific debate around Lysenko’s biological thesis - scientific reasoning was violently attacked by
ideological dogma. These tendencies contributed to the increasingly growing isolation of Soviet intellectual life
from abroad - whose fatal results are still evident today. At the same time, they began the nationalistic trumpeting of
Russian scientific and cultural achievements, including Russian claims for a long list of - easily disproven inventions (e.g.- the telephone, the bicycle).45
Due to the events of foreign affairs, the internal political situation also became tense. With the ‘two camps’
theory, Zhdanov laid the ideological foundation for the Cold War. In his analysis, the world was irreconcilably split
into two camps: the United States and the other capitalist countries were preparing for hostility and war; on the other
side, the Soviet Union and the ‘democratic’ countries had to band together to defend the peace - to prepare together
for he inevitable outcome. In 1947, outside Warsaw, with representatives from nine European Communist parties,
the Cominform (Communist Information Bureau, or more properly the Information Bureau of the Communist and
Workers Party) was formed, headquartered in Belgrade, as if the heir of the Comintern. The alliance was aimed
toward the renewed solidarity of world communism. With Yugoslavia’s expulsion from the Cominform
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(necessitating its relocation to Bucharest-ed.) in May of 1948 and the beginning of the Berlin blockade in the same
month, the Cold War entered a dangerous phase. Stalin used this period of tension to re-establish the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union in its former standing and power - as well as to engineer the takeover of power in the socalled ‘people’s democracies.’

2.3. Some fundamental theses of Russia’s and the Soviet Union’s
constitutional theory and sense of mission.
After the short detour covering the historical development of Russia and the Soviet Union, let us now turn to
Russian constitutional theory, or rather an examination of the fundamental theses of Soviet ideology and key
bahaviours, the comparison of which will permit some conclusions regarding the continuity of the main tendencies,
especially with regard to the pursuit of power and grounds for justification.
“From the Varangians all the way to the reign of Alexander III - wrote the Novoje Vremja in 1912 - our
policies were based on the axion that Russia must extend its borders. For the past thousand years, the country is still
marching towards its natural and political boundaries.”46 The ‘uniting of Russian territories’ was, from the very
beginning, the supreme command for every Russian ruler. This ‘uniting’ meant equally the extension of the rulers’
authority and Russian territory. Expansion, since the Kiev duchy until our days (Afghanistan), was a constant feature
of Russian and Soviet power policy. To legitimize the expansionist policy, several theories were created.
The ‘Third Rome’ thory was created by the monk Philoteos in Pskov around 1510. In letters to the ruler and
other high-ranking notables, he expounded in detail: “Our ruler is the sole tsar in all the world over Christians; the
regulator of the holy, ecumenical, apostolic church’s holy and heavenly thrones, which resides in a Moscow rescued
by God, instead of the Roman and Constantinople church. Know ye: every Christian empire ended and passed into
possession of our Ruler’s sole country, according to the writings of the prophets: into the Russian Empire. Two
Romes have already fallen, the third stands, there will be no fourth. This is the theory of the ‘Third Rome,’ the
ideological seed of a country and and empire, born from the victorious course of the Russian Church and fully
developed. Political legends tied the new Muscovy empire not only to Byzantium, whose ruler Constantin
Monomakhos IX allegedly sent a crown and symbols of empire to ruler Vladimir II of Kiev (1113-1125), but also
with Rome, since the founding ancestor of the Rurik dynasty was a member of the family of Emperor Augustus.”47
With this thesis, the “Byzantine dogma, united with the one, indivisible Christian (meaning Greek Orthodox)
ecumenism” was joined to Russia, along with the need of acceptance of the transfer to Russia. According to the
tenet, “the patriarch’s rule over the church was not separable from the emperor’s political power. In reality, there
was but one sovereign: the Christian Emperor enthroned in the city of Constantine the Great.”48 The drive for
acceptance of this and similar claims to power was what drove the rulers of Russia and the masters of the Soviet
Union, from the time of Ivan IV to our present age. With the institution of the ‘oprichnina,’ the tsars possessed
effective means to ensure their absolute power. In the modern era, the Cheka, GPU, NKVD and KBG fulfilled the
same function for the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.
The foreign policies of both the autocratic tsars and the church, with its sense of vocation - the third Rome strove to fulfull the mission of ‘sacred Moscow’ and ‘Mother Russia.’ The tsar was deemed to be the patron of all
‘followers of the true faith’ who, in this capacity, was destined to unite the entire world. Since the victory of the
Cossacks over Vladislaus IV (1648) and the victory over the Turks (1698), the tsar has become the protector of the
Balkan Slavs. (This is the first concrete statement of the idea of Russian Pan-Slavism.) With the advance of the
Turks into the Balkans, Moscow became the gathering place of refugees and emigrees from all corners of the world.
They could be employed according to opportunity and Moscow’s needs.
The tangible uniting in one hand of both spiritual and temporal power occured under Peter the Great. “It
followed from the emperor’s responsibility over the worldly financial affairs of the Church that direct governance of
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the Church was amalgamated into governance of the state.”49 The coercion - the pressure to break the secrecy of the
confessional for the interest of the state - and the gradual creation of a system of paid informers necessarily served to
guarantee of this absolutism.
Some figures of Russian and Soviet history had extraordinary tendencies, in times of danger, to reach back for
traditional values and national heroes, and thereby mobilize and urge the population to extraordinary efforts and
achievements. The ability to function equally successfully on two different planes, of statecraft and ideology, which
are often diametrically opposed, was equally characteristic of the leaders of this great power, as of the repression of
those reforms that were not decided ‘at the top.’ The moves to increase Soviet influence, as well as attempts at
widening the area of Soviet political power, are not new. It is equally clear that the Soviet leadership, exactly as
tsarist Russia before it, aspires to validate and realize its hegemonistic policies with tried-and-true methods.
One of Lenin’s tenets regarding the internationalism of the proletariat says that the interests of the struggle of
the proletariat must be subordinated to the interests of the struggle on the international level. These international
interests are de facto always defined by the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. Thus, the concept became a
Soviet-Russian political power tool. Another tenet - also from Lenin - states: it would be a grave error to overstate
the universal validity of Russian events and make a general application of more than a select few of the tenets of our
revolution (meaning the Russian Revolution). The theory of different paths leading to socialism rests on this tenet.50
Lenin vehemently discarded the idea of the creation of factions at the X. Party Congress in 1921, thus creating
the dictatorship of the Politburo, or the absolute rule of the (party) apparatus. The III. World Congress of the
Comintern (1921) accepted the 21 point basis for enrollment, beginning the process of Bolshevization and
suppression of the other communist parties. Although the area of responsibility of the Comintern’s executive
committe was enlarged, the committee itself was placed entirely under the direct supervision of the Politburo.
At the XIV Congress of the Soviet Cimmunist Party (1925), Stalin expressed his expectation of the proletariat
of the West to look upon the Soviet Union, without any reservations, as the source of the world revolution and the
home of every worker. This later became the cornerstone of dogma: conduct toward the Soviet Union was a test of
proletarian internationalism. As of ages past, when Russia was deemed to be the protector of ‘real Chistians,’ so the
Soviet Union was asserted to be the protector of ‘real proletarians.’ As in tsarist Russia, when the orthodox church,
the idea of pan-Slavism and the emigre societies were continually used for the benefit of Russia, similarly, with the
help of the Comintern, the communist parties of the world were mobilized between the wars to garner every
startegic and tactical advantage for the Soviet Union. It is enough to merely mention the fight against the socialdemocrats, later the anti-Fascist People’s Front politics, and shortly followed by the indirect assistance rendered to
Nazi Germany. The intent of the ‘two party concept’ espoused by Zhdanov bears an eerie similarity to the definition
between ‘true christians and ‘tainted christians,’ along with the distinctions drawn between Russia and Europe by
Russian scientists, writers and artists. The so-called testament of Peter the Great and the plans of Pavel Ivanovich
Pestel are fundamentally identical with the ‘limited sovereignty’ of the Brezhnev doctrine.
The messianic sense of Russia continues to live: for centuries, Russia was certain of its christian mission; since
the October Revolution, the Soviet Union is equally certain of its socialist mission. Of necessity, both concepts must
be universal in scope and acceptance. The Russian language was intended to play a key part in this mission (an idea
that cropped up in Stalin’s ‘linguistic letters’ of 1950). “If the Russian people - said Stalin - are the strength that bear
the burden of the soviet state, then, by extension, the Russian language shares an equally significant function. As the
‘language of the elder brother’ between the soviet people and the people’s democracies allied with them, it fulfills a
supra-national bridging role within the new state and becomes the language of the empire, with all the functions that
Persian and Latin served in the time of Darius and the Roman emperors.”51 In fundamental theory was always about
strengthening and ensuring the power position of Russia, of the Soviet Union, of the ‘absolute rulers,’ beginning
with the expansion of the Kiev duchy all the way to the occupation of Afghanistan.
It would be extremely dangerous to lose sight of the fact that the Soviet Union, in spite of all its internal
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rumblings and difficulties, is a superpower. Its aspirations for the past 1,000 years - for expansion and the spread of
its power and influence - are unchanged; in all probability, it will remain unchanged in the future, too. Brezhnev
openly said as much, simply and calmly, to Dubcek and his associates at the ‘meeting’ in the Kremlin after the
August 1968 occupation of Czechoslovakia: “We here in the Kremlin have come to the realization that we can not
rely on you. In internal politics, you do what you want, many things that we do not like and you do not take good
advice. Your country lies in the sphere where, during the second world war Soviet soldiers dug their heels in. We
made great sacrifices for it and we will never leave. Your borders are our borders, too. And since you do not obey
us, we feel threatened. In the name of our war dead, who also sacrificed their lives for your freedom, we now send
our soldiers to you with a clear right, so that we may feel completely safe within our borders. It is immaterial if
anyone is now directly threatening us; it is independent from external circumstances, it is the principle. And it was
so, since the second world war and it will be so forever.”52
In 1979, Leszek Nowak, professor of the Adam Mickiewicz University, devised the theory of ‘non-Marxist
historical materialism, a short version published in 1981 by the independent educational publisher of Cracow, ‘PO
PROSTU bis’: “Three seminars on non-Marxist historical materialism: 1. The fundamental mistake of Karl Marx
(the necessity of communism). 2. Lenin’s dogmas (the necessity of communism in Russia). 3. The necessity to
terminate communism.” Nowak’s work was published in Posnan in 1981 under the title Freedom and Power. In
Nowak’s view, all previous socio-economic forms could be categorized into the following classes: landowners,
rulers, clerics, and social classes dependent on them. Communism, however, does not pit the dependent social class
against three separate oppressing classes (those representing economic, political and intellectual oppression) but
against one oppressing class that represents the combined weight of the landowner-ruler-clerical class, a three times
oppressive class. This thrice oppressing class is the party apparatus holding, as it does, control over property,
political power and indoctrination with dogma. Communism, therefore, is constituted of two classes with opposing
interests: the three oppressing classes on the one side and the people on the other.
Nowak represents the concept - regarding the genesis of communism in Russia - that it began immediately
after the Mongol yoke. That circumstance presented favorable conditions for the demoralization of ruling power:
“The monarch’s throne, resting on the armed might of the conquerors and enabling him to exert power over the
other Russian princes, became an object of competition among the princes of Russia of the day. The aim of the
competition was a potentially limitless expansion of the sphere of power. The victor, however, had to pay with
obeisance toward the conqueror excercising oversight ... thus was born the autocrat of Moscow, to whom disrepute
and patricide were ordinary things and who - to garner the good graces of the Mongols - urged his followers to
fleece the people even more than was necessary. This monarch was, primarily, in dread of independence; hence,
showed no willingness to attain it. When, in the end, he ‘filched’ it (Marx) from a weakened conqueror, he had to
defend himself mainly from his own people.
“The October Revolution was a coup d’état of slight significance, resulting only in a change in personnel. The
one-time ruler and the wealthy, who came from the ranks of the tsarist bureacracy or the burgeoisie, were replaced
by members of lower classes. The totalitarian society only became communist in the ‘20s, when the rulers destroyed
the Church and the intellectuals, now making them into ‘secular clerics’, as well. The grim social foundation of the
Soviet Union, based as it was on the dual goals of the ruling class: subjugation and exploitation, now gained a new
dimension: the intentional deluding of the masses, which could be accomplished with centrally controlled modern
technology.”53
The Party, the apparatus and the members of the political committee have, for a long time, been the ruler, the
wealthy and the clerics, all in one. They have total control over physical and intellectual life; they are the guardians
and interpreters of the ‘pure tenet’ and excercise control over all the methods of power and propaganda available to
a superpower. Was there ever a group or class in history, who wielded similar sweeping power over a society and
the individual?
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III. Hungary in the inter-war period, 1918 - 1939
3.1. The two ‘revolutions’ and their failure
“The mountain of material written about the dissolution of the Habsburg Empire can broadly be categorized
into two distinct groups. The point-of-view held by one side is that the impetus for the break-up of Austria came
from forces external to the empire; the other group sees internal problems as the main cause. For the first side, the
indigenous ethnic groups are merely seen as having been swept along by events; for the other side, the foreign
influences are attributed to have played only minor parts.”54
The termination of the Danubian monarchy was influenced in equal parts by the aims of the European major
powers and internal socio-ethnic tensions. The process was hastened in no small manner by the various secret
treaties and organizations, promises made to the nationalistic movements and irredentist goals. [Irredentism: any
position advocating annexation of territories administered by another state on the grounds of common ethnicity
and/or prior historical possession, actual or alleged.] Although the Allied Powers had differing opinions regarding
the fate of the Monarchy, there was consensus regarding the liberation of the ‘oppressed peoples.’ The Monarchy
was literally carved apart by its ethnic constituents.
Three events occurred in 1917, which fundamentally altered the situation: the United States entered the war,
Russia pulled-out of the war, and the secret talks generally known as the Sixtus-dialogue.
During the summer of 1918, the war took a decisive turn after significant American men and equipment were
shipped to France but mostly due to the innovation of using massed tanks. The German offensive on the Marne
failed, while the French counter-offensive was successful. By the end of the summer of 1918, German forces were
on the defensive and in retreat.
On October 17, 1918, Prime Minister Count István (Stephen) Tisza – repeating the words of Count Mihály
(Michael) Károlyi [in opposition at the time and the next PM from November 1–ed.] – said in Parliament: “We have
lost the war.” At the same time, he called on Károlyi and his followers to collaborate for the good of the country and
to make use of their oft-referred to ‘close connections’ among the Allied Powers.
There was a burning need for it, as European public opinion was decidedly anti-Hungarian. In volume five of
his Hungarian History, the historian Gyula (Julius) Szekfű documents the anti-Magyar propaganda in Europe. Many
prominent europeans took a stand against the Magyars and their ‘oppressive methods’: Björnstjerne Björnson and
Leo Tolstoy, influenced by the Czechs, and Lord Bryce and Lord Fitzmaurice, influenced by the Romanians.
Georges Clémenceau, the historian Ernest Lavisse and the sociologist-economist Leroy-Beaulieu took a position
against the Magyars. Even Garibaldi’s son, Menotti, rejected his father’s friendship towards the Magyars on the
grounds that the Magyars oppress the Romanians, the brothers of Italians. Seton-Watson arrived in Hungary as an
observer of the election process. He eagerly sought – and managed to find – ‘proof’ of the oppression of the
minorities.
Prior to this period, members of the [oppressed-ed.] Romanian minority, with the support of Romanian banks,
methodically purchased the Transylvanian estates of the Magyar nobility. In the period between 1908 and 1913,
these purchases totalled approx. 63,500 acres of agricultural land and 30,000 acres of forest (25,300 and 11,500
hectares). The cautionary words of Count István (Stephen) Bethlen went unheeded. This anti-Magyar economic
assault in Transylvania and Upper Hungary [today Slovakia-ed.] was funded by 156 Romanian and 36 Slovak
banks. The banks were centered in Bucharest and Prague, with respective assets of 54 million and 18 million
Kronas.
There was an organized anti-Hungary propaganda campaign being waged among the German and Austrian
allies. In their works, Rudolf Heinze, Friedrich-Guntram Schultheiss and Heinrich Wastian flailed at the ‘JudeoMagyar’ atrocities. The founder and president of the United German Alliance /Alldeutscher Verband/, Ernst Hasse,
wrote in his German political handbook some suggestions on how to increase German influence outside the borders
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of the German empire. To quote his words: “The alliance with Austria-Hungary no longer fills Germany’s needs, as
it can not be in Germany’s interest to be allied with a weaker power. The Austro-Hungarian Empire must be made
into a territory populated by Germans and the Slovaks removed from lands West of the Leithe River. In Hungary,
the Hungarian language may be permitted alongside the official state language of German; in Transylvania,
Romanian … Since these lands are sites of “ancient Germanic settlements,” and since the small nations of the
Danubian region are not viable, the sole possibility for these areas is via German hegemony and culture …”55
In Vienna, the adversaries of Hungary formed a clique around the heir to the throne, Archduke Franz
Ferdinand, and the mayor of Vienna, Karl Luger. Hungary had scarce a friend, near and far, and could not count on
any understanding or goodwill from the victorious Allies. It was long forgotten that the Hungarian Prime Minister,
Count Tisza, was the sole dissenting voice against presenting the ultimatum to Serbia, trying to avoid even a ‘local’
Balkan war. (Twenty seven years later, Prime Minister Pál (Paul) Teleki sacrificed his life in protest against the
breach of the Hungarian-Yugoslav Friendship Treaty. This fact was ignored at the peace conference following the
second world war.) In this critical situation, there was dire need for close co-operation between all the political
factions.
On October 17, 1918, Emperor Karl published a manifesto regarding the transformation of Cis-Leithenia into
an alliance of national states. [The River Leitha formed the boundary between Austria and the Apostolic Kingdom
of Hungary. The emperor’s edict covered the non-Magyar lands of his empire-ed.] The plan, alas, was too late; the
disbanding of the Danubian monarchy was impossible to avoid. On October 25, 1918, Heinrich Lammasch formed a
government in Vienna and Count Gyula (Julius) Andrássy was appointed as Foreign Minister. On the same day,
Andrássy sent a message to President Woodrow Wilson suggesting talks with the aim of concluding a separate peace
agreement. At the same time, Kaiser Willhelm was advised that the Monarchy was taking steps to try and conclude a
separate peace treaty. Still on the same day, October 25, Count Károlyi, in alliance with the socialists and the
radicals, created the Hungarian National Council /HNC/ and presented their 12 point program. This more or less
reflected the program presented by the Social Democrats on October 8. Among other items, they demanded the
dissolution of the government, the proroguing of Parliament, the right of a universal secret ballot, wide-ranging land
and civil reforms, and right of self determination. The retention and assurance of territorial integrity was to be
achieved not by force but common sense, based on mutual economic and geographic factors.
The Council consisted of Mihály Károlyi, Dezső Ábrahám, Tivadar Batthyány, János Hock, Zoltán Jánosi,
Mihály Lovászy (they belonged to the Károlyi group); Vilmos Böhm, Ernő Garami, Sándor Garbai, Zsigmond
Kunfi, Jakab Weltner (social democrats); Lajos Bíró, Oszkár Jászi, Lajos Purjesz, Pál Szende (radicals). Other
members were: Irén Müller, Róza Bédy-Schwimmer, Lajos Hatvany, László Fényes and József Diner-Dénes.56 The
Council was a form of counter-government. They also brought into being a military council, which relieved the
soldiers, along with the Council members, of their oath of allegiance and urged them to rebel against their former
officers. On October 31, 1918, the Viceroy, Archduke Joseph, appointed Károlyi as prime minister. Coincidentally,
the ‘strong man of Hungary’, Count Tisza, was assassinated on the same day.
Both the political and economic conditions were absent to be able to carry out the 12-point platform of the new
government. The basis for the democratic reform of the multi-ethic society was barely, if at all, evident, along with
the emotional shift necessary to be able to solve mutual problems, especially borders, peacefully. Also, other
contributing factors were the apprehension growing through the war years regarding the continued existence of the
Magyar nation, the historic borders of Hungary and the expected harsh peace terms. The catastrophic economic
situation, the spiritual and moral disintegration of the upper and middle classes and the radicalization of the
electorate – as well as groups who did not, in the past, partake in government – all gave rise to grave concerns. The
suddenly lifted stringent law and order of the war years resulted in excessive euphoria, which began to drift
inexorably toward anarchy. In this atmosphere, it was an easy task to incite to revolutionary fervor and shout
deceptively sounding demands. Achieving the political, social, economic and welfare plans proved to be especially
difficult, all the while trying to ensure the continued functioning of government bodies, the social, economic and
welfare agencies.
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These limitations were only dimly grasped by Károlyi and the HNC, or not taken seriously enough. In this,
they partly share the responsibility for the disbanding of Hungary’s historical borders, the new boundaries, the
dictatorship of the proletariat, the polarization of society, which shortly brought the eruption of anti-semitism and a
thirst for revenge during the months of the Hungarian Soviet and in the aftermath of its collapse; also, for the
reservations expressed later regarding their democratic reform ideas.
A pivotal role was played in the October 1918 revolution by the Freemasons. Since the turn of the century,
Hungarian lodges increasingly became the meeting places of the young radical intellectuals, and those who held
themselves to be intellectuals. The Masonic movement split in 1906. Under the leadership of Oszkár (Oscar) Jászi
and Zsigmond (Sigismund) Kunfi, a segment of the lodge brothers demanded militant atheism; they removed the
Bible for the lodge altars. By 1912, the majority of Hungarian Masons were adherents of the radical direction.
Increased radicalization was becoming apparent among the members of the Galilei Circle, as well as the publications
Twentieth Century (Huszadik Század) and West (Nyugat).
Already in 1905, Gusztáv Gratz warned the sociologists gathered around West not to fall prey to the ‘illusion of
progress.’ Progress can not be achieved by transplanting, pure and simple, the French, German or Italian ideas of a
‘progressive culture’ before these ideas had time to germinate and take root. Rather, it should be carefully examined
what manner of new political direction is necessary and possible, given the local conditions, cultural mores and
special problems, to overcome those difficulties – wrote Gratz, expressing his view.57
The situation deteriorated in Germany and Austria, also. The Kaiser left Germany on November 10, 1918; the
Emperor abdicated from all active participation in Austrian state affairs. On November 12, 1918, the provisional
National Assembly proclaimed the Republic of German Austria.
The independent Hungarian Republic was proclaimed on November 16, 1918. In the meantime, Hungary’s
internal and external situation worsened by the day. Appeals were made repeatedly to the workers and soldiers to
return to their places of work, or their bases; the populace was repeatedly warned to safeguard property. The actions
of the rabble, encouraged by its own campaign of agitation, especially against the ‘old order’, its value system and
its representatives, continued to escalate. Due to the breakdown of transportation, fuel and raw materials were not
being delivered to factories and production mostly came to a halt, contributing to the daily climb in the number of
the unemployed. The crisis situation was further fuelled by the radicalization of the soldiers and the flood of
refugees from the formerly Hungarian territories now occupied by foreign troops.
The country was encircled by a ring of adversarial neighbours. The explosively emergent nationalism of the
neighbouring states was driving them toward the annexation of the greatest possible territory of the rapidly declining
Hungary. The government announced such laws, declared such orders and made such comments, which
unquestionably reflected progressive attitudes; however, the necessary power and deference were lacking, along
with the economic and political means. Also in short supply was the population’s ability and willingness to assume
the burdens and responsibilities.
The ‘brains of the government,’ Oszkár Jászi, conducted discussions in Arad [in today’s Romania-ed.] with the
members of the Romanian National Council. Most members of this body were personal friends of his. For many
years, his fond dream was the creation of a ‘Switzerland of the East.’ The failure of this design forced the bitter
comment from his lips: “You, gentlemen, are nationalists!” Maniu’s reply was unequivocal: “Yes, we are
nationalists. We are working primarily for the interest and welfare of our people.”58 The truce agreement also
presented serious difficulties for the government. The terms of the agreement signed by Austria-Hungary, signed in
Padua on November 3, 1918, suspended hostilities and ordered the withdrawal of armed forces from areas occupied
by the Monarchy. The line of demarcation, however, was only drawn in the southwest. As a result, Hungary deemed
its own historical border as the line of demarcation, with the exception of Croatia. Prague, Bucharest and Belgrade
had a substantially different opinion.
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A delegation, under the leadership of Károlyi and Jászi, left for Belgrade on November 6, 1918, to confer with
General Franchet d’Esperey, the commander-in-chief of the Army of the East. The military pact tabled by d’Esprey
contained 18 points, which Károlyi and Jászi deemed unacceptable. However, in view of the growing tensions
between Hungary and the neighbouring states, the National Assembly eventually decided on November 10 to accept
the terms offered.59 The ‘agreement’ was signed by the Minister of War, Béla Linder, in Belgrade on November 13,
1918.
Another circumstance, which affected Hungary unfavorably: with the elimination of Germany and the
Danubian Monarchy, a power vacuum formed in Central Europe. Russia was initially discerned to fill this vacuum.
However, due to the events of the October revolution, Russia could not assume this role. Only after the second
world war did the Soviet Union become the regulating power of Central Europe. Thus, the role fell temporarily to
France to fill the vacuum, to try and create a counterbalance against a re-emerging Germany and the spread of
Bolshevism. In this, an important role was allotted to the Army of the East. “Marshal Foch planned on uniting all the
anti-Bolshevik forces of the perimeter states – Polish and Romanian units, German prisoners of war, volunteer and
allied units – under French command, in a massive assemblage against Russia … The Allied Supreme Council
rejected his plan on March 27, 1919. The American disagreement was decisive.”60
The Romanians, on the other hand, grasped the favorable opportunity at the right time. They offered entire
divisions to the French generals, thus gaining their support against Hungary. They were tireless in pointing out the
danger that a Bolshevik Hungary would pose for the entire region. The tactic was successful: Romanian troops
occupied territories well past the lines of demarcation, a portion of the country with 300,000 people. These
territories they were officially allowed to keep, as part of the peace treaty signed a year later.
Prague used an entirely different line of reasoning to gain their ends. They pointed out to the victorious allied
leaders the danger that the regime in Budapest, based on its record, presented to democracy. The leading Czech
politicians stated that Mihály Károlyi was no less nationalistic than Tisza was in his day, and that the Károlyi
government maintains an adversarial stand against the minorities.61 The Czech government in Prague received
Upper Hungary and Trans-Carpathia [also known as Carpatho-Ukraine, now part of the Ukraine-ed.]. Prague’s
reasoning was appropriated by the French Foreign Minister. France instructed its embassies in London, Rome and
Washington to draw the appropriate government official’s attention to the perfidious and devious politics of the
Károlyi government, whose ultra-democratic façade was adopted strictly to oppress the ethnic minorities. No
surprise then that the rumors spread of Károlyi’s and his followers’ friendly French contacts, as well as the mystical
faith placed in democracy, soon lost its credit. The believability and political integrity of the leaders of the so-called
Chrysanthemum Revolution (October 1918) was further shaken by the fact that the neighbouring countries, hungry
to annex Hungarian territory, ignored the terms of the Belgrade agreement. Lt. Col. Ferdinand Vix (variously Vyx)
wrote in his report of November 23, 1918: “In summary, we can say that the Belgrade agreement is merely a piece
of paper. The behavior of our small allies, our own behavior, as well as the absence of authority which could remedy
breaches, is palpably evident, so that only one principle guides: the right of the stronger.”62
Shortages of accomodations, food, fuel, controls over electricity and natural gas, the insecurity created by the
presence of armed units, the increasing chasm between the urban and rural environments would have required
effective and energetic action from the government. The government, however, was lacking the economic means
and political power necessary for effective action. In a protest against the obvious inability of the government, two
members, Count Tivadar Batthyány and Márton (Martin) Lovászy, tendered their resignation. The radical press (Red
News /Vörös Újság/, Red Soldier /Vörös Katona/, Young Proletarian /Ifjú Proletár/) stirred up the workers and the
soldiers against the government; they demanded the arming of the workers and the collectivization of land. Béla
Kun, recently returned from Russia, passionately fought against democratic socialism. The first issue of the Red
News (December 7, 1918) demanded class struggle.
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On January 11, 1919, Mihály Károlyi was proclaimed as president of the republic. His successor as prime
minister was Dénes (Dennis) Berinkey. The land reform was passed on February 16, 1919. The law nationalized
estates greater than 280 hectares (approx. 700 acres) or, in the case of church lands, 115 hectares (approx. 275
acres). The government did not have time to enforce the law. The Berinkey government fell after four weeks. The
proletarian dictatorship did not want land redistribution, it wanted land collectivization. The president, Count
Károlyi, began to distribute his estate in Kápolna on February 23 but there the process ended.
On February 20, communist militias attacked the newspaper offices of the People’s Voice (Népszava). There
were dead and wounded. The government arrested Béla Kun and 87 accomplices. In the interest of ‘maintaining
equilibrium,’ general Szurmay, Bishop Mikes and Baron Szterényi were incarcerated from the conservative side.63
The middle class began to recover from its torpor. Count István Bethlen founded the National United Party. The
chain of events, however, came to a crossroad. On March 14, 1919, the Union of Metalworkers joined the
Communists. On March 19, 1919, Lt. Col. Vix presented a note to the Hungarian government. The new line of
demarcation was even more unfavorable to Hungary than the previous demarcation proposals. The government
refused to accept the note and resigned.
In the meantime, behind the back of Károlyi, Kunfi and Weltner came to an agreement with the Communists
and the Soldiers’ Council. Power was assumed by the Communists and the radicals and, in the Russian style,
proclaimed the Hungarian Soviet Republic. There was no more need for Count Károlyi. Károlyi related his
‘resignation’ in the Vienna Arbeiter Zeitung on June 25, 1919 in the following manner: “I did not cede power to the
protetariat; it seized power for itself by the creation of a socialist army.”64
Regarding Károlyi’s character and abilities, let’s turn to two contemporaries. Miklós (Nicholas) Asztalos and
Sándor (Alexander) Pethő wrote the following lines in their work History of the Hungarian nation: “quietly, almost
imperceptibly, the Hungarian Kerenski, Mihály Károlyi, crept away from the front lines of the revolution. It is his
fault that, at the most perilous period of his country and nation, he demanded and fought for the leadership,
accepting an historical task for which his mental and moral abilities disqualified him … Others, useful and valuable
forces … he simply expunge from power. He accepted without critical thought those tenets and ideologies with
which those around him filled his head.”65
According to Jászi’s opinion (who was Károlyi’s friend), Károlyi’s fall was brought about by the betrayal of
the social democrats and the blindness of the Little Entente. A portion of the socialists came to an agreement with
the communists, exhibiting similar behavior during and after the second world war. In his opinion, a further
contributing factor was that the imerialistic neighbours, supported by the Allies, undermined what little credibility
remained of the democratic Károlyi government. On the other hand, Jászi does not gloss over the weaknesses of the
Károlyi regime, either: delaying in agrarian reform, neglecting to build up the strength of the state and the indecisive
leadership. He saw two further reasons for the catastrophe in the disorganization and the lack of co-operation among
the democratic forces.66 Other character flaws can be found in Károlyi’s vanity and a poor judgement of people. He
doted on those confidants him who brought favorable news and justifications for his ideas. It also contributed that he
was unable to separate illusions and wishes from reality.
The Revolutionary Governing Council, in its first proclamation (“To All Citizens”) of March 22, 1919,
promised the urgent execution of all the extensive tasks and plans, which are necessary precursors for the creation of
socialism and communism. The socialist nationalization of land, mines, factories, banks and transportation
companies was announced; freedom of the press was suspended, savings accounts, bank accounts and safety deposit
boxes were frozen. The powers of the judiciary were replaced by revolutionary courts. The reorganization of
military forces was begun almost immediately, on March 25. The police and gendarme units were disbanded and
most of its numbers absorbed into the Red Guard.67
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The Revolutionary Council, on March 27, eradicated religious instruction in all the schools in the capital and
ordered the public use of church assets.68 On march 29, schools and educational institutions were nationalized. In an
interview with the Viennese Neue Freie Press, Béla Kun stated: “Hungary is disillusioned in western democracy,
and so turns to the Russian Soviet.”69 The Communist takeover handed the Allied Powers an unpleasant surprise.
They deemed it a dangerous turn of events, given the Spartacus movement in Germany and the events of Munich
and Vienna. The leaders of the Hungarian Soviet Republic would have liked to have Austria side with world
revolution. At the march 27 meeting of the Revolutionary Council, Béla Kun stated that “… if Vienna joins with
Budapest, we can carry the revolution to the French border.”70 Kun’s concept was an illusion. The leadership of the
Austrian social democrats were of the kind who chose democracy and socialism.
On March 26, nationalization was implement for those factories that employes more than 20 workers, as well
as mines, transportation, banks and insurance companies. Instructions regarding land reforms were announced on
April 4. Medium and large estates had to be surrendered to the state with no compensation. Between April 6 and 8,
1919, elections were held to the councils (Soviets). Since there was only one slate, the Revolutionary Council gained
a majority. Subsequently, it began a slavish copying of the governmental and organizational system introduced in
Soviet Russia. The pre-requisites were, however, all missing to carry out this intended radical restructuring. The
political situation was uncertain – nay, chaotic. The majority of the populace rejected the unquestioning copying of
the Soviet Russian plans and structure. The economy was at its lowest point. The necessary experts, governmentloyal bureaucrats and the needed capital were also missing for the announced grandiose plans to have a remote
possibility of success. Then, there was Hungary’s foreign affairs situation. Beside the victorious Allies, the
Hungarian Soviet Republic was faced in the North, East and South by neighbours who had a decided adversarial
stance.
In this situation, the Revolutionary Council turned ever more frequently to ‘administrative means,’ resorting to
force and terror. The increasingly frequent breaking of valid laws and the cruel persecution of the regime’s enemies,
real or perceived, slowly began to result in resistance among the former social democrats, in the Hungarian Socialist
Party and, even, the Revolutionary Council. At the first congress of the Hungarian Socialist Party, June 12 – 13,
1919, a new program was accepted by the delegates and the party’s name was changed to Socialist-Communist
Workers Party of Hungary. Tensions were running high due to, as stated previously, many social democrats held
differing views from the internal and foreign policies of the Communists.
The beginning of the Romanian offensive, April 16, elevated the situation of the Hungarian Soviet Republic to
critical. Romanian forces were twice the strength of the Hungarian forces, Czech forces three times. At the end of
April, the Revolutionary Council sought refuge in Vienna for the people’s commissars and their families. With the
total commitment of the Red Army [of Hungary-ed.], employing members of the the former officer corps (Aurél
Stromfeld, Jenő (Eugene) Tombor, Ferenc (Frank) Julier), the Romanian offensive was brought to a halt at the Tisza
(Theiss) River; the northern offensive even produced the recapture of the town of Miskolc.
The disastrous political and economic decisions made by the Communists [commonly referred to in Hungary
as the Proletarian Dictatorship-ed.] and their catastrophic consequences, their patently obvious weaknesses and
increasingly frequent terrorist excesses combined to create a growing opposition among the urban population, as
well as among the peasants and the intellectuals. In places, revolts broke out; these, however, were isolated and
badly organized. The paramilitary ‘special units’ of Korvin and Szamuely reacted with brutality, occasionally
making use of massed units of the army to suppress them. A counter-government was formed in Szeged, headed by
Count Gyula Károlyi, that was joined by Count Pál Teleki and Miklós Horthy as the representatives of the antiBolshevik Committee of Vienna.
The Revolutionary government received Marshal Foch’s ultimatum on June 23, 1919 in which he ordered, in
the name of the peace conference, the cessation of hostilities and the withdrawal of the Red Army. This step broke
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the Red Army’s back. On July 30, the Romanian army crossed the Tisza River. In Budapest, the Central Workers
Council forced the resignation of the Revolutionary Governing Council on August 1. Excutive power was assumed
by a government formed from representatives of the unions. The new government permitted the free exit to Austria
of the people’s commissars and their families. The final telegram of Béla Kun, sent from Budapest on July 31 to
Lenin, speaks for itself: “Today, a government was formed of right-wing Socialists, which includes the antiCommunist leaders of the unions … The turn of events was caused in part by the disintegration of our military, in
part by the anti-Communist behavior of the workers.”71
A noisy debate followed the publishing of a book by Ernő (Ernest) Garami, Seething Hungary. Reflections and
conclusions. (Forrongó Magyarország. Emlékezések és tanulságok. Leipzig-Wien, 1922). Many Budapest
publications quoted extensively from it (Pesti Napló, Világ, Az Újság, Magyarország, Pester Lloyd, Neues Pester
Journal) or published book reviews, including the Hungarian social democrat’s paper, the People’s Voice. In his
assessment of the 1919 ‘revolution’, Garami – a moderate social democrat and member of the Károlyi and Berinkey
governments – held the view that the revolution could only have been successful if it was supported by the workers
and peasants, united behind the intelligentsia. This co-operation was not present in the Hungary of the day.
Furthermore, in his opinion, the ‘civic radicals’ were also responsible for the Communist takeover.
On the other hand, Zsigmond (Sigismund) Kunfi – a radical social democrat and member of the Károlyi
government and the Revolutionary Governing Council – wrote in a newspaper article that the Hungarian Soviet
Republic fell because the Communists took advantage of power, used terrorist methods and behaved in an unethical
manner; the takeover was a ‘serious mistake.’ Kunfi assigned most of the blame for the failure of the revolution to
Béla Kun. Kun was, by this time, branded from all sides, even by his former comrades, as a visionless, powerhungry adventurer.72 The social democrat Vilmos (William) Böhm, a member of the Revolutionary Governing
Council, admitted that the proletariat’s civil and power basis for the ‘Hungarian revolution’ was rudimentary,
imperfect and unreliable, with no economic clout.73 Oszkár Jászi, on the other hand, saw three major problems that
existed during the time of the Hungarian Soviet Republic: the socialization of production and distribution, the
wiping away of the the class-state, the bureacracy and militarism and, finally, the need for the creation of the
spiritual and moral atmosphere necessary for Communism.74
Activities taken in the interest of socialization quickly showed that progress in this direction demands
increasingly more comprehensive and rigid central government and fiery propaganda. With the materialization of
socialism, the role of an individual was progressively thrust into the background and personal initiatives gradually
suppressed. Slowly, this led to the decline of the work ethic, the reduction in the quantity and quality of output and
the flooding of the country by radical agitators – mainly young, Jewish intellectuals from Budapest and other cities.
This development led to an increase in the antipathy of the peasants against ‘city folks’ that primarily manifested
itself as anti-Semitism. This phenomenon was raised at the Council meetings. Rural functionaries complained about
the invasion of young (mostly city) radical agitators who suggested, as an example, that local churches be converted
to movie houses. Commissar Nyisztor urged energetic steps to curb the ‘youngsters’ who intentionally provoke and
trample the religious beliefs of thosands.
Under the motto of “Socialization,” the regime took the road toward dictatorial absolutism. To enforce labor
discipline, the Communists were forced to enact an increasing number of restrictive laws and even physical
intimidation. Food distribution in the cities was catastrophic. It was barely maintained by the use of the “Red
militias.” Corruption, on the other hand, was rampant. In Vienna, an ‘aristocracy of black-marketeers’ was born,
who made vast profits by smuggling into Hungary.75
Bureacracy took on gigantic proportions. Instead of curbing it, it was enlarged, so that it became almost
impossible to oversee. The commander-in-chief of the Red Army, Vilmos Böhm, castigated the bureacracy on June
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22 that this was the problem why food supplies sent to Budapest for the relatives of the soldiers was “unaccountably
lost” in certain departments.76
The regime also declared its bankruptcy with regard to creating a new spirit or morale. “Censorship of the
press was introduced, compared to which the censorship during the war seemed like a liberal institution. Hunger,
corruption, merciless militarism and a hobbled spiritualism poisoned the atmosphere of the Hungarian Soviet
Republic. The polarization between urban and rural, bourgeois and proletariat, Christian and Jew became more
violent and unrelenting. Anti-Semitism – the peasants’ reaction to the increased burdens, the forced food collections
and the provocations – did not begin during the White Terror but was in full bloom during the reign of the
Communists.”77 In the estimation of Oszkár Jászi, 95 percent of the upper Communist leadership was Jewish. It
must also be noted that Hungarians of Jewish background played a role not only in the Communist revolt but also in
the arts, sciences, literature, the economy and politics before and after both revolutions, contributing much, a lot of it
exceptional.
Citizens of Jewish origin contributed significantly to Hungary’s civic development. The majority of Hungarian
Jewry identified with Hungarian society. The assimilation process, however, progressed too rapidly and thus was
mostly a thin veneer. Many among the Jewish citizens could not grasp or understand the Magyar’s essence, their
professed value system, the main levers of their thought process and behavior. With regard to their outlook, there
was significant diferentiation between the newcomers and those who settled a longer time ago. Based on their
position in the economy, finance, culture, entertainment or the media, they attempted to influence events in Hungary
according to their personal mentality, their own values and interests. This, of course, created tensions and led to
animosity, which fed, in no small way, anti-Semitism.
The events of the previous 10 months, the unfulfilled promises, the anarchy, the terror, the agitation, the
provocations, the moral and political inertia of the upper and middle classes created confusion and growing
hopelessness among the people; the opportunism of archdukes, aristocrats, bishops, leading officials and members of
established parties. (Reformed Bishop Balthazár sent a congratulatory telegram to Sándor Garbai and Zsigmond
Kunfi on the proclamation of the Hungarian Soviet Republic. On behalf of the teaching staff of the Reformed
theological college of Debrecen, Gyula Ferenczy described the new Republic in an address as “the land of God, as
prophesied by Jesus of Nazareth and greatly desired by mankind.” Garbai, the president of the Revolutionary
Governing Council, was informed by telegram.) These all increased the bewilderment and depressed mood of the
people.78
Hungary’s humbling and exceptional harsh treatment by the terms of the Paris peace treaty resulted in
devastating consequences in various areas (the country was deprived of 71.5 percent of its land area, 63.6 percent of
its population, 89 percent of its iron mines, 84 percent of its forests, 60 percent of its railway lines, 68.7 percent of
its railway engines and 50 percent of its waterborne transports). The changes in the industrial infrastructure also
created difficulties for the country: there were industries with excessive over-capacity (garin mills), while others
were unable to provide for the minimum internal needs (textiles, light industry). The ineffective performance of the
Károlyi government, the illusion of the leaders of the Hungarian Soviet Republic – expecting every problem will be
solved by the worldwide revolution, or rather, the subsequent world peace – and, finally, the divisive campaign of
the fled leaders of the 1918 and 1919 revolutions (chiefly from Vienna and Prague) awoke frustration and illconsidered reaction in many, even revenge.
Those responsible for the 1918 and 1919 revolutions were accused of selling out their people and country; of
lying to the people by stating that they had reliable friends among the Allies, or close contacts among the victors and
the leaders of the neighbouring countries; of disarming the Hungarian army, relieving the soldiers of their oath of
allegiance, urging them to disobedience against their officers – all at the time when the nationalistic and
imperialistic neighbours in the North, East and South were preparing to attack Hungary. Furthermore, of wrecking
the economy already weakened by the war and of ruining the work ethic and production outputs; of being guilty for
creating the resultant rift in Hungarian society (urban vs. rural). Relying on the Lenin Boys (the leather jacketed
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para-military terrorists) and the paramilitary squads of Ottó Korvin and Tibor Szamuely, everyone, who had a
differing opinion than they, was brutally supressed. Those who offered resistance were tortured, with many killed.
After the fall of the Hungarian Soviet Republic, the hunt was on for those who were guilty, or at least for
scapegoats. Again, special military units were formed – this time of right-wing radicals – who, on occasion, took on
themselves the roles of judge, jury and executioner. Those affected were the functionaries and fellow travellers of
the 1918 Chrysanthemum Revolution and the 1919 Communist takeover who still remained on Hungarian soil.
Fearing a pogrom, the news of the imminent entry of the ‘national army’ created panic among the Jews of
Budapest. They quickly sent a delegation to Siófok, the headquarters of the commander-in-chief. According to one
member of the delegation, Horthy received the group amicably. He positively assured the delegation that he would
not permit a pogrom in Budapest: “My mission is to save the nation and everything is subordinate to that. It is
possible that, during the healing process, the Jews may receive undeserved treatment but, when my nation will again
be healthy, I will attempt to rectify this problem” – stated Horthy. He entrusted the delegation to reassure the Jews
of Budapest.79
In an effort to strengthen the national army, Horthy went to Budapest – in civilian clothes – where he wished to
consult with the new government, as well as the Romanian commander, general Mardarescu. But before his meeting
with the general, he met with the military missions of the Allied Powers: generals Bandholtz (USA), Gorton
(British), Graziani and Mombelli (Italian). It was in his own interest to gain their support when meeting with general
Mardarescu. Horthy impressed the representatives of the victors: his manner, personality and, to no small degree,
that he greeted them all in their mother tongue. After chaotic weeks and months, he was introduced to reliable
people, who pledged their support. Horthy then met with Mardarescu and informed him that his army had assumed
the assurance of law and order in Trans-Danubia [western Hungary-ed.] making it unnecessary to direct Romanian
troops (already being concentrated) there. “And what will happen if my troops happen to cross the demarcation
line?” – asked the general with some sarcasm. “Then I will fight” – was Horthy’s answer. Mardarescu promised to
consult with the heads of the Allied missions, after which a relieved Horthy returned to Siófok.80
The short-lived ‘union government’ of Gyula Peidl was succeeded by the government of István Friedrich.
British diplomat Sir George Clark travelled to Budapest, at the behest of the Parisian Council of Five, to try and
bring about a unity [i.e., coalition-ed.] government. To ease the process, the Council of Five ordered the withdrawal
of Romanian troops from the capital. This allowed Admiral Horthy, commander-in-chief of the national forces, to
enter the capital on November 16, 1919 – to enthusiastic reception from the people. There was no embarrasing
moment or opposition. Even the liberal media, the paper News of Pest (Pesti Hírlap), wrote the following: “Old and
young, men and women, powerful and weak all reverently whisper: the Hungarian army is here and the Hungarian
homeland is safe!”81
It appears that the war and the two revolutions further entrenched the conclusion that class identity is a less
effective force than national solidarity. The nation and national identity remained as an historical reality and, by the
way, not only in Hungary.
On November 22, Károly (Charles) Huszár presented his coalition government. It was immediately recognized
by the Allied Powers and invited to the peace conference. The draft terms of the peace were handed to the
Hungarian peace delegation, led by Count Albert Apponyi, on January 16, 1920. The terms went far beyond the
worst expectations. Apponyi, in his memorable speech, stated that the terms were unacceptable for his country. He
suggested the use of plebiscites to decide the fate of contentious areas – to no avail. The Hungarian delegation also
tabled eight memoranda, containing documents covering the question of culpability, as well as historical, ethnic,
political and economic interdependence and reliance. Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Romania all rejected the idea
of plebiscites and repeatedly stated their demands vis-à-vis Hungary.
On May 6, 1920, the peace treaty – the original draft peace terms, without alteration – was officially presented
to the Hungarian delegation. The Millerand letter accompanying it merely alluded to the possibility of subsequent
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border adjustments. Lloyd George’s statement, that the peace treaty was a mere formality and that he firmly believes
that within a year it will be the subject of revision, came as cold comfort. The Allied Powers had already ensured the
transfer of Hungarian territories to Hungary’s neighbours. The British Prime Minister had expressed concerns at the
Paris peace conference regarding French foreign policies. On March 25, 1919, Lloyd George forwarded a
confidential memorandum to President Wilson, as well as Prime Ministers Clémenceau and Orlando. In it, the
British PM gave voice to his opinion that the overly enthusiastic French foreign policy will be the cause of serious
ethnic injustice, laying the foundation of a revisionist movement, maybe alliance. According to Lloyd George’s
view, such an alliance could include Germany, Hungary, Bulgaria and Turkey. As later events went on to reveal, the
British PM was not too far wrong.
As part of the terms of the peace treaty, Czechoslovakia received 62,937 km2 (with a population of 3,575,000),
Romania 101,197 km2 (5,265,000 people) and Serbia 63,497 km2 (4,121,000 people) from the territory of historical
Hungary; also, Austria received 4,926 km2 (358,000 people) and Italy 21 km2 (50,000 people). With these border redefinitions, a total of 3.3 million Hungarians suddenly found themselves in a foreign country.82
The disintegration of the Danubian Monarchy, the break-up and annexation of parts of historic Hungary, the
torpor of the upper and middle classes following the war, the radical liberals and leftist intellectuals, the assumption
of power by the Communists and left-wing socialists and, last but not least, the terms of the Treaty of Trianon
resulted in significant consequences for every social class. The consequences each class drew were different. The
1918 revolution, 1919 Communist trauma, followed by the shock of the Trianon treaty, naturally had a significant
impact on the upper and middle classes, to some degree the majority of the populace, their attitude, outlook and
motivation all the way to 1944. These impacts also manifested themselves in Hungarian internal and foreign
policies.
The majority of people rarely react in a careful and reasoned manner to historical events and social changes.
Rather, instinct influences action; psychological orientation, hopes, dreams, fears, illusions, suspicions and a need
for revenge may be equally defining factors of the ever present reality than concrete political, economic and social
realities. Whoever ignores this fact will be unable to grasp the most crucial factors in Hungary’s development in the
‘20s.
The most renowned Hungarian historian of the 20th century, Gyula Szekfű, analyzed the situations thusly:
“Among our national aims, at the top of the list, is the obliteration of Trianon and the restoration … of our territorial
unity … In this, … there is only one view …”83 Trianon became the hated symbol of Hungary’s humiliation. The
thrice-chanted “No, No, Never!” became a daily referendum that reflected every Hungarian’s attitude to the Trianon
peace treaty. The slogan, by the way, was born in the fall of 1918. Among the members of ‘The League for the
Protection of Hungarian Territorial Integrity,’ high ranking members of the Károlyi coalition government could be
found.
The country’s leaders spared no effort to rouse the world’s conscience and point out the injustice done to
Hungary in Trianon and the threat to peace in that region of Europe therefrom. The country’s population and
government continued to maintain – in spite of the Trianon treaty – the equivalence of partitioned Hungary with
historical Hungary. Relying on Hungary’s thousand-year history, they retained the historical identity; the kind of
national patriotism that moved every strata of society. It was based on the symbol of the Holy Crown of King St.
Stephen, which united all the strata and the people of the annexed territories. Only after a period of slow sobering
and awakening to the political reality were concrete revisionist plans begun to be fabricated for the annexed
territories, within the legal framework of the right of self-determination.
To raise the mental, political and economic level of partitioned Hungary in August of 1919, there seemed only
one possible method: the rediscovery of the fundamental principles and values of Christianity – both Catholicism
and Protestantism – and the reabsorption of the most valuable of national traditions. Through these means, the nation
could tap sources of effective strength necessary to steel its resolve to survive. Based on these two sources of
orientation, the attempt was made to create a modern Christian and national identity, and through them society’s
82
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moral and political resurrection. This thought formed the foundation of the so-called ‘Szeged idea,’ which every
politician of the following two decades felt necessary to quote as the leading concept – whether true or not. Five
men were the major contributors to influence this process of resurrection, through their works, acts and personal
stature: Ottokár Prohászka, bishop of Székesfehérvár, theologian, philosopher and orator; Sándor (Alexander)
Giesswein, prelate, politician and social reformer; Béla Bangha, Jesuit, the combative organizer; Dezső Szabó,
writer and Gyula Szekfű, historian.
Ottokár Prohászka (1858-1927) was, without a doubt, the most significant of person; perhaps the very soul of
Catholicism’s resurgence in Hungary at the turn of the century. During his seven study years in Rome, he received
excellent training in the Collegium Germanicum-Hungaricum, which well prepared him to face the problems of the
future. He became a professor of theology in 1885 in Esztergom; a university professor in 1904 in Budapest; bishop
of Székesfehérvár in 1906. His activities revolved around three tasks. His chief goal was to reclaim the intellectual
men to religion and the Church, since this group sank into deep indifference during the period of liberalism.
Prohászka viewed unfettered rationalism (intellectualism) as the greatest danger to legal and civil order. As a
spellbinding orator and preacher, as the most sought out religious retreat leader – the was hardly a town in Hungary
where he did not preach – Prohászka shook awake the slumbering faith in people, leading them to religious
conviction and fearless commitment. “On the road to rebirth, begun by Count Nándor Zichy, Prohászka gave the
first firm push that made Hungary Christian again.”84
During his time in Rome, Prohászka met and learned to appreciate Pope Leo XIII’s active interest in social
problems. Back in his homeland, he boldly took a stand for a solution to social problems, not the least among them
an equitable land reform. His personal wealth, as well as almost all of his professorial and bishop’s income he
devoted to charitable causes. As an academic, he left a lasting legacy. His thoughts – theological, philosophical and
ideological essays – were published by Antal (Anthony) Schütz in 25 volumes. Then, there were the short notes he
made for presentations and the religious retreats.85 When elected to the Scientific Academy in 1910, his introductory
lecture drew great interest: “The excesses of intellectualism – the rejection of excessive intellectualism in the
Bergson fashion.”86 Bishop Prohászka was held in high esteem among the non-Catholic intellectuals, as well. When
a Jewish family by the name of Szerb decided to convert, the father of the well known Hungarian writer and literary
historian Antal Szeb, asked Prohászka to be the godfather.
Sándor Giesswein (1856-1923) parish priest, social reformer and elected representative. He applied his
energies in those areas within Catholic social movements. As a scientific man and theologian, Giesswein strove all
his life for the renewal of everyday religious existence, to harmonize religious beliefs and the sciences.
His entry into political movements began with his founding of the Catholic People’s Party in 1896, even
though, from the very beginning, his interest and activity was oriented to Christian-Socialism. He represented his
Christian and socialist principles in Parliament through almost two decades. Giesswein took up the fight for
democratic rights of freedom, first of all the right of the workers to organize and to strike – including the agricultural
workers, also. He espoused land re-distribution in the forms of low leases. In 1898, he organized the first Christian
workers’ league, which he led for decades. Prohászka targeted mainly the intellectuals, Giesswein the workers. In
his final years, Giesswein urged the co-operation of the Catholics and the social democrats because, in his opinion,
this was the only option for lasting peace in Europe. Among other activities, Giesswein was at the head of that civil
movement, with Count Apponyi and Baron Szterényi, which attempted to create an umbrella organization in 1921
consisting of industrial owners and workers, so that continued labor co-operation may be possible under its aegis.
Political Catholicism, imbued with a deep social and humanitarian spirit, does not often garner recognition and
support from the ‘official church.’ His thoughts and ideas were too progressive for the Catholic masses, hence their
impact was moderate in those circles. Only in the second half of the ‘30s and the aftermath of WWII was the value
and significance of his thoughts and actions fully understood. It was not accidental that, at the official announcement
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of the formation of the Democratic People’s Party in August of 1947, István Barankovics, on behalf of his party,
described himself as a follower of Sándor Giesswein and his intellectual legacy.
The Jesuit, Béla Bangha (1880-1940), was an excellent organizer and tireless warrior – and among the first to
note that people can most easily and effectively be influence by the press. Although there were a large number of
Catholic periodicals around 1910 (14 dailies, 30 weeklies and 46 magazines), their significance and influence on the
reader was minimal. The first edition of Hungarian Culture (Magyar Kultúra) appeared at Christmas of 1912. It was
high quality, aggressive Catholic publication, one which Bangha and his fellow rebel exploited with skill. The
column titled ‘Shield and Sword’ and by-lined by Bangha usually took a critical stand on current events, yet was
able to influence his readers to see events through his eyes and to take a similar position. The high technical
standard, the new style and brave stand of the periodical found wide acceptance and strong feedback.
Through the creation of the Central Media Company, at the end of September of 1919, Béla Bangha made it
possible to publish the News of the Nation (Nemzeti Újság) and the New Generation (Új Nemzedék) dailies, and the
weekly Illustrated Chronicle (Képes Krónika). Zoltán Nyisztor found Gyula Szekfű’s assessment of Bangha’s
achievements and accomplishments as excellent: “The person who was the most energetic embodiment of Christian
philosophy in post-Trianon Budapest was the Jesuit, Béla Bangha, reaching his results primarily through his
religious activities, reconquering the people holding a cross in his hand.”87 In the last of his writings, World
Conquering Christianity, published in 1940, Bangha paints a sober, realistic picture of the situation of Christianity in
the world, all the while pointing out real questions and excellent actions to take. He devoted a separate chapter to the
assessment of the previous 50-year Catholic revival in Hungary. He sketched the most important events, in his view,
which happened around 1890; recounts the activities of Zichy and Prohászka, the actions of various movements and
associations, such as the Congregation of Mary, St. Emory (Imre) circles, Credo groups, Emericana, KALOT,
EMSZO, Actio Catholica, the effect of the print media, conferences and religious retreats, etc.88
With regard to the essence of national identity, different ideas surface at different times. As a result of the
trauma over the terms of the Trianon treaty, the guiding principle became the right of self-determination and the
right to have and maintain a unique ethnic identity in a specific country. Dezső Szabó (1879-1945), was an
expressive writer of spellbinding style, a novelist of ‘manly calamity.’ Through his personality and attitude, the
circle to ‘ensure ethnic differences’ continued to expand. Szabo passionately represented the idea that the unique
characteristics of the Magyar race and national uniqueness could only be ensured through the Magyar peasantry. To
him, the people were the peasants. He professed that the best characteristics and virtues were embodied in the
peasantry. His position was that a significant improvement in the financial and cultural status of the Magyar
peasantry was an historical necessity, in the interest of the entire nation. His three-volume novel, The village swept
away (Az elsodort falu), published in 1919, raised the Magyar peasant to almost mystic heights, and garnered huge
success. That outlook, represented by Szabó, acted as an illuminating energy for a wide segment of the population
bitterly disillusioned by the events of October 1918 to August 1919. The peasantry was the sole social segment that
remained true to Hungary’s Christian and national traditions through the revolutions of 1918 and 1919.
Gyula Szekfű (1883-1955) wrote his seminal work, Three generations (Három nemzedék) as an assessment
and debate of the intellectual and financial realities that left their stamp on the three generations in question (1848,
1867, 1900). This appraisal was also meant to provide guidance to the post-war generation. We shall return to
certain conclusions of the book in greater detail later in this work.
The military exerted a not-inconsequential influence on developments between the two wars. There were
officers who began to ponder on their country’s problems and necessary reforms and changes, prompted by their
front-line war experiences, the inhumane circumstances that accompany wars, or the effects of the two revolutions
of 1918-1919. They had substantial influence on the building blocks of a national identity, over internal order; their
influence on social reforms could be felt for years.
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The radical liberals, socialists and Communist émigrés downplayed, ignored or out-and-out lied about, the
actions of the government and the inhuman acts of the paramiltary squads, as the need dictated. They did everything
in an attempt to besmirch and trip the Christian national programme. These all contributed to the increasing
difficulty of governing the country. There were, however, tensions within the government, too. The social democrats
withdrew their representatives from the government and took a passive role. In spite of it all, the government went
ahead with organizing elections on the principle of universal suffrage and a secret ballot.
The elections took place on January 30, 1920, which gave the Christian and national parties a convincing
majority. The subsidiary elections, East of the Tisza River after the withdrawal of the Romanian troops, added to the
seats captured by the Small Landholder Party. The first task of the National Assembly was the election of a Regent
[Hungary was still, technically, a monarchy-ed.]. Only two candidates were deemed worthy: Count Albert Apponyi
and Admiral Miklós Horthy. Apponyi was excluded from the start due to his old age and the expected protests from
France and Czechoslovakia if elected. The British High Commissioner, Thomas Hohler, reported to his government
that he considered Horthy suitable for the Regent post, being absolutely honest, reliable and vigorous; his make-up
lacks all adventurism and wild chauvinism.89
The National Assembly elected Miklós Horthy as Regent of Hungary on March 1, 1920. Horthy was held in
high regard by the population; he was compared to Kossuth. His person seemed to offer a guarantee of a return to
order and security, even the possibility of a revision of the peace treaty. A leader of the Social-Democratic Party,
János (John) Vanczák, wrote in the party newspaper, People’s Voice, that the working class offered its calloused
hand to the Regent in a sign of peace: “We leave it to Your Excellency’s wisdom to decide whether to accept or
reject the offered hand.”90

3.2. The political, economic and cultural results of the consolidation
The short lived government of Simonyi-Semadam (March 15 – April 26, 1920) was followd by one led by
Count Pál Teleki. In September, the Naational Assembly passed a law with regard to continued post-secondary
school education, which the foreign press immediately included in its anti-Magyar campain under the banner of
numerus clausus. The law attempted to ease the situation of the intellectual classes, already under much stress from
the flood of refugees. Between 1918 and 1924, 350,000 people were registered as refugees, or expelled, from the
former Hungarian territories. Of those, approximately 40 thousand were academic workers who were looking for
work. The truncated country was unable to provide work opportunity for them all. The law was also trying to
prevent an undue proportion of occupations being taken by Jewish workers. While true that theis law contravened
the principle of freedom of education, as seen from outside of Hungary, and as circulated by circles among émigrés,
but the law was not strictly enforced. The proportion of Jewish students in post-secondary institutions between 1925
and 1929 was 9.6 percent, which could have been restricted to 6 percent, if strictly based on the law. In 1930, 34
percent of doctors, 49 percent of lawyers, 33 percent of industrial workers, 31 percent of newspapermen and 25
percent of actors were of Jewish extraction.91 The push to enforce the numerus clausus was strongest in the medical
faculty and the Technical University, where the proportion of Jewish students was approximately 50 percent and 33
percent, respectively.92 The most vocal supporters of the act were Dezső Szabó and Endre Bajcsy-Zsilinszki,
espousing the view that the now-available spots should go to the native youth of the country.93 Sándor Giesswein
was one of the few who took a position against the law. He demanded that the opportunity for education be available
to all young men who wanted to learn, regardless of race, ethnic origin or social class.
The land reform initiated by István Nagyatádi Szabó distributed 8.5 percent, or 1.813 million acres, of all
usable agricultural land. Those receiving land were small landholders, agricultural workers without land (day
laborers), decorated war veterans, the wounded and maimed from the war, war widows and orphans, artisans,
industrial workers and members of the Order of Vitéz. (The Order, and the associated land grant, was created by
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Miklós Horthy and was meant to reward Magyar men who were decorated for bravery during world war one and
exhibited loyalty to the nation in the subsequent revolutionary period. Men who filled the requirements received the
so-called Vitéz plots of land.) For the sake of comparison, The Czechoslovak Republic distributed 16 percent of
lands under cultivation, and Romania distributed 27 percent -- almost all of it from the estates of the former Magyar
owners.94
The economy of the country was in a haphazard condition following the war and the two revolutionary years of
1918 and 1919. In its day, the Danubian monarchy was an almost completely self-sufficient economic unit, with a
smoothly functioning segregation of labor and where 70 percent of the foreign trade of the component countries of
the the Monarchy was carried on without customs duties. Great problems arose with the break-up of this economic
unit. Excess capacities became apparent, e.g.- grain milling capacity in Hungary: 3.64 million tonnes of grain, with
the now- truncated country able to grow perhaps a third of it. Apart from the infrastructure problems, the war losses
in men and materials also played a great part; added to those, the chaotic state of affairs during the two revolutions
made it even worse. Production fell. In 1920, agricultural production only reached 40-50 percent of the 1914
harvest, industrial output only 35-40 percent.
The result was inflation: the 1918 Korona was only worth 43 percent of its 1913 purchasing power; by the
summer of 1919, only 15 percent. Finance Minister Lóránt Hegedüs attempted to rectify the budget through new
taxes and wealth re-distribution but was frustrated by King Karl IV’s attempt at regaining the throne. Hungary’s
precarious position in world politics became even more tenuous. The regal attempt led to internal strife and to the
resignation of the Teleki government.
Count István (Stephen) Bethlen was saddled with heavy baggage when he was chosen on April 14, 1921, to
form a government. In foreign affairs, Hungary was isolated; the economic situation was dismal; political
circumstances were unstable. Bethlen was a visionary and a realist, too. He knew that there was no choice for
Hungary but to live within the Trianon mandated terms and any improvement in the situation must be preceeded by
hard work, persistence, sacrifice and foresight. His 10-year tenure of prime ministership can be called an era of
consolidation; Hungaty became one of the most stable countries of the Danubian region. The first succes was, in
effect, a gift: the Allied Powers agreed to permit a referendum in Sopron [in western Hungary-ed.] to allow the
citizens of the town to which country they wished to belong. Furthermore, signs were beginning to emerge that
relaions between Hungary and Yugoslavia were about to improve. This was the state of affairs when King Karl IV
made his second attempt to reclaim the throne. Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia mobilized their armed forces;
Horthy and the government offered resistance. The armed forces and militia units disarmed the king’s supporters;
Parliament repealed Karl’s right to the throne of Hungary. The Allied Powers exiled King Karl to the island of
Madeira, where he died on April 1, 1922.
Averting the government’s overthrow by the ex-king, as well as the results of the Allied supervised referendum
– two-thirds of the citizens of Sopron and surrounding villages voted against annexation to Austria – contributed
considerably to strengthen the government’s position. Bethlen started to prepare for Hungary’s entry into the League
of Nations. The League debated the matter of Hungary’s entry in September of 1922. At the proposal of the Polish
delegate, a vote was held in favor. In essence, Hungary’s political isolation was at an end.
In internal politics, a significan victory was the Bethlen-Peyer pact (December 21, 1921). As a realist, Bethlen
had to recognize that the working class was a political force; that social democratic parties formed parts of
government coalitions in European countries; that a modus vivendi with the social democrats at home would take the
wind out of the sails of the émigrés; and finally, that these would all add to the enlargement of the foreign political
opportunities of the government. The realists among the social democrats also knew that, in a tension filled
atmosphere, you can not reasonably demand loyalty, sacrifice and deprivation from socialist-leaning workers. At the
same time, you could not ignore all the suspicion, mistrust and rejection of the social democrats that still lingered as
the aftermath of the 1918-1919 revolutionary events. The promise of a more-or-less free political activity by the
government, as well as a general amnesty, was worth much more than the voicing of a number of unrealistic
demands.
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Both sides seemed ready to agree and compromise, both in the wording of the agreement and its execution. On
the social democratic side, the agreement contained the solemn promise that in every question, which affects the
entire Magyar nation, they will represent the official Magyar position; to refrain from circulating unfounded reports
– terror and persecution – abroad through their international contacts; to stop proposing the republican form of
government; to give up trying to unionize the state, railway and postal workers; to minimize the agitation of the
agricultural workers; and finally, not to initiate political strikes.
In return, a certain amount of leeway was guaranteed to the social democrats. They could organize party
meetings and circulate their party newspapers. Frozen party assets were released, emergency measures and punitive
laws were gradually rescinded, the independence of workers’ insurance was recognized, and agreed to bring a law
proposal before the National Assembly to extend insurance to agricultural workers, widows, orphans and the
handicapped. And finally, political prisoners sentenced to less than five years of prison and all those who the SocialDemocratic Party recommends for amnesty, will receive amnesty by Christmas.95
With the aid of a new voting laws, passed by the government, Bethlen was able to ensure a certain government
majority in the Assembly. After the introduction of the electoral reform, 60 percent of the adult population was
eligible to vote, with secret balloting in the capital and its suburbs, open voting elsewhere. The Unified Party was
able to gain a majority of the votes in 143 ridings out of 245 in the elections held between May 28 and June 1, 1922.
Furthermore, the three Christian parties elected 35 representatives, the Liberals 14, the Magyar Social-Democrats 25
and other smaller parties a total of 28.96 The reconciliation with the workers and the dependable majority in the
Assembly formed the basis of active internal and external politics, which led to cultural and economic expansion
and civil and foreign political successes.
The attempt of the Finance Minister, to curb inflation using internal reserves, met with failure. It resulted in
runaway inflation – its course party intentional. According to serious macro-economic theories, short term inflation
could exert favorable effects on stabilization. The inflation that arose in a short time, as an aid to stabilization, was
also used successfully after the second world war. Its cost was, as ever, borne by the population.
It was clear that, among other things, a successful stabilization of the economy would necessitate obtaining
foreign credit. In October of 1923, the final amount of reparations Hungary had to pay way determined. Over a
period of 20 years, the country had to repay 200 million gold Korona. At the same time, a delegation from the
League of Nations visited Hungary to assess first-hand the economic situation. On the basis of the delegation’s
report, Hungary received a League loan equivalent to 307 million gold Korona. With the aid of the loan,
stabilization became a reality by the fall of 1924. The National Bank was established in the same year, with the sole
power to issue currency. International financial circles began to have greater confidence and Hungary received
further loans.
The economic restructuring was able to be completed in 1924-25, with industrial output showing vigorous
recovery, subsequently exhibiting a growth of 70 percent between 1924 and 1929. There were some industrial
branches, such as electronics, whose products were competitive on world markets. In agriculture, new products and
techniques were introduced (expansion of vegetable gardening and orchards, etc.). These all contributed to the rise
in the standard of living, which then aided the solidification of consolidation.97 One of the most visible effects of
consolidation was the easing of tensions between Hungary and the émigré circles. This progressed so well that even
the Franc counterfeiting incident (1925-1926) did not put a damper on it.
The conservative Social-Democrat émigré wing maintained close contacts within the country with like minded
people. This circle contained, among others, Garami, Vázsonyi, Lovászy, Révész, Buchinger and Hatvany. This
group, which published Future (Jövő) from 1921 to 1923, possessed the best political contacts, both toward the
victorious Allies and within the country.
The left-wing of the Social-Democrats, under Kunfi, Böhm, Garbai and Rónai, was aligned to the
Internationale and published its newspaper Illumination (Világosság). They took part in the Vienna activities of the
95

Ránki: Magyarország … op. cit., pp. 448-451.
Ibid, pp. 452-453.
97
Romsics: Ellenforradalom … op. cit., pp. 182-185.
96

54

social democrats and expressed harsh judgement over the Hungarian Social-Democrats. In the second half of the
20’s, Magyar social democrat émigrés began to return to Hungary. By 1929, Weltner, Kondor, Buchinger and
Garami had returned; Kunfi committed suicide. After his death, hardly anyone openly expressed criticism on behalf
of he émigré social democrats over the Social-Democrats of Hungary. Politicians and workers living in exile were
consistently supported by the Austrian unions and its own Social-Democratic Party.
Mihály Károlyi departed for Prague, which temporarily increased the chances of the émigré civic radicals
(Hock, Juhász, Jánosi, Jászi, Szende, Diener-Dénes, Linder). The centrist Socialists refused to cooperate with
Károlyi, as he was obviously falling more and more under Moscow’s influence. He worked closely with Benes,
Hungary’s steadfast enemy, unaware that, to Benes and Masaryk, he was but an insignificant pawn. The émigrés of
October also received financial aid from Prague.98 In the early 30’s, Jászi, Vámbéry, Kernstock and others stated
that Károlyi was too much under the influence of the Communist direction and had gone so far from the principles
of the October program that he could no longer remain as leader of the radicals.99
Taking over the Vienna Magyar News in the middle of 1921 was an outstanding victory for the civic radicals.
With the cooperation of Jászi, Bölöni, Polányi, Komlós, Madzsar, Szende, Déry and others, it became the central
source of information for the émigré circle. With its closing toward the end of 1923, it signaled the end of the
democratic émigré group as a political movement.
The Communist émigrés, due to their incessant fractional in-fighting, were essentially powerless. The two
main factions were the Kun and Landler groups. The Communist press consisted of the Proletarian and the Red
News. György (George) Lukács resigned in 1921 from the central committee of his party, now forced into exile and
started his own oppositional Communist paper in Vienna in which he vigorously attacked the Kun group. Due to
Károlyi’s approach to the Kun group, and as a result of Kun’s rebuff, this period saw an increase in tensions and
breaches.
There was, of course, no possibility of continued cooperation between the democratically thinking émigrés and
the Communists. There were continuous disagreements and accusations back and forth. Andor Gábor’s opinion was
that every émigré faction – but the Communists – were agents of the Little Entente. The civic radicals and the
Social-Democrats, on their side, saw the Communists as agents of Moscow. The Executive Committee of the
Comintern decided, at their meeting on March 17, 1922, to close down all the Communist newspapers in Vienna and
disband all the groups. The resolutions enacted by the 22 representatives at the first party congress of the Hungarian
Communist Party (August 18 to 25, 1925), held in Vienna unequivocally reflected the Comintern’s directives.100
The illustrated weekly, Today (Ma), published in Vienna by the well-known Magyar artist and writer Lajos
(Louis) Kassák, had as contributors intellectuals from Hungary. The first edition of Today was published in
Budapest in 1916, in Vienna beginning in 1920.
The illustrated weekly of the Viennese Magyars, Panorama (Panoráma), appeared every Sunday from
November 20, 1921 to August 17, 1924. Among its contributors were a long list of recognized writers and reporters,
among others Béla Balázs, Tibor Déry, Andor Gábor, Gyula Krúdy, Frigyes Karinthy, Sándor Márai, Zsigmond
Móricz, József Nyírő, Ervin Sinkó and Ernő Szép, many of whom lived in Hungary.101
It is a fact that noted Magyar émigrés carried on political activities in the countries of the Little Entente,
Hungary’s most bitter enemy, which represented a tremendous obstacle to the Hungarian government. In their
propaganda campaigns, they made the statement to the effect that the situation of the Magyar minority is better in
Czechoslovakia, Romania and Yugoslavia than it was for the Slovaks, Romanians and Serbs in the former Hungary;
that political circumstances are more democratic in these three countries than in Hungary, since Horthy took power.
At the same time, these émigrés continually aided in blunting the complaints of the Magyar minority, giving aid and
assistance for the goals of the Little Entente. Their primary goal was the overthrow of the Horthy regime and taking
over the reins of power, with hoped-for foreign support. To this end, every means was acceptable to them. However,
98

Kovács, Endre: Korszakváltás [Era of change]. Budapest, 1981, p. 157.
Ránki: Magyarország … op. cit., p. p. 834.
100
Lackó (ed.): Vélemények … op. cit., pp. 183-225.
101
Hanák: Politik und … op. cit., p. 23.
99

55

this lost them all credibility and they disqualified themselves. In the end, they inflicted the greatest harm to their
own, loudly defended, political ideals, as well as to democracy and liberalism.
The former ‘House of Magnates’ was replaced in 1926 by an Upper House in the Hungarian Parliament. Its
organization and legal status was governed by statute 1926/XXII. Through it, it was envisioned to create a forum for
the middle and upper classes, public notables and experts in law enactment, to give thoroughness and objectivity to
the process. Membership in this upper house was possible by birth, rank, official post, election or appointment.
Members by birth were males of the House of Habsburg-Lothringen over 24 years of age, who resided in
Hungary and possessed such assets as would have been necessary for an election. Members through rank and
official post were the country’s elite magnates, the two Yeomen of the Crown, the president and vice-president of
the Supreme Court, president and vice-president of the Administrative Court, the president of the Court of Budapest,
the Crown Prosecutor, Commander-in-chief of the Army, president of the National Bank, the president of the
National Social Insurance Institution and the heads of the legally recognized churches or religions. Through
election: from the males of the upper nobility, if they possessed the perpetual right to be a member of the House of
Magnates, were older than 24 and paid at least 2,000 Pengő [the Hungarian currency from 1927 to 1946-ed.] in real
estate tax per annum; representatives from the counties, municipalities, boards of trade and commerce, the
Hungarian Scientific Academy, universities and certain colleges, the National Museum, Stock Market and the Order
of Vitéz. Finally, the Regent was allowed to appoint no more than 40 persons to the Upper House.
Through the 1937 statute XXVII, the legal status of the Upper House was essentially identical with that of the
House of Representatives; budgets and year-end results, however, could only be presented to the House of
Representatives.
The 1926-1927 elections brought significant success for the government; the National United Party garnered
almost 70 percent of the seats, weakening the opposition. Contributing to this success were, undoubtedly, the new
electoral reforms, the government’s popularity and the growing prosperity. In ridings with secret balloting, the
Social-Democrats received 208,000 votes in 1922 but only 105,000 in 1926; they had 25 seats in 1922 but, four
years later, only 14.
With respect to economic stability, Hungary became East-Central Europe’s second during the second half of
the ‘20s, after Czechoslovakia. This economic stability formed the basis of a long-range foreign policy, of which the
first step was entry into the League of Nations. After the short-lived attempt at rapprochement toward Moscow – the
Soviets were anti-Romania at the time over Bessarabia – talks were begun with Ugoslavia. However, since both
countries were primarily governed by their own agenda – Hungary wanting to unsettle the Little Entente, Yugoslavia
to ensure its northern border in a conflict – the attempt was predestined to failure. Shortly afterwards, an offer was
extended from Rome. Italy had signed an agreement in 1926 with Romania and Albania; the pact’s target was
Yugoslavia.
In the summer of 1926, the League stopped its financial supervision of Hungary, followed in 1927 with the
cessation of military oversight. Hence, the Italian offer came at an opportune moment and the offer of friendship
promised a number of advantages: Italy was a European big power; the weakening of the Little Entente and
lessening French influence in the Danubian region satisfied Hungarian goals; on top of it, Italy promised to be a
large market for Hungarian agricultural products. Last, but not least, Hungary welcomed cultural co-operation with
Italy. Hungary and Italy signed a mutual friendship and arbitral agreement in April of 1927, stressing the lasting
peace and friendship between the two countries. In a secret clause, Hungary was urged to carry out a more active
foreign policy, especially in weakening the Little Entente. Mussolini promised to return to Hungary the weapons left
behind in Italy during world war one.
The agreement also had an indirect positive result: Lords Rothermere and Newton pledged to support the
revision attempt of the Trianon treaty. Lord Rothermere began a press campaign in his newspaper, the Daily Mail.
The first article was titled: Hungary’s place in the sun; at his urging, the Hungarian Revisionist League was formed,
with the intent to fchanging European public opinion regarding the injustice and un-sustainability of the Treaty of
Trianon. The campaign had significan political and moral success. Lloyd George, one of the Paris ‘Big Four,’
openly admitted that Hungary was treated unfairly in Paris. Foreign politicians visited Hungary. Bethlen made
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political trips to wetern Europe; he had an audience with King George V. The revision demanded by Lords
Rothermere and Newton found sympathetic ears in many corners.
In light of the altered internal and external political situation, in 1928, Bethlen was finally able to state openly
the intent of Hungarian foreign policy: Hungary is not willing to forego one third of its own ethnic population … A
lasting peace can not be based on the Trianon borders … Hence, Hungary demands revision of these borders.
In 1928, an arbitration agreement was made with Poland, in 1929, a neutrality pact was signed with Turkey and
finally, in 1931, a friendship treaty with Austria. Hungary’s isolation was, in effect, ended.
The greatest achievements of the Bethlen government were made with its cultural and educational policies.
The chief themes, and its necessity, were voiced a century before by Count István Széchenyi. He said that
understanding of ourself and knowledge of our environment are the firmest foundations of any healing and
improvement; that folklore or folk values and intelligence can best assist us in these. According to Széchenyi, folk
values provide the means for the creation and formation of unique Magyar characteristics and values; as general
intelligence, he meant the elevation of universal human abilities. The noted Magyar aesthete and literary historian,
Frigyes (Fredrick) Riedl (1856-1921), commented similarly after the signing of the Trianon peace treaty: Hungary
no longer has political or military power. It can have substance in the fields of culture and education. Either Hungary
will be a country of culture or there simply will be no Hungary.102 The cultural and educational policies attempted to
ensure that, as many as possible, Magyars reach an appropriate level of intellectual and cultural level. This
overarching cultural policy is closely linked to the name of the then-Minister of Public Education and Religion,
Count Kunó Klebelsberg.
In 1921, the School of Economics was founded. For the transplanted University of Pozsony [Bratislava todayed.], a new facility was created in Pécs, same for the University of Kolozsvár [Cluj Napoca today-ed.] in Szeged. In
1922, the Hungarian National Collections University was created, encompassing under one roof the National
Archives, the Hungarian National Museum, the Museum of Applied Arts, the Fine Arts Museum as well as the
Library of the Budapest University. Thus, the effectiveness of these institutions was greatly enhanced, their financial
situation improved. The opportunity arose to improve the economic situation of the Hungarian Academy of Science.
In 1922-1923, the University of Debrecen was expanded. With the co-operation of the National Council of Natural
Science and the Széchenyi Society, research programs were created, or co-ordinated. In 1923-1924, the Budapest
Astronomical Observatory was founded; between 1926-1927, the Biological Institute in Tihany.103 To permit youn
Magyar scientists and researchers to enlarge their particular knowledge and general intellectual and cultural
horizons, Hungarian institutions were planned in western and central Europe. First, the Collegium Hungaricum in
Vienna and Berlin, followed by the Accademia Reale d'Ungheria in Rome. Vienna was primarily for the education
of historians, archivists, doctors and musicians; Berlin for economists, chemists and physicists; Rome for Catholic
priests, artists, lawyers and Italian-language teachers.
According to the official rolls for 1938, the following Hungarian institutes existed abroad: the Vienna and
Berlin Collegium Hungaricum, the Hungarian Historical Research Institute in Vienna, the Hungarian Academy in
Rome, the Seminary College in Rome, the Hungarian Learning Center in France, Hungarian Institutes in Warsaw,
Stockholm, Tartu, Helsinki and Ankara, as well as Hungarian libraries in London, Milan, Trieste and New York.
Multi-faceted education was provided by the Budapest college named for Baron József (Joseph) Eötvös. The
college, founded in 1895 by then-Minister of Public Education and Religion, Baron Gyula Wlassics, had as its
primary goal, the education of talented applicants who would, one day, occupy academic positions in the fine arts.
The first dean, Loránd Eötvös, set as a further important goal that the student of the Eötvös College should also have
their interest and inclination augmented towards the sciences, education and culture, on top of their studies in their
chosen fields. The Minister of Public Education and Religion between the wars, Count Klebelsberg, created a
second Eötvös College in Szeged within the existing Miklós Horthy College there. The student teachers of the
Eötvös College of Szeged specialized in the natural sciences.
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The boarding students of the Eötvös College, which can be taken as the equivalent of an École Normale
Supérieure, had wide-ranging autonomy. They had a library, organized in exemplary fashion; the opportunities were
available to do detailed scientific inquiries and absorb a multi-faceted general education. Well trained language
teachers were available. The spirit of the college embodied an almost monkish isolation, moral behavior based on
firm foundations, calculated elite training, palpable community spirit, and a tolerant atmosphere, which firmly
rejected all dogmatic thinking. The entire day was strictly filled with work. The site of all the lectures was the
college, those of the examinations in the university. Beside the Magyar students, the minorities were represented
(Germans, Slovaks, Romanians, Slovenians, Croatians and Bosnians) but occasionally foreigners attended the
college (Turks, Bulgarians, Greeks, Americans, Japanese and Chinese). Numerous students received bursaries; some
attended free.
The ranks of the former students of Eötvös College contained not a few of the outstanding personalities of
Hungarian intellectual life, among them: Zoltán Kodály, Zoltán Gombocz, Gyula Szekfű, János Horváth, Sándor
Eckhardt, Dezső Szabó, Aladár Kuncz, Tibor Gerevich, Dezső Pais, Domokos Kosáry, Albert Gyergyai, István
Sőtér, Géza Laczkó, Gyula Németh, Lajos Ligeti, Dezső Keresztury, Béla Köpeczi, Tibor Klaniczay and Béla G.
Németh. They, and countless other graduates too numerous to mention, could thank this excellent institution not
only for their well-rounded education but also for their democratic orientation and the creation of their humane
Magyar spirit. The deans of the Eötvös College were Géza Bartoniek, Zoltán Gombocz, Miklós Szabó and Dezső
Keresztury. The Joseph Eötvös College was dissolved in 1950.
Statute 1927/XIV, apart from creating the previously noted institutions abroad, also created a national bursary
council. The statute regulated the grants and bursaries of the children of public employees; 400 Pengő per annum for
high school students, 800 Pengő per annum for college and university students. Great strides were made the building
or modernization of high schools, teacher colleges, advanced commercial academies, day-care nurse training
facilities, and technical and arts schools.
The results of the statute mandating public education exceeded all expectations. By 1930, three thousand new
classrooms and teacher residences were created. The total cost of this effort was 64 million Pengő – of which the
government’s contribution was 48 million –, more than historic Hungary’s [i.e., the pre-1918 borders, including
Croatia-ed.] expenditures for school building and expansion from 1868 to 1918. In the 1924-1925 national budget,
8.7 percent was directed to the cultural portfolio; in the 1928-1929 budget, 10.5 percent. With the notable expansion
of the school system, similar attention was paid to the training of teachers. Before world war one, the student –
teacher ratio was 80:1, during the 1930-1931 school year, 47:1, and in 1939-1940, 42:1. Teachers, especially rural
teachers, were the conveyers of all manner of educational activities, beginning with courses for the illiterate – 47
percent of Hungarians in 1890, 31 percent in 1910, 15 percent in 1921 and 10 percent in 1930 – through classes for
adults, to making popular scientific presentations and organizing celebrations, even to taking part in public libraries
and various associations. Merely in one year, 1927, 1,500 public libraries were established in villages, with 220,000
volumes. It was at this time, also, that cultural centers and adult continued education centers were created and
furnished. The popular expression, that a teacher was “the nation’s laborer,” was meant as a compliment.104
An impressive number of publications were available to those intellectuals doing creative or scientific work.
The most influential literary publication between the two wars was the periodical West (Nyugat). It was edited until
1929 by Ernő (Ernest) Osvát and Ignotus, later by Mihály Babits, Zsigmond Móricz and Oszkár Gellért. The
periodical maintaned its high standards to the end, even under the latter editors. It ceased publication with the death
in 1941 of Babits. It successor, the Hungarian Star (Magyar Csillag), published by Gyula Illyés, was no less
fastidious in quality and essence. For conservative writers, there was the New Times (Új Idők), under the editorship
of Ferenc Herczeg, and the Sunrise (Napkelet). The writers Géza Gárdonyi, Gyula Szekfű, János Horváth, Dezső
Szabó and László Németh contributed material to the latter. Lajos Kassák, reurning in 1926 from abroad, founded
the paper Work (Munka). The periodical for the ‘urbane’ was the Polite Word (Szép Szó), with a neo-liberal slant,
appearing between 1936 and 1939. The successor, after 1926, to the Twentieth Century (Huszadik Század), the
periodical of the civic radicals, was Our Century (Századunk). The official paper of the Social-Democrats was the
Socialism (Szocializmus), founded in 1906. The paper primarily devoted itself to ideological and party political
questions.
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The most outstanding start-up is associated with István Bethlen. The Hungarian Review (Magyar Szemle),
initially edited by Gyula Szekfű, later by Sándor Eckhardt, ran between 1928 and 1944. It was the forum that united
the cream of the country. The periodical asked socio-political, cultural, economic and foreign policy questions. It
gave publicity to voices and opinions, which did not necessarily reflect the views of the politicians, scientists,
financial experts or publicists who stood behind the magazine. The Hungarian Review laid the groundwork for the
fundamental reform of the administration – probably with Bethlen’s agreement – which the magazine’s founders
created.
In 1922, 1,849 books were published in Hungary; in 1928, 3,438. In 1926, 934 periodicals (newspapers and
magazines) were published; in 1930, 1,230. In 1925, 16,927 radio receiver subscriptions were issued; in 1930,
307,909.105
Hungarian cultural and intellectual life was incredibly rich after world war one in talented writers, musicians,
artists and noted scientists. The following incomplete list is meant to illustrate this wealth. Literature: Lajos Áprily,
Mihály Babits, Elek Benedek, Marcell Benedek, Kálmán Csathó, József Erdélyi, Milán Füst, Oszkár Gellért, Irén
Gulácsy, Lajos Harsányi, Zsolt Harsányi, Ferenc Herczeg, Jenő Heltai, Gyula Illyés, Attila József, Gyula Juhász,
Margit Kaffka, Frigyes Karinthy, Lajos Kassák, János Kodolányi, Károly Kós, Dezső Kosztolányi, Gyula Krúdy,
Géza Laczkó, Sándor Makkai, Sándor Márai, László Mécs, Ferenc Molnár, Ferenc Móra, Zsigmond Móricz, László
Németh, József Nyírő, Sándor Reményik, Kálmán Sértő, Sándor Sík, István Sinka, Miklós Surányi, Dezső Szabó,
Pál Szabó, Antal Szerb, Dezső Szomory, Áron Tamási, Jenő J. Tersánszky, Árpád Tóth, Cécile Tormay, Péter
Veres, Lajos Zilahy, et al.
Music: Jenő Adám, Béla Bartók, Lajos Bárdos, Ernő Dohnányi, Artúr Harmat, Jenő Hubay, Zoltán Kodály,
László Lajtha, Antal Molnár, Endre Szervánszky, Leó Weiner, Ede Zathureczky, et al.
Arts: Vilmos Aba-Novák, Aurél Bernáth, István Csók, Béla Czóbel, Gyula Derkovits, István Dési-Huber,
József Egry, Béni Ferenczy, Noémi Ferenczy, Béla Iványi-Grünwald, László Holló, Zsigmond Kisfaludi Strobl,
János Kmetty, Lajos Kozma, Ferenc Medgyessy, István Nagy, Sándor Nagy, Pál Pátzay, István Szőnyi, János
Thorma, et al.
Sciences: Zsolt Alszeghy (literary historian, aesthete), László Baross (agricultural scientist), Lajos Bartucz
(anthropologist), Baron Béla Brandenstein (philosopher), Zoltán Bay (theoretical physicist), Jenő Cholnoky
(geographer), Győző Concha (legal expert), István Dékány (sociologist), Sándor Domanovszky (historian), Sándor
Eckhardt (literary historian, linguist), Ferenc Eckhart (historian), Sándor Ferenczi (psychoanalyst), Rudolf
Fleischmann (agricultural scientist), Lajos Fülep (aesthete), Tibor Gerevich (art historian), Gyula Germanus
(orientalist), Zoltán Gombocz (linguist), Gyula Groh (chemist), István Györffy (ethnographer), Imre Hajnal (internal
medicine), Imre Hermann (psychoanalyst), István Hajnal (historian), Farkas Heller (economist), Bálint Hóman
(historian), Barna Horváth (philosopher of law), János Horváth (literary historian), Sándor Horváth (philosopher),
József Huszti (classical philologist), Béla Issekutz (pharmacologist), György Jendrassik (engineer), Kálmán Kandó
(electrical engineer), Béla Kenéz (statistician), Károly Kerényi (classical philologist), Ferenc Kiss (anatomy),
Sándor Korányi (internal medicine), Gyula Kornis (philosopher, historian), Béla Kovrig (social scientist), Lajos
Ligeti (orientalist), Károly Lyka (art historian), Zoltán Magyary (public administration), Elemér Mályusz (historian),
János Melich (Slavic languages), Gyula Moór (philosopher of law), Gyula Moravcsik (classical philologist), Gyula
Németh (Turkic studies), Endre Nizsalovszky (legal expert), Ferenc Orsós (court medical expert), Dezső Pais
(linguist), Ákos Pauler (philosopher), Simon Papp (geologist), Béla Pogány (physicist), Lajos Prohászka (educator),
István Rybár (physicist), Sándor Sík (aesthete), Antal Schütz (philosopher, religious studies), István Szabó
(sociologist), Elemér Székács (agricultural scientist), Gyula Szekfű (historian), Albert Szent-Györgyi (doctor,
medical chemist / pharmacist, winner of the 1937 Nobel Prize in Medicine), Lipót Szondi (psychoanalyst), Gusztáv
Thirring (statistician), Béla Tankó (philosopher), Tivadar Thienemann (Germanic studies), István Varga
(economist), József Varga (chemist), Nándor Várkonyi (literary historian), László Verebély (mechanical engineer),
Tibor Verebély (surgeon), Béla Zolnay (linguist), Miklós Zsiray (Finn-Ugric linguist), et al.
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The number of intellectuals, well educated in their fields, continued to grow. The socio-political significance of
administrators, lawyers, doctors, engineers, newspapermen and artists grew but it was outstripped by what was
garnered by educators and pedagogues. By 1930, their numbers swelled to 40,000.
The Bethlen government made significant advances in the area of social policies. The pensions of miners was
regulated by the 1925 statute 1925/XXXIV. In 1927, the mandatory health and accident insurance plan was
expanded (statute 1927/XXI), so that, by the end of the 20’s 80-90 percent of the urban work force was covered by
this fundamental social security. The following year, statute 1928/XL, mandated compulsory old age, health, widow
and orphan benefits in those industries that fell under statute 1927/XXI of the previous year. Compulsory social
insurance for agricultural workers was only enacted in 1938.106
To handle the activities of the increasing social insurance coverage, the National Social Insurance Institute
(Országos Társadalombiztosítási Intézet /OTI/) and the Private-sector Employees Insurance Institute
(Magánalkalmazottak Biztosítóintézet /Mabi/) were created. In 1929, the numbers of the insured with OTI was
1,051,169, while at Mabi, it was 56,693.107
The social insurance laws, extremely significant in their day, as well as the subsequent initiatives (e.g.building of government housing, new hospitals, doctors’ offices and sanatoria; increasing the number of health
workers, such as the Green Cross nurses; the regular medical examinations, especially in schools and nurseries;
preventive medicine initiatives) were closely linked to the Minister of Welfare and Labor in the Bathlen
government, dr. József Vass, provost of his clerical order and university professor. The results of these courses of
action were felt in a relatively short time. In 1922, 49,358 children died under the age of one and 16,932 between the
ages of 1 to 6; the corresponding numbers for 1936 are: 25,489 and 8,533. The proportion of child deaths fell from
20 percent to 13 percent; life expectancy grew from 49.1 years (1920) to 61.8 years (1930); deaths from tuberculosis
were halved between 1922 and 1936. The number of doctors grew from 4,792 in 1922 to 10,075 in 1936 (from 58 to
112.1 per 100,000 population); in 1922, there were 334.6 hospital beds per 100,000 of population, improving to
533.3 per 100,000 by 1936.108

3.3. The political opposition – The agrarian proletariat
The Bethlen government had opposition from both the Left and Right. The Leftist opposition was separated
into three ideologically motivated groups: the social democrats, the civic liberals and the civic radicals.
The Social-Democratic Party of Hungary (Magyarország Szociáldemokrata Párt /MSZDP/) was, without a
doubt, the best organized and thus the most significant party of opposition. Its political base was significantly
broader than the other opposition parties. Subsequent to the Bethlen-Peyer agreement, they made tremendous
advances in development and growth of influence. The agreement was most significant in union related activities.
Workers being organized in social democratic unions were the main source of support for the MSZDP. In 1919,
there were 215,000 organized union members; in 1921, 254,441 in 39 separate unions.109
The elected executive members of the party were always members of Parliament between 1922 and 1944. With
the formation of the Social-Democratic faction in Parliament, the panel’s activities were circumscribed by party bylaws; heading the faction was an administrative committee that, over time, became the most important body of the
party. Its members, as is usual, were the leading members of the Party. Thus, beside union organizing, the
importance of parliamentary work also increased. In the interest of common goals, co-operation and alliances were
formed with other opposition parties, as dictated by opportunity and party needs.110
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The position of the civic radical opposition became tougher, following the 1918-1919 revolutions, than that of
the Social-Democrats. Neither Károlyi’s party (Independence and ’48) nor Jászi’s (Civic Radical Party) had the
support of a broad political base. Neither had extensive exchange with either workers or peasants. Party supporters,
already minor among the intellectuals and urban civic population, further melted after 1919 and the party was forced
into a defensive stance.
The Károlyi party, created in 1916, numbered under 20 representatives in these days. The party’s platform
consisted of ‘peace, democracy and independence.’ After 1919, a reorganization took place, led by the anti-Károlyi
opposition within the party (Lovászy, Batthyány and Ábrahám). Members of this party (Vince Nagy, Rusztem
Vámbéry, Rezső Rupert) went on to create the Kossuth Party in 1924.
The party of Jászi, the Civic Radical Party created in 1914, demanded land reforms, a peaceful solution to the
minority question and compulsory public education. This party essentially united three factions under one roof:
liberals, free Socialists (of which Jászi himself was one) and those leaning towards Marxism. The party’s influence
only extended to a very narrow segment of the intellectual strata; the leading minds (Imre Csécsy, Róbert Braun,
Rusztem Vámbéry) were better with a pen than organizing people. After 1919, the Jászi party was moribund and
could not be revived. Former supporters – insofar as any stayed in Hungary – found alternate activities for
themselves in literature, the arts and book publishing.
The Democratic Party of Vilmos Vázsonyi enjoyed a reasonably solid electoral support going back to the age
of Dualism [following 1867-ed.], mainly among the Jewish and lower middle class circles of Budapest. In 1919,
they changed the party’s name to National Democratic Party. Until the death of Vázsonyi may 24, 1926, they were
considered as an influential Hungarian opposition party; afterwards the party disappeared and supporters went to
either Bethlen’s or Rassay’s parties. The party’s chief aim was the organization of the middle classes.
The Independent Small-holder Peasant and Civic Party of Károly (Carl) Rassay, created in 1921, tried to unite
in one party those small landholders dissatisfied with Nagyatádi Szabó and Christian-sympathizer supporters. The
party enjoyed wide support in the Calvinist circles of Debrecen and Bishop Balthazár.
According to an estimate of the Interior Ministry, in the early ‘30s, the National Democratic Party supporters
numbered between 25-30 thousand, the Rassay party about 14-15 thousand and the Kossuth Party even less.111
Attempts were made post-1919 to create a more effective and visible opposition through inter-party co-operation. In
1921, the Civic and Worker Alliance was created, in 1922, the New Opposition Bloc. The Bloc held 40-50 seats and
was an amalgam of Social-Democrats, Independence Party, as well as independent Christian and liberal politicians.
Their program consisted of respect for law and regulation, as well as demanding the rejection of radicalism. In 1924,
the National Democratic Alliance came into being, later renamed the Bloc of Democratic Opposition.Parties. Their
demands were encapsulated into 12 points and presented to Parliament (universal, equal and secret electoral rights,
democratic public administration, equitable taxation, an end to internment, etc.). In essence, their demands were no
more than what was the right of every free citizen in Europe.112
All in all, we can state that, although the civic opposition did not have a widespread base, its voice still
managed to reach a broad spectum of the population. On the one hand, there were numerous people among their
leaders who were writers of excellent ability; on the other, they were able to exert influence on a number of
associations (Cobden Association, Rotary Club, various chambers and sports clubs, etc.). The fact that, in the interwar period, there was a great gamut of print products available was also in their favor. The liberal civic opposition
could always rely on a supportive press (Evening Courier (Esti Kurír), The News (Az Újság), after 1926 News
(Újság), World (Világ), Magyar Newsmagazine (Magyar Hírlap), etc.).
Bethlen’s national right-wing opposition was substantially different in make-up from the left-wing one. The
essence of a national movement, the goal of national unity, the idea of national solidarity and cohesion, is always
connected to national traditions and is always one of the concrete aims of its activists. The nurture of traditions
exists in every society. This bond is the guarantor of national culture and affinity. The commitment to traditions, the
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custody and care of ethnic uniqueness, the acceptance of self-identity strengthen national feeling and identity, as
well as patriotism. This was demonstrated repeatedly since the 12-13th century in Hungary.
National identity and patriotism are fundamental aspects of our sensory make-up, hence, the cultural traditions
of every people in every community. They develop especially strong among small nations, since they are exposed,
through all their history, to various pressures from more powerful neighbours, or threatened in their mere existence.
At times like this, a strong national identity, imbued with deeply felt patriotism, may exert a protective, rescue
function and contribute significantly to a people’s sense of a right to exist. In the post-Anschluss period of Nazi
activities, as well as during the Bolshevik campaign following the second world war, the deeply rooted national and
patriotic traditions, the strong sense of national identity and increased love of country were the chief strengths of
intellectual and political resistance in Hungary. What helped to overcome those difficulties, to mobilize spiritual and
physical reserves, was reliance on a common foundation and culture – mother tongue is the deepest means of
community, the guardian and agent of national culture –, the beliefs and religion of ancestors, national heroes and
icons, events experienced and survived together, with not a little tolerance and mutual understanding. Only through
heartfelt patriotism can an individual, a community, or a people enhance their character and capability, which is also
indispensable to retaining one’s own identity and defeating any attempt by totalitarian systems of whatever name.
Hence, it was not by accident that, following the 1918-1919 revolutions, many intellectuals – among them
Dezső Szabó, István Milotay, István Lendvai and Endre Bajcsy-Zsilinszky – attempted to again lay the foundation
and spread their vision of a uniform national ethos through their writing, speeches and political activities. They saw
as the greatest danger to this identity – historical and cultural – the assimilation of German and Jewish elements into
the Magyar, thereby changing or diluting it. They advocated a national resurrection, which would, first of all, raise
the most valuable strata of Magyars – the peasants – to a higher cultural and economic plane. In their opinion, the
future of the nation rested on whether this strata, as the embodiment and guardian of the best of the national
characteristics, could adequately grasp and wield political, societal, cultural and economic power. Their ‘ethnic
rescue’ action, thus, gained not only ethnic but an ethical, moral, cultural and social base. In Marxism, they saw the
most fanatical enemy of a national ideal. They were harshly critical of both the 1918 revolution, which they saw as
building the road for the Communist takeover, and the 1919 one. In both, they professed to see the power wielded by
the Jewish participants and the anti-peasant tendencies. They also demanded fundamental reforms in Hungary but
rejected the goals of the two revolutions and their methods, as being alien to the essence and traditions of the
Magyars. After the fall of the Hungarian Soviet, Dezső Szabó founded the National Association of Hungarian
Writers, whose aim was to guard the interests of writers, ensure freedom for their creative endevors and provide
some guidance to them regarding Hungary’s problems.
A totally different segment of the political spectrum was represented by those racial purists, officers,
professional and youth organizations, who saw the greatest threat to Hungary from an increase in influence by Jews.
This group also held the Jews primarily responsible for both the 1918 and 1919 revolutions. Led by the ‘ethnic
guardians,’ public and clandestine groups were formed, among them the Etelkoz Alliance (Etelközi Szövetség
/EKSz/), Coalition of Awakening Magyars (Ébredő Magyarok Egyesülete /ÉME/), Magyar Protective National
Association (Magyar Országos Véderő Egylet /MOVE/), Turul, etc. whose spokesmen initially exerted significant
influence on Miklós Horthy and the government. The leading personalities were Gyula Gömbös and Tibor Eckhardt.
In 1923, in conjunction with Bajcsy-Zsilinszky, Ulain, Kiss and Hír, they attempted – without success – to drive a
wedge within the National United Party; Bethlen managed to isolate them.113
The political atmosphere was charged with nationalistic tendencies, not only in Hungary but in the entire
Danubian region, as well as in western Europe. Among the victorious powers, and their protected wards, these ideas
were welcomed, as they were satisfactory in maintaining their spoils; the losers and the punished, on the other hand,
were expecting redress of the injustice and undeserved treatment. Those of liberal-democratic views felt that the
injustice can only be corrected based on democracy. The nationalists demanded revisions and the majority were
ready to make it happen – by force, if necessary.
The greatest potential source of opposition support were the farm workers, simply because the ‘20s brought
most of them hardly any, if at all, improvement. Agricultural labor made up 55.7 percent of the country’s population
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in 1920. In comparison, in Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and Russia, it was 80 percent, Poland and the Baltics 65 percent,
Austria and Czechoslovakia 40 percent, and finally Germany 30 percent.114
A young newspaper reporter, György Oláh, wrote a book in 1928 titled ‘Three Million Beggars,’ which ended
up as the biased designation that was applied, without distinction, to two-thirds of the agricultural population and
one-third of the country’s population. The social problem thus identified was the greatest and most urgent challenge
for all of Hungarian society. The Bethlen government was not responsible for it – it was a heavy inheritance for the
government – but the fact remains that, in spite of land reforms, it eluded the government to make palpable and
positive changes. The ‘poor farmers’ were comprised of the peasants on estates, with their families (around 600
thousand), agricultural workers, and their families (955 thousand), day laborers, with their families (271 thousand),
landless workers (ditch diggers, etc.) and their families (28 thousand), and finally the small landowners or microrenters, with their families (1,145 thousand), etc.115 The peasants on the estates were in a relatively good position,
they could expect reliable pay. The wage for an estate worker, in the second half of the ‘20s, was 40 Pengő, plus
approx. a long tonne (2,200 lbs.) of grain, and the use of an acre or two of land. According to calculations, the wage
and goods in kind were worth about 900 – 1,300 Pengő per annum; the annual wage of a factory worker was about
1,200 Pengő.116
The welfare of the farm workers, day laborers and others was extremely harsh and widely varied by region.
The wives and children of this class were often forced into the labor market to earn a second income. The farm
workers and day laborers were often unable to work for more than 180 days a year, in spite of the opportunities
presented by expanded public works. Their housing was daunting; their diet unwholesome and monotonous. The
one-sidedness of their diet, and a series of everyday household problems can be attributed to the lack of expertise,
experience and aptitude of the womenfolk. There were areas where regular consumption of fruits and vegetables was
unknown because orchards were not tended or vegetables not grown. Servant girls who worked for with well-to-do
families in towns, or abroad, and who went back to their village to get married after their term ended, often brought
about advantageous changes: new experience and knowledge, hard work, a more healthy diet and diligently tended
vegetable gardens brought improvements in hygene and housing accomodations.
With regard to general health, even in spite of the improvements already mentioned in the field of preventive
health care, serious problems remained. The incidence of tuberculosis remained high; infant mortality was third
highest in Europe, beating out only Romania and Lithuania. The Magyar stock was further endangered by certain
areas adopting a one-child policy. This ‘dangerous social epidemic’ – whose basis was mainly economic and moral
– was most prevalent among the mid-sized landholders and Calvinists.
The growth of sects, alongside political opposition, was not accidental, especially garnering great support
among the poor peasants. They also stood in opposition to social injustices, as well. The only lasting solution would
have been appropriate decision making, linked to extensive land reforms, social reforms and increased
industrialization. The government was, however, unwilling, along with the well-to-do (beati possidentes), to make
the necessary political and financial decisions and assume the financial burdens. In the interest of truth, it must be
mentioned that the period of world economic crisis, and the following years, were not conducive to large scale
agricultural reform, vast capital investment or undertaking significant financial obligations. As well, it must be noted
that important questions connected with financial assistance programs went unanswered or were inadequately
analyzed. Alternate, or partial, solutions were not explored.
Without supporting legislation, the mere re-distribution of tracts of land was of little use. To achieve any
meaningful improvement in the income and social standard of the agricultural worker, the price of agricultural
products should have been raised. This, unfortunately, would have required more knowledge and expertise, greater
capital, concentration on higher income products (fruits, vegetables, oil producing seeds, higher quality feeds), more
intensive animal husbandry, mechanization, irrigation, large scale processing of agricultural products (with adequate
storage facilities), affordable credit and crop insurance for micro and small landholders, a functioning co-operative
system, and more. For the last item, a good model would have been the Hangya [Ant] Co-op (Hangya Termelési,
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Eladási és Fogyasztási Szövetkezet), established in 1898, which, by 1935 had grown to 1,488 branches and 2,785
store outlets.
Another important task would have been the development of criteria to determine how much provable
expertise, ability, reliability and diligence a candidate possessed before being considered as a recipient in land
reallocation. This would have been all the more important since not all land claimants could be given a large-enough
property to ensure their livelihood. The individual requirements were extremely different: the ability and expertise to
accept a piece of land for effective working and productive usage; a determination of the ability to shoulder the
financial requirements; ability to repay the necessary capital; the means to ensure the necessary animals, implements
and seed stock; etc. These questions all remained unanswered, as well as the problem of how to minimize the,
probably unavoidable, temporary drop in agricultural production. (A few years later, mainly beginning in the mid30s, there were significant foreign policy ramifications to this question.) Also swept aside was the topic of the
relationship between the old farmers and the new. Could the new ones take part in the governing of the village? The
community of small and micro-farmholders, of landless laborers and servants, was as heterogeneous as a social
class, as the totality of the peasantry.
It would have been beneficial if these, and other, questions had been satisfactorily resolved before the
government and Parliament convened to create the draft of the law. It would have been far more beneficial to
introduce modern and affordable social reforms that gradually made significant contributions in the welfare of
agricultural workers and laborers, such as the introduction, or extension, of social insurance, enacting minimum
wage laws, family supplements, ensuring a minimum standard of housing, regulated hours of work, extending the
search for talented children among the children of farmers, effective advocacy efforts already enacted into law, etc.
This last would have lead to easy benefits as the creation of agricultural support was already begun. (Statutes
1920/XVIII, revised by 1937/XVII, created an agricultural promotion and support framework, as well as the
Agriculture Minister’s decree of 1938 (#114.400), specifying the roles and responsibilities of members within that
framework; the law of 1923/XXV, regulating the unlawful employment of a farmer’s labor; the law of 1923/XXIV,
regulating the handling of the terms of employment.)
With realistic plans and the circulation of a list of demands, coordinated by region, would probably have
exerted more pressure on politicians and the government, increasing the chance of those demands coming true. The
public academies, especially the results of the Catholic Young Men’s National Federation movement (Katolikus
Legényegyletek Országos Testülete /KALOT/), proved that there were workable alternatives that offered solutions
to Hungary’s gravest problems in the inter-war period. It was not by accident that Mihály (Michael) Kerék, one of
the most outstanding agricultural experts of the day, was a vociferous supporter of the KALOT, especially its
academies and placement activities.

3.4. Hungary in the 1930’s
One of the strengths of István Bethlen was his ability to pit his opponents against each other. However, in the
early ‘30s, these ploys met with increasing failure. Although he managed to isolate the Gömbös group, he was
unable to block the creation of the Independent Small Landholders Party (Független Kisgazdapárt, October 13,
1930) or its merger with the Agrarian Party (December 10, 1930). The combined party emerged under the name of
Independent Small Landholders, Farmer and Civic Agrarian Party (Független Kisgazda, Földműves és Polgári
Agrárpárt). Its platform consisted of: land and electoral law reform, support / subsidies for small landholders and the
revision of the Trianon peace treaty. The party enjoyed widespread support among the farmers. The party’s
organizations carried out active work in both political and social spheres. The Independent Small Landholders, and
the Social-Democratic Party, remained the most active and effective political opposition throughout the Horthy era.
Bethlen had to battle internal frictions and opposing interests within the National United Party. He thought that
the simplest solution would be to hold new elections. Compared to the last elections (1926), the National United
Party lost 14 seats in the June 28-30, 1931 elections but, with the Christian Party – a member of the government
coalition – they received a total of 107,690 more popular votes. The Independent Small Landholders, Farmer and
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Civic Agrarian Party garnered 10 seats, Social-Democrats 14, independents 20. In all, there were a total of 1.5
million eligible voters, of whom 1,059,048 cast their votes in the open and 442,913 by secret ballot.117
Although the Bethlen government was able to secure another loan in Paris, Bethlen resigned four days later, on
August 18, 1931, although he remained as president of the National Unity Party. His fall was attributable to the
growing effects of the economic crisis and the resultant social conflict. Horthy then called on one of his close
friends, Count Gyula Károlyi, to form a government.
The new government was not given a long mandate by pundits. The foreign situation – the growing influence
of Italy and Germany in European politics – was not without consequences for Hungary. This trend and the effects
of the economic predicament presented a great challenge for the National Unity Party, too. It is then not surprising
that influential persons, such as Gyula Gömbös and his associates, were attempting to reorganize the government.
Thirteen months after its formation, the Károlyi government resigned; on October 1, 1932, Gyula Gömbös
formed a new government. Internal and external political reasons equally played a role in the government crisis. The
creation of the Independent Small Landholders Party, especially its actions under Tibor Eckhardt (elected as its
president on December 7, 1932) and the massive criticism of the government’s economic policies brought about an
accomodation between the agrarian representatives of the Independent Small Landholders Party and trhe National
Unity Party. In external affairs, they counted on rapprochement between Italy and Germany. Hitler’s party made
spectacular gains: in the second round of the April 10, 1932 national presidential election, the NSDAP received 13.4
million votes; in the election of representatives on July 31, 1932, the National Socialist candidates received 37.7
percent of seats, on March 5, 1933, 44 percent of the seats. All these contributed to the mid-term victory of the rightwing within the Hungarian government. The composition of the new government, however, clearly revealed that the
Gömbös cabinet was a compromise solution. Bethlen’s supporters still enjoyed a clear majority in the governing
coalition.
Gömbös presented a comprehensive program, calling it the ‘National Work Plan,’ its aim to create a ‘selfreliant Magyar nation state.’ His 95 point program – possibly an allusion to Luther’s thesis nailed to the door of
Wittemberg cathedral – contained, among other things, expanded subsidies, harmonization between capital and
labor, between large and small landholders, the reorganization of the bureaucracy, the formation of a united Magyar
view of the world, the creation of new jobs (especially for recent graduates), a new policy of agrarian reform,
recognition for the right of rearmament, improving the living standards of the lower and middle classes and a new
system of import tax. The wording of the program, the tone and style of the new government, as well as the
demonstrations and meetings organized by the government, the reports and opinions expressed in the press and
radio, created widespread expectations and hope. All were expecting the ushering in of a new era. János (John)
Kodolányi opined in 1968 that Gyula Gömbös adopted the ‘Rapid Program,’ the most urgent tasks of the 95 points –
but the ‘National Work Plan,’ too – from the National Radical Party of Bajcsy-Zsilinszky.118 Gömbös, to be fair, was
familiar with the New Deal of President Roosevelt, brought to him from the United States in 1932 by Lajos (Louis)
Zilahy. The main goal of foreign policy remained unchanged: revision of the terms of the Trianon peace treaty.
The new government garnered its first success in foreign affairs. Gömbös – first among foreign politicians –
made a June 1933 visit to Berlin and Hitler, proposing a German-Italian-Hungarian-Austrian cooperation treaty. He
was the creator behind the Italian-Austrian-Hungarian Pact (Treaty of Rome, March 17, 1934), as well as the
economic cooperation agreement between Germany and Hungary, which immediately made Germany the most
important trading partner already in 1935-1936. The economic treaty made possible the export of significant
amounts of farm products to Germany. The government spent 22 million Pengő in costs for the German farm
exports, which Germany repaid. The opening of the Italian and German markets helped substantially in erasing the
lingering effects of the world economic crisis, the Depression, and contributed positively to the development of
Hungarian agriculture. The value of Hungarian agricultural production rose by 100 percent. Government support for
this development was expressed by announcing subsidies for the debt repayment of farmers. In each of the years of
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1933-34 and 1934-35, the government spent 32.5 million Pengő on it, rising to 75.6 million Pengő in 1935-36. The
number of farm properties that would have had to be sold at auction fell significantly.119
A government committee, consisting of Prime Minister Gyula Gömbös, Agriculture Minister Kálmán Darányi,
the head of the ministry’s ‘estate policies section,’ Elek Vass and professor of law Endre Nizsalovszky, convened in
1935 to begin drafting a land reform proposal. The committee held discussions with representatives of the Catholic
Church (Jusztinián Serédi, Archbishop of Esztergom, Gyula Glattfelder, Bishop of Csanád, Krizosztom Kelemen,
archabbot of the archabbey of Pannonhalma). The representatives of the synod of bishops declared that they were
prepared to accept the government’s reform plan, regardless of its severity.120 This was confirmed by Nizsalovszky
in a 1945 interview. The members of the synod of bishops merely requested that the land reform act, 1936/XVII, not
be based solely on liquidating the estates of the Catholic Church. After completing the land reform proposal, Bishop
Glattfelder asked professor Nizsalovszky: do you think that land reform is addressed with this law? Glattfelder, on
his side, doubted it. In his opinion, the reform process had to continue.121
One political consequence of the land reform plan was an agreement-in-priciple between Gömbös and
Eckhardt by which the Independent Small Landholders Party would drastically curtail its attacks on the government
and especially the person of Gömbös. In return, Gömbös promised Eckhardt the possibility of electoral reforms.
Gömbös strove to develop close ties with writers. In 1935, Miklós Kozma, executive president of Hungarian
Telegraph (MTI), and a confidante of Gömbös, appointed the popular writer László Németh as head of literary
programming at Hungarian Radio.122 On April 16, 1935, Gömbös met with the popular writers in the villa of Lajos
Zilahy, with Zsigmond Móricz, Gyula Illyés, László Németh, Áron Tamási, Lőrinc Szabó, Géza Féja, agricultural
expert Mihály Kerék, parliamentarian Imre Németh and the evening’s host, Lajos Zilahy. The talk went on until
midnight but did not lead to tangible results.123
With the help of Italy, the effects of the strains brought on by the 1934 assassinations of Yugoslavia’s King
Alexander and France’s Foreign Minister Barthou could be greatly deflected. Barthou was a firm supporter of
France’s eastern network of alliances and of cooperation with the Soviet Union. It came to light that Hungary was
accused – totally without foundation – of advance knowledge of the murders and of abetting the guilty parties, who
were members of the Macedonian Revolutionary Front and the Croatian Ustashe. At the League of Nations inquiry
into the event Tibor Eckhardt, as Hungary’s chief delegate, could show his diplomatic talents. With Italian
assistance, the affair was smoothed over. The foreign affairs success firmed up Gömbös’ position within the
National Unity Party and the governing coalition. Bethlen’s influence waned until he finally quit the National Unity
Party in 1935, citing fears for Hungary’s 1,000-year old constitution from the party’s increased reliance on
Germany.
The results of the 1935 elections returned the following distribution of the 245 seats: National Unity Party:
170, Independent Small Landholders … Party: 25, Christian National Economic and Civil Party: 14, Hungarian
Social-Democratic Party: 11, Liberal and Democratic opposition: 7, Hungarian National Socialist Peasants and
Workers Party: 2, six other parties garnered one each and 10 independents.124
“Although the differences were great, the linguist and long-time teacher at the Eötvös college and thus one
who was familiar with the Hungarian situation, the Frenchman Aurélien Sauvageot observed that the peasants and
the urban populace live in two separate worlds, yet there were common points of contact, which ensured the
continued existence of the government. Sauvageot also hazarded the statement that even an election based on
democratic voting rights would have returned a majority for the government and that the system he called
oligarchical was probably necessary for the Hungary of that period.”125
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Relations between Germany and Hungary continued to develop in a positive way. In 1935, Herman Goering
paid a visit to Hungary; at the end of October, Gömbös met with Hitler. Italy’s Abessinian war (October 3, 1935)
and the re-occupation of the demilitarized Rhineland (March 7, 1936) speeded up the rapprochement between
Germany and Italy advocated by Gömbös. The Hungarian prime minister did not live to see the signing of the
agreement creating the Berlin-Rome axis (October 25, 1936), as he died on October 6, after a long sickness.
The achievements of Gyula Gömbös were well known and respected throughout Hungary. A college in
Budapest is named after him. One small anecdote to illustrate the reputation he enjoyed among the people: the
author, interned in 1949 by the Communists, met a former ministry official who was interned for lighting a candle at
Gömbös’ grave on November 2, 1948 [the traditional day of remembrance for the dead-ed.]. He explained that
between the wars, he was one of those unemployed young graduates, who were finally found employment by the
Gömbös government. After his death, he decided to light a candle at the grave on November 2, which he did up to
1948.
Communist historians attempted to paint Gyula Gömbös as, in today’s terms, a Fascist and Nazi. It is without a
doubt that Gömbös was deeply influenced by the achievements, which the new governments of Germany and Italy
accomplished in the mid-‘30s: the successful elimination of unemployment, the restart of government operations,
internal order and security, the party organization based on para-military lines and its youth wing. In spite of these,
Gömbös was neither a Fascist nor a Nazi. His politics were primarily defined by the national needs and social
problems of his country, where he could clearly distinguish between utopia and reality. He was clearly aware that
any attempt to introduce a dictatorship in Hungary, based on the Italian or German model, was a utopian dream,
given Regent Horthy’s ideas on political law and his opposition to radical-dictatorial tendencies, as well as the
political power balance within and outside the government coalition. Gyula Gömbös was an army officer with a
sense of responsibility, battle experience and a well developed national identity. His political orientation and
motivation to act were certainly influenced by the two revolutions of 1918-1919, the July 1927 Socialist uprising in
Vienna (the torching of the Palace of Justice) and the 1934 Austrian revolution. His political activities and trips to
Rome, Berlin, Vienna, Ankara, Sofia and Warsaw were meant primarily to serve his country’s independence,
sovereignty and political and economic escalation. These are what drove him to turn to Italy and Germany. In the
1930s, there was no available and workable alternative open to Hungary to this political and economic orientation.
As a result of his attempts, Gömbös managed to secure significant political and economic advantages for Hungary.
And there is yet another aspect we must keep in mind: Europe’s leading statesmen were not as well informed
in the period before the second world war of the National Socialist’s demands and excesses, or their eventual goals,
as we tend to think today, knowing the facts. Nobody could have imagined what inhuman acts the followers of this
ideology were capable of committing during a war that descended into total war. One more thing must be stressed,
that not every historical, economic or cultural event of the Hitler era served the regime’s inhuman aims.
During the time of the Gömbös government, a number of countries – the western democracies and the Soviet
Union – maintained close and multi-faceted, in fact friendly, contacts with Nazi Germany. Karl Radek wrote in
Isvestia on June 15, 1934, that he sees no reason why Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union could not come to an
accomodation, since there already are friendly relations with Fascist Italy.126 The League of Nations passed a
resolution on January 17, 1935 to hand the Saar territory back to Germany, since 91 percent of the population voted
on January 13, by secret ballot, to be returned to Germany; only 0.4 percent voted to remain as part of France. Great
Britain and Germany signed a naval agreement on June 18, 1935. The XI Olympic Games began in Berlin on
August 1, 1936, permitting Hitler to play host to the athletes and sport officials of 51 countries of the world. Lord
Halifax, Britain’s Foreign Secretary called on Hitler in November of 1937 and gave Britain’s agreement to
Germany’s goal to revise central Europe’s composition. 1938 brought the four power Munich agreement; for Time
Magazine, Adolf Hitler was the 1938 ‘Man of the Year.’ (Four years later, the 1942 ‘Man of the Year’ was one
Joseph Vissarionovich Stalin.)
It came as no surprise that Gömbös’ successor became the government’s Minister of Agriculture, Kálmán
(Coloman) Darányi. Darányi was a realistic and thoughtful statesman. He tabled the most important goals of his
reform program in a speech on April 18, 1937. They were: ensuring internal stability, improvements to social
conditions, especially that of agricultural workers and unemployed graduates. For farm workers, he proposed to
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create jobs by providing irrigation equipment, reforestation and silviculture projects. A law was passed to provide
old-age insurance. The problem of the unemployed, educated white collar workers was attempted to be solved by
restricting the numbers of the Jewish intellectuals and/or workers. Darányi himself admitted that a “Jewish question”
exists in Hungary, which must be resolved within the confines of the constitution.
The increased influence of Germany on Hungary also became more noticeable. This was partly due to the
activization of a portion of the German minority, partly to the pan-German agitation of German tourists and student
groups and partly to the increased political activities of the radical Right sympathizers of the Reich.
There were, however, counter-actions, too. Hungarian legitimists, as part of a demonstration held in Körmend
on October 10, 1937, urged the uniting of all political forces, which were critical of the growing German influence
and took an opposing position to it. The demonstration was attended not only by the Christian Party’s parliamentary
representatives but also those of the Rassay party and the Independent Small Landholders Party. The public
expressions of the Social-Democrats also tended in this direction. Co-operation with the Communists was, however,
firmly rejected, based mainly on the known negative consequences of the People’s Front politics in France and
Spain, as well as the news trickling out of the Soviet Union of the internal cleansing and show trials. Hungarian
foreign policy continued to rely primarily on Italy. The mutual visits of Hungary’s Regent to Italy (November 1936)
and the Italian royal family to Budapest (May 1937) clearly demonstrated to the world Italian-Hungarian friandship
and cooperation. The increasing cooperation between Germany and Italy – Italy joined the anti-Comintern Pact on
November 6, 1937 – necessarily led to the devaluation of the Austria-Italy-Hungary alliance. In full knowledge of
this, Hungary made every effort to develop closer ties with England and France. These endevors, however, created
mistrust in Berlin. The November 1937 visit of Darányi and Kánya to Berlin managed to ease the situation
somewhat.
Darányi announced his one billion Pengő capital budget on March 9, 1938, 600 million of which went for the
rearmament of the armed forces and the rest for development of the national economy. In reality, even some of the
monies intended for rearmament went to the development of local industries and agriculture (purchases of military
materials from Italy and Germany were made easier through increased agricultural exports and better prices). On
May 18, 1938, Darányi resigned, rationalizing it by saying that, twelve days before the XXXIV. Eucharistic World
Congress, Hungary must have a Catholic prime minister. In reality, he had to go for not taking energetic-enough
steps against German pressure and the Hungarian extreme Right.
A new government was formed by Béla Imrédy. The makeup of the government showed a gain for the
moderate camp. Imrédy, as Gömbös, was a dynamic personality. He was known as an excellent financial expert,
which he had already demonstrated in the Gömbös and Darányi governments. His socio-political ideas bore the
imprint of the papal encyclical, Quadragesimo anno [Forty years later]. He was an explicit opponent of every
extreme ambition, equally of both National Socialism and Communism. The civil reform policies in his program
announcement were aimed at rising the country’s standard of living and improving the social situation [i.e., welfareed.] of the working class. He promised energetic action against the agitation of the extreme Right. Through the first
Jewish Law (May 29, 1938), which was about the ‘effective ensuring of social and economic balance,’ he was able
to keep the drastic anti-Jewish procedures within limits. Within the framework of the statute, Jewish employees
were to be limited to 20 percent within companies, newspaper reporters, actors, lawyers, doctors, engineers and
white collar workers; the extreme Right was demanding a reduction to 5 percent. Imrédy’s program met with
approval in the West, distrust in Berlin. The latter was particularly troubling for the Hungary of the time, as
Germany was about to demand further revisions of the terms of the Paris peace treaty – at which time Hungary
could expect revision of her own northern border.
At the end of August 1938, Horthy, Imrédy and Kánya paid a visit to Hitler. During their German stay, the pact
between the Little Entente and Hungary, the Bled Agreement, was made public (August 22, 1938). In it, the Little
Entente recognized Hungary’s military equality. The strains disappeared during the discussions carried on with
Hitler. The impact of the Bled Agreement dropped drastically after agreement was reached on the method of antiCzechoslovak actions.
On September 29, 1938, the Munich agreement – the product of long years of an appeasement policy by the
western democracies and labelled as treachery by many – gave the coup de grace to Czechoslovakia. The Wermacht
marched into the Sudetenland on October 1, 1938 and Hitler declared that reclaiming the Sudetenland was his final
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territorial revisionist demand. Subsequent to the Munich conference, Hitler and Chamberlain also signed a mutual
non-agression pact. It was followed on December 6 by the signing of a German-French non-agression pact in Paris.
After the Sudeten crisis, German and Italian influence clearly reigned in the Danube basin. It was in this atmosphere
that the German and Italian foreign ministers made the decision in Vienna to return the souther portion of Slovakia,
populated, as it was, mainly by Magyars. The country was elated, seeing it as the first step in the revision of the
Trianon treaty. Few thought to consider the future: what price will Hitler demand, and will Hungary will be held
responsible later? The first price of the First Vienna Arbitral Award was Hungary’s joining the anti-Comintern pact
on February 24, 1939.
His fall was precipitated by several reasons. During the previous November, 62 parliamentary representatives
resigned from the governing coalition – in objection to a revision of the house rules – and the government lost its
majority. In the same month, November 23, the government lost a non-confidence motion (a majority of 115 votes
vs. 94 against the Prime Minister over the house rules). Imrédy immediately resigned but it was not accepted;
Horthy was not about to hand the government to the opposition. He continued for another four months at the head of
a minority government. Many also did not agree with the Magyar Life Movement (Magyar Élet Mozgalom),
founded on December 13, 1938 by Imrédy to unite disparate social classes. Last but not least, Horthy personally was
not satisfied with Imrédy. The fact that, as the formal reason for his resignation, his ethnic background was used
most probably contributed to the fundamental shift in his political viewpoint, the unexplainable radicalization of his
thinking and actions and his untimely end. Imrédy again resigned on February 15, 1939 and was accepted.
The following day, Horthy asked Count Pál Teleki to form a new government. The highly respected politician
and scientist seemed most able to to reduce to the absolute minimum the concessions that must be made to Hitler
and the right-wing activities encouraged and supported by him.
In March of 1939, Hitler made the decision to permanently dismember Czechoslovakia; on March 14, Slovakia
and Carpatho-Ukraine proclaimed their independence; on March 15, the President and Foreign Minister of
Czechoslovakia reluctantly, under German pressure, signed the document creating the Czech- Moravian
protectorate. On the same day, German troops entered Czechoslovakia. At the same time, Hungarian troops began
their entry into Carpatho-Ukraine, up to the former Hungarian boundary; the dream of a common Hungarian-Polish
border became a reality. Amidst all the jubilation, very few gave a thought to the long term viability of the situation.
Amid the bedlam of these proceedings, three events slid by with scant notice: Madrid fell to Franco’s forces on
March 28, 1939, sealing his grip on victory; Italy annexed Albania on April 7, 1939, beginning its Balkan
consolidation; a military alliance was signed between Italy and Germany on May 22, 1939, the “Pact of Steel.”
Teleki’s program was well received in both houses of parliament, objections voiced only from the extreme
right-wing. February 24, 1939 saw the banning of the Hungarian National Socialist Party, followed shortly (May 5)
by the passage in parliament of a statute to “further restrict the spread of Jewish influence in politics and the
economy” (the second Jewish Act) – in the form proposed by the Imrédy government. The articles of the law were
significantly more stringent than the first Jewish Act, containing mainly economic restrictions; the right to vote was
restricted to those whose ancestors resided in the country since 1867. Hitler judged the sincerity of Hungary’s
loyalty to the Third Reich based mainly on the radical actions taken against the Hungarian Jews.
On April 13, 1939, the Interior Minister reconfirmed the statutes of the National Alliance of Germans in
Hungary (Volksbund). One of the aims of the Volksbund was to secure autonomy for this ethnic minority. It was
after enacting these two laws (the second Jewish Act and the risghts of the Volksbund) that Teleki and Csáky
travelled to Berlin, where discussions took place in a “friendly atmosphere.” This was of importance to the
Hungarian side as elections were about to take place back home.
The elections took place on May 28 and 29, 1939, in accordance with the principles of universal secret
balloting and resulted in a significant victory for the Hungarian Life Party. Of the 260 contested seats, the governing
party secured 187 (71.4 percent), the big losers were the opposition parties of the left. The Independent Small
Landholders Party went from 25 seats to 14, the Social-Democrats from 11 to 5; the right-of-center parties garnered
49 seats (19.2 percent).127 The 900,000 votes cast for the Hungarian right contained votes from factory workers,
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farmers and miners, although the majority of it came from the electoral districts in and around Budapest. The
election results disclosed such a picture of the electorate that essentially reflected the true situation.
The tense situation that erupted on the Romanian border during the summer of 1939 was successfully, if
temporarily, smoothed over with German assistance.
On September 19, 1939, Agriculture Minister Count Mihály Teleki tabled a draft law in parliament to propose
the creation of small leaseholds and house lots, which was later enacted as 1940/IV. War events, however, prevented
its benefits from being realized.
The non-agression treaty of August 23, 1939 between Hitler and Stalin (the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact) and the
secret terms carving East Central Europe into spheres of influence came as a bomb in Hungary. Nine days later, with
the German attack against Poland, the second world war was begun. The concerted actions of Hitler and Stalin
against Poland elicited anxiety in Hungary, from both the left and the right. The historical Magyar-Polish friendship
and a sense of common destiny was deeply ingrained into Magyar society. This was illustrated at this time by
accepting 150,000 refugees, among them several thousand soldiers.

3.5. Significant trends in inter-war Europe
Among the general trends in the inter-war period in Europe, we must pay special attention to those guarantees
that endeavored to ensure the stability of security and order, or rather, the attempts to change those trends. There
were conferences, the creation of new alliances, to maintain the situation created by the Paris peace agreements, as
well as further agreements to alter them. The internal policies of some countries was mainly focused on halting the
spread everywhere of revolutionary movements. Radical change could obviously only be forced through a
revolution. The positive result of a revolution is always the thrust-like catch-up of impeded development; the price,
however, is the exercise of force and terror, vast amounts of blood spilled, the destruction of incalculable intellectual
and material wealth, and the creation of hatred, revenge and payback. Recognizing this, a view took hold in Europe
that an evolutionary path must be taken to deal with changes.128 Albeit more tedious but, in the end, a more humane
path to the renewal of a society and politics, and with the promise of greater success, is the creation of more
educated people, the retention of traditional values, the continuous readiness for and ability to change, as well as the
avoidance of uprisings and revolutions.
There was also an obvious tendency in Europe to replace the war losses, as quickly as possible, through the
creation of increased security and a growing standard of living. Technical advances, and the attendant rationalization
of all aspects of life, contributed significantly in making this a reality. This kind of advance, in both the democratic
and totalitarian countries, made the manageability of the masses possible, or at least their influencability through
advertising, propaganda and recruiting. One effect of this trend was the increasing questioning of the traditional
system of values and the accustomed view of the world. Trust in the validity of commonly accepted principles and
behavioural norms lessened. As a result, intellectual precepts became less rigid, leading, in not a few cases, to
trepidation and anarchy. The reigning political systems could not avoid the consequences of this ‘development,’
either. The declarations and manifestos of the numerous “isms” of the era explain the extent of those radical
changes, which exerted an influence on the thinking of the artists and intellectuals of the period.
The different fronts were not, naturally enough, as easily discernible as we can distinguish them today in
possession of their effects. Expressionism, futurism, cubism, suprematism [post-cubist deconstructivism in art-ed.],
activism, surrealism and Dadaism were all born, each understandable only to a negligible minority of experts,
passionately defended against others, raising the specter of intellectual chaos and total cultural bewilderment in most
people. On top of it all, and what is conveniently forgotten today, the majority of those “isms” were the sworn
enemies of democracy and liberalism. They staked out positions contrary to humanist traditions, tolerance,
occasionally organized government, the meaning of classical directions evident in art, or indeed anything that could
be intellectually graspable. Museums, the works of old masters, all painting to the Impressionist should be burned –
we can read repeatedly in these manifestos.
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The manifesto of Futurism by Marinetti contained the following: “We want to destroy every museum, library
and all academies.” The manifesto dismissed parliament as a “fraudulent and frail political institution,” to be
disbanded. Further on, it “greeted the war with songs of praise, this means of world cleansing.” In the twelfth
manifesto of Surrealism, André Breton wrote: “Surrealists’ simplest mode of action is to take gun in hand, go into
the street and randomly fire among the pedestrians, without aim or purpose.” The Dadaist Raoul Hausmann took the
position: “We do not want democracy, liberalism. … A Dadaist is against humanism and the teaching of history!”
The manifesto of Dadaism by Ribemont-Dessaignes included: “Not a painter more! Nor a writer! Not one composer,
either! Not one sculptor! Not a republican nor a royalist! Nor imperialist! Let’s put an end to all this humbug! Away
with it! Away with all! Nothing is wanted more! Nothing! NOTHING! NOTHING!”
In this situation, a man like Hitler could exert a great amount of influence, who declared in one of his cultural
statements: “To be German is to be clear!” In the given circumstances, certain sentences carried different meaning
than they do today. For example, Hitler’s following statement: “The task of a government is to prevent a people
from being driven into the arms of insanity.” In opposition to the international manifestation of the various “isms,”
Hitler held up the vision of a national, logical and common sense way of thinking. Not only average people but
numerous intellectuals held that those acts, which offended them, were merely the rebellious excesses of the
movements of the young – to be looked upon as a childhood malady – and, as such, forgiven. Hitler made excellent
use of the cultural frictions, initially seeming to come to the protection of those values, which he most wanted to
destroy in others.
It is instructive to read Franz Werfel’s words, written in Oben und Unten in 1946. He actively took part in all
the “ism” phases, finally forced by National Socialism into becoming an émigré. “I have experienced the various
forms of arrogance, in myself and in others. In my youth, I also belonged to those. I can confess, based on my own
experiences, that there is no more consuming, contemptuous, derisive, Devil whispered conceit than that of the
Avant Garde artists and radical intellectuals, who are puffed up with vanity, so as to be perceived as profound,
equivocal and difficult to understand and cause pain in others. … we were the insignificant stokers of Hell, where
the majority are roasted.”129
The soul of Catholic rebirth in Hungary, Bishop Ottokár Prohászka, seriously criticized, back in 1910, the
excesses of intellectualism and the intelligentsia. The world famous dramatist and essayist, Eugéne Ionesco, wrote in
a newspaper article in 1986: “While westerners are mainly concerned with human psychology, and in literature with
human failings, Franz Kafka and Jaroslav Hasek – and later Ödön von Horváth – felt the approach of totalitarianism
in Europe, the West and the world. French and western intellectualism has already sold its soul to Bolshevism and
the various Socialisms. They made those catastrophes and despotism our lot in life, which we have since
experienced.”130
“Romanticism is pantheist, but its mostly Christian religious essence has fractured apart into the heated
heresies of artistic creeds. Its idol was irrationalism, the assumed wellspring of life … Through new technological
means – newspapers, film, radio – a large and emotionally easily manipulated public came into being. This fact
became a challenge and provocation for artistic and artsy movements … From the initial phases of Communism to
today, the irrationalism ignited by artistic and literary groups has become an effective part of the spirit of the age, its
politics and, hence, in world events. During the first revolutionary years of Russia, in Italian Fascism and the rise of
Hitler in Germany, there was a significant role for prole-cult, for futurism and expressionism. Its pre-requisite was
the explosive growth in significance of the means of mass media.”131
“International politics of the era was defined by the various Paris peace treaties or the fights for their revision,
the balking of the United States, the dominions of the British Commonwealth and Japan over questions concerning
Europe, the strengthening of the Bolshevik system in Soviet Russia, the theory of a world revolution as a constantly
threatening political reality (Comintern), Japan’s East-Asian expansion, the birth of Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany
and their expansionist foreign policies. As well, the issues of conflicts which sprang from the drawing of East
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Central European borders and resultant ethnic hostility, plus the problems of those Asian and African countries at
the beginning phases of emancipation.”132
The major aim of German foreign policy was the repeal of the Treaty of Versailles and the creation of a sphere
of influence through which Germany could take an active part in European foreign affairs. A first step in this
direction was the German-Russian agreement of Rapallo (April 16, 1922), followed by the a friendship and
neutrality treaty (April 24, 1926). Both countries were in a similar political state of affairs: without security or
prestige. The found each other in their isolation and agreed to cooperate. This economic, scientific and military
cooperation was viable in spite of the vast difference in social order. German experts helped in setting up Russian
armament industries; German pilots and armored officers were trained in Russia, Russian staff officers in Germany.
Revision of the terms of the treaties signed in the various suburbs of Paris was primarily in the interest of
Germany, Hungary and Bulgaria; maintenance of the status quo, of France and the Little Entente. Both sides toiled
to achieve its own goal. The numerous treaties and alliances of the era says it all. The world economic crisis brought
profound changes in politics, in society, as well as the economy, and thus, contributed to a significant degree to the
events of the ‘30s. The rapid growth of the number of the unemployed contributed to the schism between rich and
poor. This polarization brought political, cultural and ideological changes, in individuals as well as social classes.
The growing inability to resolve the differences of the adversaries helped three ideologies to attain their full
potential. Communism undertook to resolve the differences based on the theory of class struggle; National Socialism
based on racial theories. The third totalitarian ideology cropped up in Italy, interestingly in the colors of an antileftist radicalism mass movement. Over time, Fascism has become the collective name applied by the Left against
any system or action aimed against it. This label has been used indiscriminately, especially by the Communists.
Fascism everywhere was a direct result of the first world war, in close relation with those economic and social
changes, which industrial societies went through since the beginning of the 20th century. Fascism grew out of a
civic-liberal-democratic state’s foundation. Its rise was coupled with the crisis in the European parliamentary
system. In the inter-war period, Fascism was a widespread European phenomenon. The lead-in to the definition of
‘Fascism,’ in its Communist interpretation, was the recognition of the universality of the idea, its country
independent characteristic. Its weakness was it slight ability to differentiate. Communist canon regarding Fascism
soon froze into abstract formalities. This rigidity is closely associated with the Stalinist dictatorship. Today, the
concept of Fascism has sunk to the level of indiscriminate everyday usage, applied to every political position from
the extreme right to the extreme left. This conceptual muddle is of critical importance from the perspective of
Fascist theory. To put it another way, this generalization is a natural consequence of the cynical usage as applied by
Stalin according to his tactical need and dutifully executed by the Communist International. For G.E. Zinoviev, in ‘a
historical context,’ Italian Fascism was a mere comedy.
According to Karl Radek, fascism is the socialism of the petty bourgeois masses. The Communists never
attached any greater importance to to the fascist phenomena, although Klara Zetkin and Karl Radek comment on the
epoch making significance of the Fascist victory in Italy. According to Radek, the supporters of Fascism were not a
tiny cadre but a wide social stratum; a wide, large mass reaching all the way to the proletariat, the starving, the
needy, the horde of the dispossessed and the hopeless. It was clear to Radek that fascism will be around for a long
time, unless the proletarian and petty bourgeois masses can be mobilized against it. He cautioned against expanding
the concept covered by ‘Fascism,’ such as using it to denote the ‘feudal-capitalist’ groups of the Horthy regime.
After Zinoviev rejected the attempt by Radek and Trotsky to explain the failure of Communism by the victory
of Fascism, the V. Comintern Congress (June-July, 1924) created the taxonomy that Social-Democracy was a wing
of Fascism, a thesis approved by Stalin in September of the same year. “Fascism and Social-Democracy are twins.
Fascism is the military organization of the bourgeoisie, which relies on the active support of the Social-Democrats.”
Out of this totally unrealistic formula was born the ideology of Social-Fascism, raised to official doctrine in 192829. Subsequently, Social-Democracy was labelled as an especially dangerous form of fascist development and its
key support. Hitler reaching power was seen as proof of this thesis.
“Stalin’s Social-Fascism is such a faulty theory from which Communism’s theory of Fascism has not really
recovered. The Executive Committee of the XIII. Comintern plenary meeting in 1933 defined Fascism which, for
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Communists, is still valid today: Fascism is the openly terrorist dictatorship of the most reactionary, most chauvinist
and most imperialist elements of capitalism. After the switch to the policy of a ‘people’s front’ in 1934-35, the
Comintern dropped its stand against the Social-Democrats. The result was a sense of disorientation, especially in
France. It escalated into an seeming crisis, when the world learned in August of 1939 of the Hitler-Stalin pact. The
co-operation conclusively brought to the surface the internal contradictions of the doctrine of Fascism.”133
All were free to interpret the contradiction between theory and reality according to their situation. Three
‘historical’ examples: Richard Bernaschek, Schutzbundführer [leader of the Republican Defense League] of Linz,
openly called for a revolutionary uprising and creation of a dictatorship of the proletariat, in 1934, for the overthrow
of Fascism. In April of 1934, Bernaschek was able to escape, with Nazi help, from arrest and custody in Linz and
escape to Germany. In a press conference in Munich, he stated that he no longer sees an enemy in National
Socialism, “which is merely another form of socialism, having some aims similar to those being fought for by the
Schutzbund.”134 These words are remarkably similar to those said by Hitler on April 22, 1922: “Nationalism and
socialism are identical concepts.”
The leaders of the German Communists, escaped to Moscow, made especially heated sorties against England
and France. Walter Ulbricht, a secretary of the Comintern, also sided with Hitler’s ‘peace attempts’ and opined that
the aims of the Soviet people and the German workers were mutual in their effort to frustrate England’s military
plans. “The situation became so dire that Molotov’s peace speech of August 31, 1939 to the Supreme Soviet was
dropped on leaflets over France by German planes and Czech Communist leaders were able to make, with the
permission of German authorities, an inspection circuit of the Czech-Moravian Protectorate. In every official speech
made by Molotov between August of 1939 and July of 1940, the honest belief comes to the front that ideological
differences must not derail closer co-operation with Hitler. Europe needs a strong Germany and responsibility for
the war rests with England and France, who alone wish to continue and escalate it. The current war, continued by the
two countries, is an imperialistic war whose sole reason is the goal of England and France to retain their colonies.
This reading of the situation was the declaration of the foreign office of the Communist Party, which was adopted by
the entire media and propaganda apparatus.” Stalin replied to Hitler’s congratulatory telegram on the occasion of his
60th birthday by saying: “The friendship of the German and Soviet people, united by blood, gives rise to the hope
that it will be a strong and lasting friendship.”135
For the three cited idelogies to spread widely, the effects of secularization and a decline of values was
accompanied by the suspicion that the world economic crisis may have fatally wounded capitalism and civic-liberal
democracy. Within a few years, however, it became apparent just how hasty this suspicion was, as well as the
supposition that the influence of Catholicism was at an end.
Skeptics were reassured of the opposite by the papal encyclical of 1931, Quadragesimo anno, and its effect. In
his pastoral letter (social order, its restoration and expansion), Pope Pius XI sketched the effects of “Rerum
Novarum” and corrected its erroneous interpretations. Then he went on to define five main points: private property,
the collaboration of capital and labor, the elevation of the masses of workers from a proletarian fate, fairness of
wages, and professional self-governments. Through these five principles, many of society’s problems could be
improved. The pope demanded a shift in thinking, since socially influenced justice is only then possible. The most
arguments (for and against) were generated by the encyclical’s professional self-government. This was
misinterpreted in many ways. The encyclical wished to group the economy and society into “communities of
professional self-regulating bodies,” loosen government’s responsibility over everything and gradually vest
responsibility onto the individual, and finally, to eliminate class warfare through institutionalized collaboration
between employer and employee. Such a movement was already begun in Hungary in 1921, whose aim was to
enable co-operation between industrial employers and workers. This initiative was spearheaded by Count Albert
Apponyi, Béla Földes, Sándor Giesswein, Sándor Matlekovits and Baron József Szterényi.136
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Attempts to introduce ‘professional self-government’ in countries with large Catholic populations and
authoritarian systems did not lead to credible results (Italy, Austria, Spain, Portugal, Ireland). On the other hand, the
institutionalized Social-partnering collaboration in Austria (detractors called it neo-corporatism) achieved significant
gains after the second world war. The ‘Social-partnering relationship’ has, three decades of activity later, still not
lost its significance. Realigning it to address the problems of the coming age, even with a new generation, should be
possible. This model of collaboration between capital and labor is, by all indications, robust and able enough.
The panoply of changes and pressures listed here had huge significance for Hungary in the ‘30s.
The world economic crisis rendered profound consequences everywhere. To illustrate, a few statistics: as a
consequence of the world economic crisis, industrial output declined by 46 percent in the United States, 40 percent
in Germany, 30 percent in France and 16 percent in England. This led to mass unemployment (March 1933, the
number of unemployed in the capitalist countries was 30 million, which affected approx. 100 million in total).
Agriculture was heavily affected, too. The world price of wheat fell 50 percent, of meat 40 percent. Farming income
was 57.6 percent lower in Romania, 51.8 percent in Bulgaria, 58.8 percent in Poland and 35.8 percent in Hungary
than before the economic crash. The increasing divergence of industrial and agricultural prices made the farming
situation critical. The spread was 38 percent in Hungary.137 At the height of the crisis, Hungary had 240,000
industrial workers and 600,00 farm workers unemployed. The crisis affected not only the farmers and workers but
also the middle class, small industries and small retailers, as well. The salaries of public employees were cut; the
number of young university graduates grew.
In this situation, it is not surprising that the Social-Democrats organized protests, in conjunction with the
unions, to try to better the situation of the working class. There were strikes in Pécs and Salgótarján in the fall of
1929 and the wave of protest continued in 1930. Social-Democrat representatives rose in paliament and lobbied for
action to ease the poverty of the unemployed. Meetings were organized between the government’s representatives,
employers and workers, with no initial results. The economic pre-requisites were absent. Industrial output in 1932
was 24 percent behind that of 1929; the national employment figure was 30 percent lower – 672 factories were
idled. In December of 1932, there were 67,474 needy families on record and receiving aid (with family members,
the total number was 184,155 people).138
It was only in 1935 that some improvements could be felt in the situation, some recovery. The general
population, as well as the workers, saw significant improvements in their everyday lives. The rise in the standard of
living in the following years was not only palpable in the increased number of factories and higher wages but also
serious civil legislation, as well: eight-hour workday, minimum wage laws, extention of social insurance, paid
vacations, expanded educational opportunities, a drop in the teacher-pupil ratio, easier access to middle schools,
academic and commercial high schools, teacher’s colleges, and day-care nursing schools.
The 1935-36 school year saw 92,174 students (boys and girls) in 398 academic high schools; 9,725 students in
59 teacher’s colleges and day-care nuring schools; 68,969 pupils in 168 middle schools; 10,413 students in 53
commercial and agricultural high schools; 9, 109 pupils in 130 trade schools (both boys and girls); and finally,
14,216 attendees, of both sexes, in 38 academies and universities. The various religious communities played a
significant role in the maintenance of the various educational facilities. In the same 1935-36 school year, the Roman
Catholic Church maintained 13.4 percent of the nursery school, 41.3 percent of elementary schools, and 24.3
percent of middle schools; the Reformed Protestant Church ran 0.9 percent of nursery schools, 15.7 percent of
elementary schools, and 6.6 percent of middle schools; The evangelical churches operated 0.1 percent of nursery
schools, 5.8 percent of elementary schools, and 2.1 percent of middle schools. A total of 61.4 percent of elementary
school students and 33.1 percent of middle school students attended a church run institution.139
From 1927 to 1936, 54 thousand new houses were built, containing 104 thousand dwellings. In 1936, there
were 1,549,223 residential houses in Hungary, containing 2,317,579 dwellings (meaning one house gave shelter to
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5.7 people, each dwelling to 3.9 residents, on average).140 The growing number of vacations taken also suggests an
improvement in the circumstances of everyday life.
In order to deal with the aftermath of the world economic crisis, it was necessary for different means of
government intervention in production and foreign trade. The better known involvements in foreign trade were
increased tarriffs, a quota system imposed on imports, as well as the introduction of a new method of settlement,
clearing accounts. The clearing system spread rapidly because, in 1932, Germany already had mutual agreements
with six countries (Hungary, Austria, Italy, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and Switzerland) to use this form of accounting.
By 1935, 63 percent of Hungarian foreign trade was transacted under this method.141
The Little Entente – called a diplomatic confederacy by Oskar Halecki – received its final form in Geneva in
1933. Its foreign ministers – Benes, Titulescu and Jevtic – signed an agreement that provided for the creation of
permanent committees to improve the effectiveness of the alliance and co-ordination of items of mutual interest. Cooperation within the Little Entente – due to crucial interests outside the alliance (co-operation with other countries in
the region) and differences in political structures (Czechoslovakia was a democracy, Romania and Yugoslavia
autocracies) – was never trouble free.
The growing indebtedness of the Danubian countries, their worsening economic position and their attendant
internal stresses were the impetus for the 1932 so-called Tardieu plan. It was aimed at encouraging the collaboration
of the now-five regional countries (Austria, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Romania and Yugoslavia). The French prime
minister notified the governments of England, Germany and Italy of his plan. The five concerned were interested in
the plan; Germany and Italy rejected it at the Danubian Conference in London (April 6-8, 1932).
On February 9, 1934, Turkey, Greece, Romania and Yugoslavia signed the Balkan Agreement; Bulgaria and
Albania abstained. In the agreement, they committed to mutual assistance and made suggestions for co-ordination
regarding foreign policies. This agreement speeded up discussions between Italy, Austria and Hungary. Political
negotiations regarding the Roman protocol took place during January and February of 1934 in Vienna and Budapest.
Official signing took place in Rome on March 17, 1934, one month after the revolt in Vienna was put down. In the
treaty, Italy, Austria and Hungary agreed to collaborate in political and economic matters. Gyula Gömbös supported
Austrian independence efforts, even after the June 25, 1934 National Socialist takeover, but continued to co-operate
with Germany. The latter took on more urgency for him when France and the Soviet Union signed a mutual
assistance pact on May 2, 1935 and a military alliance materialized between Czechoslovakia and the Soviet Union
on May 16. In the same time period, the other Little Entente members, Romania and Yugoslavia, began to orient
themselves toward Germany.

3.6. Five conflicts of inter-war Hungarian society
The most noted Magyar historian, Gyula Szekfű, offered the most encompassing, critical assessment in his
book, Three Generations [Három nemzedék] (Budapest, 1920), of the generations of 1848, 1867 and the turn-of-thecentury. The seminal work was crucial in assisting post-1919 Hungary in confronting its problems; Szekfű mirrored
the vast changes – and the attendant problems – that took place in the second half of 19th century Hungary, drawing
parallels with the reform ideas and value system of Count István Széchenyi – whom he called the greatest Magyar –
and the activities and motivations of the three generations. The fundamental difference between Széchenyi and the
representatives of the three generations, in Szekfű’s opinion, was that the primary goal of Széchenyi was did not lie
in changing the political, economic or constitutional environment – that the representatives of all three generations
wanted – but to effect a deep shift in the moral and spiritual outlook of the Hungarians. Széchenyi’s reform plans
took aim to improve the moral, cultural and political capacity of eaqch and every Hungarian. It was his firm belief
that it was the only path to the ennoblement of the national ethos and national spirit. Széchenyi’s ideal was a
cultured Man, who not only possessed a multi-faceted, educated mind, but also a stature based upon an ethical-moral
grounding. It was his opinion that permanent and pervasive reforms could only be based on this foundation.
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This was the measure that Szekfű used to compare the leading strata of the three generations and the
intellectual currents wafting through those times. Thus, of necessity, he expressed disapproval of liberalism; more
precisely, the shallow, peripheral and unrestrained demands, which completely ignored basic norms, rules of
decency and the “unwritten rules of fair play.” The establishment of this sort of liberalism, based on the realities of
the day, could only have negative consequences for Hungary.
Initially, enthusiastic and noble idealism attended, and was typical of, this liberalism; later to descend into a
shallow and barren materialism. This process was especially enabled by the returning émigrés, from the retinues of
Mazzini, Garibaldi and Cavour, having also absorbed their anti-Church ideas. They called themselves Freemasons
and spread their tenets, without regard to the mentality and everyday needs of Hungarians. Eager acolytes were
recruited mainly in Jewish circles who, through their as-yet-meager association with Hungary, did not possess
adequate knowledge of either the Magyar mentality, their sense of destiny, or their feelings of religious sensitivity
and international sense of community. As we noted previously, Gusztáv Gratz drew the attention of the young
sociologists to the contradictions of their theories and activities. This group was able, at the time, to influence a wide
spectrum of the population through the media, theater, the arts and literature – and not only in Budapest but
elsewhere in the country. The results that originated from them were widely divergent from that, which Széchenyi
and Szekfű felt as desirable and necessary from the point of view of Hungary.
In addition, the news media was engaged in a heated, vigorous but barren political campaign of constitutional
debates, which was actually restricted mainly to Parliament. This exclusive reliance on parliament was the tragedy
of Kálmán Tisza, as well as his son, István Tisza. They could only form concepts of nation and state only within
parliamentary constraints. They failed to recognize and understand that parliamentary activity was merely one of the
various and necessary measures in the life of a nation and state.
Szekfű’s work drew lively interest in Hungary. The second – unchanged – edition saw the light of day in 1922.
The author expanded his tome in 1934, with scrutiny of the period after Trianon, called Three Generations and what
ensued [Három nemzedék és ami utána következik]. Szekfű’s work eventually saw a total of six editions. At the
beginning of the new chapter, added in the new edition, was the closing sentence of the first edition: “We were and
are guilty and ailing, and no tiny initiative will help our ills, only a spiritual purification and inner reformation.” This
was no other than Széchenyi’s century old demand: an inner rational and spiritual catharsis.142
Szekfű alluded to to the differences that became evident between the Turkish subjugation [begun 1526, ended
in 1687-ed.] and the after-effects of Trianon, stressing the necessity of changing fundamental human behavior. In
his opinion, the impacts of Trianon posed substantially more difficult problems for Hungary than a century and a
half of Turkish rule. Although the Turks conquered most of the country, usurping political and military power, they
left the Magyars on their lands. Only in the second half of their conquest did they settle Vlahs and Serbs on
depopulated Magyar lands. Contrary-wise, the territories separated by the Trianon treaty had their Magyar civil
servants and entrepreneurs evicted, the Magyar owned lands declared to be in the ownership of Czechs, Slovaks,
Vlachs and Serbs.143 A nation faced with such problems, Szekfű opined, could only overcome it through total
catharsis, which, in his opinion, was missing in Hungary.
He also noted that it was only in the decadent 19th century that the slavish copying of earlier styles of art and
architecture could be seen; neo-Roman, -Gothic, -Renaissance and -Baroque only then became a fad. Yet, this
imitation was merely stylistic and superficial. The people living and creating in these decades of the 19th century
were unable to express either the inner artistic values of the imitated periods or the intellectual-cultural message of
its elite, its thoughts or essence. The first generation of Hungarians of the 20th century grew up in this tendency to
replicate, being especially fond of the neo-Baroque. Szekfű’s view was that neo-Baroque thinking and a neoBaroque society fitted with this neo-Baroque building boom. He meant this observation as a dismissive and
devastating judgement.
“There seems to be some grudging resentment in this new formation, which, as a reaction to the peoplefriendly phraseology of the revolutions, turns its back on the ’poor people’ and expresses itself in class
consciousness. And this stratum, even if it attempts to work on behalf of the poor, does so behind an attitude of the
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Baroque nobility, lofty and patronizing” – opined Szekfű.144 The so-called ruling class – the common and upper
nobility – only differed from the othe social classes in that “it wanted to rule and entrusted the reins of power only to
those who either inherited that class identity or successfully managed to make it their own.”145
This class consciousness, a patriarchal hierarchy and respect of any and all authority was also typical of the
middle class, too, made up of the urbanized lower nobility, administrative functionaries, ‘Christian’ and ‘national’
intellectuals, the officer corps and the more affluent wage earners. This group administered those instruments of
power that enabled the middle and upper echelons of the ruling class to run the country. Thus, it had a role in
excercising power over the agrarian and industrial working class but, in the end, it was but an assistant of the ruling
classes. Between the wars, the middle class was not to be confused with the ‘civic class,’ which was primarily made
up of merchants, the self-employed, artisans and wage earners. In some anti-semitically infected circles, this civic
class was essentially equated with the Jewish population, since a significant portion of the towns, especially
Budapest, was made up of Jews.146
For the ruling and middle classes, authority and the principle of authoritarianism was a significant matter. Both
could be attained with the benefit of birth, estate or wealth but also through knowledge and ability. In such a sociopolitical environment, natural selection had limited opportunity. The continued support of authoritarianism and the
limited opportunity to advance, strictly controlled by the ruling class, reinforced the grip on power over a neoBaroque society. These, in turn, delayed the solution of such problems that stood in the way of continued
development and dynamic progress.
Szekfű dissected five broad problem areas associated with it in his book Three Generations and what ensued
(Három nemzedék és ami utána következik). These he called conflicts and he found them to exist between the
following groups: (1) large estate owners vs. landless farm laborers, (2) Catholics vs. Protestants, (3) Magyars vs.
Jews, (4) the old vs. the unemployed young, and (5) Magyars living within and outside the Trianon borders. All five
problem areas demanded solutions – stressed Szekfű – if the nation wished to avoid a revolutionary catastrophe, if it
wanted to aid successful development and national unity.
(1.) The “Hungarian Land Problem” was an article by Mihály Kerék, one of the best agricultural experts of
Hungary, printed in 1939, and was a factual assessment of the problem.147 Prior to the second world war, Hungary
was an agricultural country. A significant portion of the little-over nine million population worked in farming,
giving livelihood to about 50 percent. Between 1920 and 1940, the number of people inside the Trianon borders
employed in agriculture fell from 55.7 percent to 50 percent. Previously, within the boundaries of the historical
Hungary, farming used to employ 68.5 percent of the population.
Hungary possessed one of the most fertile agricultural lands in Europe. The total area of the country was
92,963 km2 or 16.08 million cadastral acres (the usual definition in Hungary: 1 ca = 0.575 hectares = 1.422 acres, or
1 hectare = 1.738 ca = 2.471 acres) equal to 9.2 million hectares. Of the 16.08 million ca’s, 13.14 million were
under cultivation, of which 9.76 million ca’s (60.7 percent) were being tilled. This put Hungary at the top of the list
because, with the exception of Denmark and Germany, every other country had a smaller percentage of agriculural
land under cultivation – generally in the 30-40 percent range. The number of farms, in 1935, was slightly more than
1.63 million, making up the approximately 16.1 million ca’s.
The number of farms and their size (1935)
Category (in ca’s)
Under 1 ca.
1-5
5 - 10
10 - 50
50 - 100

Number
628,431 (38.5 percent)
556,352 (34.2 percent)
204,471 (12.5 percent)
217,849 (13.2 percent)
15,240 (1.0 percent)
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Total area (in ca’s)
236,417 (1.5 percent)
1,394,829 (8.7 percent)
1,477,376 (9.2 percent)
4,198,246 (26.2 percent)
1,036,162 (6.4 percent)

100 - 500
500 - 1,000
1,000 - 5,000
5,000 - 10,000
10,000 - 20,000
20,000 - 50,000
50,000 - 100,000
Over 100,000 ca.
Total

9,632 (0.5 percent)
1,362 (0.1 percent)
885
101
48
25
10
1
1,634,407 farms

1,985,715 (12.3 percent)
944,250 (5.9 percent)
1,701,975 (10.6 percent)
680,084 (4.2 percent)
690,953 (4.2 percent)
855,106 (5.3 percent)
671,475 (4.2 percent)
209,256 (1.3 percent)
16,081,844 ca’s.

If we look at the distribution ratios, we see the surprising fact that 38 percent of the farms made up a mere 1.5
percent of the country’s area; the total for farms under 10 ca shows approx. 1.39 million farmers (85 percent of the
total), yet they only farm on 3.108 million ca’s, or 19.4 percent of the total. On the other hand, there were 1070 large
estates with over 1,000 ca of land, to a total of 4.8 million ca. Put another way, 0.06 percent of the farmers owned
30 percent of the agricultural land.
The territories annexed from Hungary in 1920 also went through land reforms. In the early years of the
occupation, the governments of Czechoslovakia, Romania and Yugoslavia confiscated the lands owned by the
Hungarian nobility and distributed among the peasants; Romania distributed 2.8 million ca’s, Czechoslovakia 2.3
million and Yugoslavia 2.1 million.
There were a large number of large and middle sized farms in Bohemia, Moravia, Slovakia and CarpathoUkraine. In Bohemia and Moravia, for example, 150 aristocratic families owned almost one-third of the land.
During the land reform, more than 28 percent of the agricultural land was re-distributed after confiscating 785 large
farms. In Slovakia, the large landowners were almost exclusively Magyars; land reform hit the especially hard. In
total, 944 estates were re-distributed, of which 31 were larger than 10 thousand hectares. Czechoslovakia’s
settlement policy was also aimed at the Magyars; the beneficiaries were almost always Czechs or Slovaks. The land
reforms that took place between 1925 and 1930 led to the numerical increase of the small landholders, although it
also increased the total area they tilled. Micro-farms of under 1 ca grew from 281,499 in 1925 to 551,714 in 1930;
farms under 2 ca grew from 184,605 in 1925 to 277,391 in 1930; farms under 3 ca grew from 117,702 in 1925 to
148,601 in 1930. in spite of these changes, the number of mid-sized and large farms remained virtually unchanged in
Hungary.148
These reform steps did not solve either the Hungarian land problem or the closely related social-welfare
problem. The facts further exacerbated the situation in that the “three million beggars” were almost exclusively
Magyars. They were the ‘hope of the future’, the mass of a people with an independent identity. The saving of this
stratum, elevating them in human dignity is not only a great but perhaps our only great national mission – wrote
Szekfű.149 The voices demanding radical land reform for the “three million beggars” became more insistent. The
most impartial reform plan was put forward by the agricultural expert already mentioned, Mihály Kerék. In the final
section of his work, Hungarian Land Problem, under the sub-heading Urgent Tasks, he again recapitulates what, in
his opinion, must be done. “It is not a question of whether there should, or should not, be land reform. Rather, the
question is whether the reform comes about through evolution or revolution” – he stressed. “Mihály Kerék
suggested the distribution of 3.2 million ca’s among 380 thousand families, as well as 160 thousand house lots. He
recommended a period of 10 years to accomplish it, at an estimated cost of 70-75 million Pengő. The former
owners were to be compensated by a 10 percent cash payout of the estimated value of the ceded land, the rest in
promissory notes. The buyers were required to pay 10 percent at the time of purchase and the rest was payable, at 2
percent interest, over 40 years.”150
The proposed land reform of Endre Bajcsy-Zsilinszky planned to redistribute 3 million ca; Tibor Eckhardt also
put forward his plan to the Independent Smallholder’s June 26, 1938 meeting, of 3 million ca; Mátyás matolcsy
suggested the expropriation and distribution of 3.1 million ca. none of these plans were, however, realized due to the
shortsightedness and greed of the ruling classes. In the interest of fairness, it must be said that the foreign affairs
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situation of the day, especially the delivery of agricultural exports to Germany and Italy as covered by contractual
agreements, and in no small way the war-like atmosphere, did not present a conducive atmosphere for land reforms.
(2.) In this connection, it can not be left unsaid that, during the first world war, two well-known personalities of
the Catholic Church, Bishop Ottokár Prohászka and prelate Sándor Giesswein urged land reforms. In 1916, Bishop
Prohászka presented a concrete plan of reforms at the congress of the Hungarian Farmer’ Alliance. In his plan, every
estate greater than 10,000 acres, if they were the agriculturally usable portion of a religious group’s holding, church
asset or public foundation, was to be leased in perpetuity to the peasantry, subdividing it into 15-30 acre parcels. The
final years of the war, however, prevented this perceptive and brave suggestion from being carried out.151 After the
war, Prohászka wanted to lead by example. In the fall of 1920, he subdivided 1025 ca of the land holding of his
bishopric and sold it to small landholders. However, there were no takers among the synod of bishops to follow his
example.152
Szekfű interpreted the tensions that repeatedly arose in inter-war period Hungary between the Catholics and
Protestants as primarily religious differences. In 1930, the total population of Hungary was 8,688,319 people. Of
those, 5,634,000 were Roman Catholics (64.9 percent), 1,813,162 were Calvinists (20.9 percent), 534,165 were
evangelicals (6.1 percent), 444,567 were Jewish (5.1 percent) and 201,093 were Greek Catholics (2.3 percent).153
Since the Reformation, two separate intellectual, cultural and political value systems evolved, which were
influenced as much by autonomous religious influences as regional stimuli or ethnic intermixing. Over the centuries,
both systems produced outstanding personalities; they reached exceptional cultural and political achievements,
which rank among the most cherished values, the best traditions, of the Magyar nation: István Báthory, Péter and Pál
Pázmány, Miklós Esterházy, Ferenc Rákóczi, István Széchenyi, Ferenc Deák, József Eötvös, Ottokár Prohászka, Pál
Teleki, Zoltán Kodály, Mihály Babits, Gyula Szekfű, as well as István Bocskay, Gábor Bethlen, Lajos Kossuth,
István Tisza, István Bethlen, Zsigmond Móricz, László Ravasz, Sándor Karácsony, László Németh and many others.
To describe and define these two separate ways of thinking, various label pairs were created, albeit extremely
simplified and undifferentiated: Baroque – rationalist; western – eastern; Trans-danubian – Transylvanian; loyal
monarchist – independent; tends to compromise – intractable; conservative – radical; European – nationalist.
The strongest polarization – and most fatal – identified the concept of ‘Catholic’ with ‘Habsburg and German
allied’ or western orientation; on the other side, ‘Protestant,’ more accurately Calvinist, became associated with
Turk-friendly, in time a fanatically independent eastern orientation. This differentiation created the deep schism
between Pannonhalma and Debrecen, with extremely negative consequences later for the entire Magyar nation. The
debate again flared up at the end of the 30’s (Who is a Magyar? What is a Magyar?) illustrating the underlying
questions of the tensions. Gyula Szekfű expressively paints in his volumes of Magyar development, Magyar
Történet, from Mohács up to the first world war (1526-1914).154 His view and interpretation can still be said to be
acceptable today.
Szekfű discusses exhaustively Transylvania’s feudal relationship to the Turkish empire and the negative
consequences from it, in the same way as western Hungary’s close ties to the Habsburgs and its consequences.
Szekfű’s stern criticism of the Transylvanian Calvinist spirit, as well as the more positive view of the 18th century
Counter-Reformation, explains the calamitous contradictions which eventually, after the breaking of the Turkish
occupation, became Hungary’s virtue.
The historically conflicting intellectual, cultural and political differences were aggravated during he 20th
centurt by social stresses. The Catholic priesthood was indicted on account of their wealth; the leading Protestant
tier for its position of power in politics, in public administration and the sciences. Protestants were, on average,
better off than Catholics, while the Catholics were more child-centric, leading to a higher reproduction rate than the
Protestants. The one-child family was more prevalent among Protestants than Catholics.
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The Calvinist elite were devout believers in rationalism. Many of their leading personalities were members of
Freemason lodges, as well as active participants in the 1918 and 1919 revolutions. Zoltán Tildy, a Reformed
minister organized a union of Reformed ministers in April of 1919 in Somogy County. In the same period, a
Catholic priest was arrested and interned in Zala County. His name was József Pehm but was better known by his
later (after 1941) name József Mindszenty. All through their lives, they maintained a conflicted relationship with
each other.
The depth of religious belief of the average man, both Catholics and Protestants, was fairly superficial in the
second half of the 19th century. The elites sacrificed at the altar of liberalism and freedom of thought. The masses
treated religious traditions as mere formality. Change began to take place around the turn of the century. First, the
Catholic masses were shook awake, both in their politics and their beliefs. In politics, Count Nándor Zichy, founder
of the Catholic People’s Party (1885) and the Catholic League (1898), was pioneer. He was the first to dare to
convene a Catholic grand assembly in Budapest (1900). The advocate and apostle of a rebirth of Catholic selfawareness was Ottokár Prohászka, bishop of Székesfehérvár. He was well equipped to exhort the Catholic elite
through his speeches, articles and books to declare a living proclamation of faith. Beside, and after, Bishop
Prohászka, the other outstanding personality of Catholic rebirth was the Jesuit, Béla Bangha. His speeches and
essays captured and galvanized people. His most significant, and longet lasting, achievement was the creation of the
Central Press Co. (1919). The success of the Catholic renaissance process was convincingly demonstrated before the
entire world when in May of 1938, three months after the annexation of Austria (the Anschluss), the XXXIV. World
Eucharistic Congress was held in Budapest.
Around the same time, a conscious renewal effort was begun among the Protestants, as well. In the middle of
the 19th century, Hungary was home to about 2.5 million Protestants: the Reformed Church, composed almost
exclusively of Magyars, numbered 1.6 million; of the circa 830,000 evangelical Lutheran Christians about 180,000
were Magyars, 200,000 Germans and 450,000 Slovaks. There were a number of pan-German and pan-Slav
sympathizers among the German and Slovak Lutheran ministers and leaders. The Transylvanian Saxon Lutheran
Church was completely independent and enjoyed autonomy. Church constitution, and standardized organizational
by-laws for the Reformed Church of Hungary, was drafted and accepted at the Synod of Debrecen in 1881, for the
evangelical Lutherans at their national synod in Budapest in 1891.
The internal life of the two large Hungarian Protestant churches during the second half of the 19th century can
best be described as a debate between the liberals and orthodoxy, although only among a small intellectual circle –
with widespread religious ennui among the majority. Change only began to occur when foreign influences regarding
religious rebirth penetrated the country. They advocated vigorous religious group activity and proselytizing.
Subsequently, the movement for the ‘theology of awakening’ and ‘inner mission’ also recommended the same.
Attention was turned to the creation of a rational educational infrastructure, with significant support from
government coffers. In the area of religious literature, it was mainly liturgical literature that made noticable gains.
The more important Protestant periodicals of the era were: Protestant Church and School Paper (Protestáns Egyházi
és Iskolai Lap), Paperbacks of Sárospatak (Sárospataki Füzetek), Church Reform (Egyházi Reform), Church Review
(Egyházi Szemle), Cautioner (Figyelmező), Christian Disseminater (Keresztyén Magvető), Protestant Review
(Protestáns Szemle), Theological Vocational Paper (Theológiai Szaklap), Church and School Review (Egyházi és
Iskolai Szemle). During the inter-war period, the Theological Review (Theológiai Szemle), Hungarian Calvinism
(Magyar Kálvinizmus), Evangelical Life (Evangélikus Élet), The Vicar (Lelkipásztor) and Christian Truth
(Keresztyén Igazság) joined them.
The dismemberment of the historical Kingdom of Hungary also significantly affected the Protestant churches.
Of the 2,086 Hungarian Reformed parishes, only 1,020 were left in post-Trianon Hungary, 1,066 being annexed to
other countries. Statistically, 1,670,000 Reformed Christians lived in the now-truncated Hungary, or 21 percent of
the population, while, according to the 1920 census, 900,000 were transferred to neighbouring countries. The losses
suffered by the Hungarian Ágostai Evangelical Church (a Lutheran sect) were even greater, ending up with only 286
parishes within Hungary after transferring 484 elsewhere – mainly Czechoslovakia. The evangelicals’ numbers now
stood at 497,000, or 6.2 percent of the population of Hungary, while 843,000 became citizens of other countries,
mainly Czechoslovakia and Romania. In spite of these losses, during the inter-war period the Hungarian Protestants
were able to retain the positions of power they acquired during the liberal period – in fact, they were able to broaden
it. It was not inconsequential that Regent Horthy and prime ministers Bethlen, Gömbös and Darányi were
Protestants and gave assistance to this endeavor.
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The religious experience of the Hungarian Protestants gained further significant encouragement from the
theological works of Karl Barth and László Ravasz, as well as the movements calling for proselytizing and ‘inner
mission,’ which continued to urge an active social interaction and religious re-awakening. Since the beginning of the
30’s, the “theology of the serving Church” laid the onus on the actual delivery of its theological goals. There was
always the danger present in that philosophy that the needs of society, or the well-being of an individual, come too
far to the forefront and the Church’s primary task, that of spreading the Gospel, will be be neglected. A strong
commitment to social work also, unfortunately, means working closely with – and for – the ruling regime of the day.
In carrying out the work of preaching the Gospel and the ‘inner mission,’ an extraordinarily large and active role
was played by dedicated societies (Bethánia, Országos Missziós Munkaközösség /National Mission Society/) and
youth organizations, such as the KIE (Keresztyén Ifjúsági Egyesületek /Christian Youth Associations/, founded in
1892, the Bethlen circles, the Protestant Student Association after 1910, the Ichthüsz: the Protestant scouting
movement after 1910, the SDG /Soli Deo Gloria, founded in 1921.)155
Hungarian Protestantism is a uniqely Hungarian phenomenon. Its origin and development were significantly
influenced by the historical events and opportunities of the day. Hungarian Calvinism expended a good portion of its
strength in protecting the Hungarian people against recognized oppressors. Hungarian Protestantism’s strong sense
of social justice dedicated itself to improving the social conditions of the population. To achieve this entirely secular
goal, it was necessary to take take on serious involvement in worldly ruling circles, something successfully attained
by the Hungarian Protestants. They continued with success after Trianon, even though the peace treaty deprived
them of just those territories where they had their beginnings in the 16th and 17th centuries and where they were
especially strong: Transylvania and Upper Hungary [the northern crescent, now part of Slovakia-ed.]. The Calvinists
dedicated themselves to protecting the national interests, before all else. Fired by this goal, – and with the exception
of their liberal-leaning leadership stratum – they were totally lacking the advantage conferred by Catholicism’s
internationalism and its uniting strength, as well as the aim to lessen any differences between the majority peoples of
a country and its minorities.
The relationship between the Hungarian Catholic and Reformed churches, as noted before, was never smooth,
but that between the Calvinists and Lutherans was also not without its troubles. The Calvinists were of the opinion
that Hungarian Protestantism was the same as Calvinism, and that Calvinism is the true Hungarian religion. The
Calvinists were, by and large, ethnic Magyars; the Reformed Church, during the inter-war period, had very few
German-speaking members, perhaps 5,000. The evangelical Lutheran Church, on the other hand, could point to
100,000 German-speaking Lutherans (of whom only approx. 20+ percent belonged to Hungary’s German minority)
in 50 parishes.
Even before the annexation of Hungarian territories, the Slovak and German Lutherans created some tension
with their pan-Slav and pan-German agitations. Beginning in the mid-30’s, tensions rose between some of the
Magyars and the Germans of Hungary, mainly due to the increased activities of the Volksbund and the agitation
among the Hungarian Germans directed from Germany. A memorandum by Lajos Wolf, titled “The burning
questions of the evangelical Lutheran assemblies of the German minority in Hungary,” and the answers he proposed,
clarified the dangers and the serious repercussions represented by the separatist attempts fueled from abroad, both
for the evangelical Lutheran Church and Hungary.
Different ideas existed within Hungarian Protestantism regarding the foreign education of theologians and
educators. The Calvinists preferred the Dutch, British and Swiss universities for student studies, while the Lutherans
favored German institutions. This was natural enough, since most Lutheran theologians spoke German well, hence
they concentrated on German-language religious publications. Exclusive reliance on German Lutheran theology
only began to weaken in the 30’s, as a result of cooperation with the Swedish and Finnish Lutheran Churches.
Interest in ecumenism and pietism also arrived from the North. They also differed on the relationship between the
secular and spiritual worlds. In the eyes of the Calvinists, these two spheres of activity were not mutually exclusive.
At different times, John Calvin himself wielded power over one or the other in Geneva. Martin Luther, on the other
hand, took a stand on the side of separation between secular and spiritual authority.
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The facts, events and intricacies – only presented in sketchy form here – must be studied, evaluated and
understood in greater detail to grasp the outcomes that occurred, before and after the second world war, in the
existence of the various religious denominations.
(3.) To make the third conflict – Jewish vs. Magyar – understandable, Szekfű, in his already noted work,
examined the numerical make-up of the Jewish influence in Hungary in economics, politics and cultural areas. An
outcome of the liberal immigration policy of the Kingdom of Hungary resulted in Hungary having 851,378 residents
of Jewish origin in 1900, a number that had quadrupled since 1840. By 1914, Hungary had in excess of 1 million
residents of Jewish extraction, of whom only approximately 50 percent have been residents of the country for over
30 years.156
Already in the 1870’s, they held a principal position in trade, industry and banking. Over time, they increased
their position in these areas. Their flood to the cities, especially the capital, can be statistically shown. The Jewry
were the standardbearers of capitalism in Hungary, if for no other reason than that neither the Magyars nor any of
the other minorities expressed any great interest in it or were unable to rise to the challenges posed by it.157
Liberalism, become stale and sunk to mere materialism, excluded all conservative views , all new ideas of
idealism, all cultural progress, which could produce some gradual improvement or advance.158 As the second
generation ceded the organization of capitalism to the Jewry, the third generation also relinquished its grasp over
culture, while continuing to cling to the pretense. Thus, a ‘Jewish-Hungarian culture’ was born in Budapest, which
was essentially a country-wide state monopoly.159
The substantial Jewish cultural influence was based on their large proportion in the newspaper and
entertainment businesses. In a capitalist world, both are extremely lucrative businesses, even today; content and
production being governed by the maximum profit; business sense replaces character and training. The Hungarian
press, being totally profit oriented, resulted in foreign contemporaries remarking that only the French and South
American press come even close in spreading moral decay and national devastation.160 The culture of Budapest was
a distillation of the cultures of Vienna and Berlin and, by extension, the culture of these three major cities was a
special product of Jewish capitalism and Jewish intellectuals.161
Budapest’s religious make-up in 1934 was: Catholics 58.5 percent, Jews 23.6 percent, Calvinists 10.9 percent
and Lutherans 4.9 percent; public employees or civil servants were distributed as: Catholics 70 percent, Calvinists
14 percent, Lutherans 7.9 percent and Jews 5.2 percent. Among the self-employed, the break-down was: Catholics
51 percent, Jews 32 percent,, Calvinists 9.6 percent and Lutherans 4.8 percent; the numbers for independent
tradesmen was: Jewish 61.7 percent, Catholic 28 percent, Calvinists 5.6 percent and evangelical 2.5 percent.
Employees in the trades were 60.9 percent Jewish, 29.5 percent Catholic, 6 percent Calvinist and 2.6 percent
Lutheran; employees in the self-employed category were 44.8 percent Jewish, 40.3 percent Catholic, 7.3 percent
Calvinist and 6.5 percent Lutheran.162
It was almost self evident that propagandists for racial purity endevored to make the most of the previous
figures, and others not detailed here, through their demagoguery and anti-Semitic slogans, to draw the attention of
the unemployed worker and diploma’d intellectual to their political program. These campaigns did not remain
fruitless. It was impossible not to notice the fact that the majority of industry and trade were in the hands of
immigrants, or their offsprings, and that 40 percent of Hungarian land holdings were not held by the people but were
owned by not quite 2,000 people. The time had come to safeguard the interests of the Hungarian people.163 A just
solution – according to the musings of Gyula Szekfű – must also serve the interests of the Jews. Thus, the
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relationship between the Magyars and the Magyarized Jews could have been defused and possibly laid to rest
forever. This should be possible to achieve in a Christian country – warned Szekfű.164 This would have been all the
more important and deserved because the Hungarian Jews enriched the sciences, literature, the applied and graphic
arts, the economy and society with outstanding achievements and treasures.
(4.) The fourth area of conflict was that of inter-generational problems. Here, Szekfű meant the tensions
inherent between the young – and partially unemployed – intelligentsia and the older generation clinging to their
jobs and positions of power. He attributed this problem to the neo-Baroque development, whereby the intellectual
outlook of the ruling and middle classes became inflexible and formalized. They treated new movements, especially
the new ideas of the younger generation, with suspicion; they tried to keep the young away from government and the
exercise of power. The problem continued to escalate with the number of unemployed intellectuals, whose numbers
grew, especially with the refugees from the annexed territories. In the second half of the 20’s, there were about 1012 thousand unemployed intellectuals, as well as a further approximately 23 thousand who were forced to accept
unemployment for which they were over-qualified.165
The basic stance of the younger generation differed significantly from that of their elders. Large numbers were
influenced in their outlook by the poet Endre Ady and the writer Dezső Szabó. They both questioned the image
formed of the ‘nation’ by the “third generation.” Ady stated that the real existence of the nation is not played out in
parliament but in the people – in the souls of each and every Hungarian. Szabó traced the national demeanor back to
ethic mysticism. The young, for their part, adopted his relentless criticism of the regime and ridicule of authority
figures.166 At the same time, the young were exposed to Hungarian folk songs and authentic folk music through the
work of Béla Bartók and Zoltán Kodály. They came to understand that these come from the deep well-spring of the
soul of the Hungarian people, climaxing in a modern and precious art. The change in orientation also made itself felt
in the fine arts, as well. The followers of the ‘Munich school’ were shunned and the significance of artists such as
Szőnyi, Aba-Novák and Pátzay were begun to be understood.
A deep impression was made in many a young mind by the thoughts of the Hungarian populist writers [usually
of lower class origins, writing about the lives and problems of ordinary working people-ed.] The twenty- and thirtysomething groups were equally exhilarated by the commitment of these writers to land reforms and the betterment of
the situation of the farm workers as to the discovery of federative plans: those ideas which urged a union of the
small people between the Germans and the Russians, from the Balkans to the Baltic. These ideas and motives were
especially prevalent in Protestant youth associations and organizations; they adopted the concept of ethnicity as
defined by these populist writers.
In the case of the Catholic youth associations and organizations, an orientation toward the Széchenyi ideals
was discernible, whether intentionally embraced or not, especially with regard to the “cultured mind.” The members
endeavored for an all-round cultural education, as espoused by the classical Hungarian thinkers of the 19th century.
At the same time, they rediscovered the significance of such values as compassion, religion and patriotism. The
concepts of country, reputation and religious ethics gained new content and new dimensions thereby. This direction
was bolstered by the newly founded Catholic newspapers and periodicals, or rather, the progressive Christian
spiritualism of Europe that they disseminated. The best expression illustrative of the difference between the outlook
of the young and the old is by the founder of Hungarian scouting, Sándor Sík: “This world is not my world; in the
purest meaning of the word, I am a revolutionary.”
Many young rejected the ideology of the ‘gentry,’ the neo-Baroque deference paid to title and position. At the
same time, they were equally critical of all the romanticism of the peasantry, the idea of a Turkic-Slavic agricultural
based rural country. Others placed their belief in a synthesis of pure Magyar nationalism and socialism, and believed
in its feasibility. The political thinking of the elite of the younger generation crystallized in two directions during the
war. One group thought that the future of the country could be ensured through close cooperation with the East
Central European agrarian states, as well as the creation of a Hungarian-faced social democracy. The followers of
this principle accepted the post-war (WWII) events that transpired in the Danubian valley as the new reality and
were committed to building the road to the so-called people’s democracy.
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The followers of the other view placed their faith in the free and independent growth of Hungary. They felt that
the unique ethnic characteristics could only be retained through cooperation with democratic Europe and based on
the principles of Christianity. Their goal was to increase the number of educated people, to acquire a humane and
Christian spirituality, an openness to the world, which would serve to bolster the national identity and the
commitment to freedom and democracy. During the war, they took part in the intellectual resistance; after the war,
they took a stand against the Bolshevisation of the country. After the Communist takeover, they had to suffer serious
discrimination and personal sacrifices.
The governing and middle classes could not fathom the ways or direction of thinking of the next generation;
they were also unable to bridge the inter-generational chasm. While this gulf existed, the thought of national unity
was but a dream. This situation was becoming more and more worrisome as signs of war multiplied in Europe.
(5.) The question of the fate of the Magyars living in the annexed territories was the fifth controversy, one that
continues to enjoy lively interest in Hungarian public opinion. Revisionist demands formed an integral part of
Hungarian state policy between the wars. Reporting of the situation of the Magyars ripped from the motherland was
essentially mandatory for the information media. Over the years, this duty became a sort-of routine, which made it
superficial. Factual reporting and dutiful information became cheap propaganda. This development was all the more
depressing because respected experts studied and analyzed the situation of the Magyars in these annexed regions and
published their findings in English- and German-language books.167
The reason that objective information was difficult to obtain for Hungarian media reporting about the Magyars
living in the annexed territories was that it had to contend with the belligerent agenda and hate-fuelled propaganda
campaigns of the magyar émigrés: the Octoberists, the left-wing socialists and Communists, living mainly in
Austria, Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia. The campaign against the Hungarian government was enabled and
supported by the governing circles of the Little Entente. At the same time, many Magyars suffered persecution for
remaining faithful to their Magyar roots and mother tongue. They were removed from their jobs or had their farms
confiscated. It was mainly the mindful Magyar intellectuals of conviction who were harried; some were expelled
from the countries. The leadership of the Little Entente well knew that an ethnic minority would be unable to retain
its unique traits if it is deprived of its intellectual role models.
The Magyar youth growing up in Czechoslovakia were the recipients of a dual education. On the one hand,
they were exposed to educational theories imbued with various liberal-democratic and socialist tendencies, as well
as the local anti-Magyar attitudes and propaganda of the resident émigrés; on the other, most young received a
patriotic and religious grounding at home. For their ongoing education, the creation of scouting groups in the
institutions of higher education in Prague (the first wave of the Magyar minority began their studies in 1925-1927)
were of exceptional significance. These later spawned the leftist Sicle movement, the Catholic Prohászka circles and
the liberal leaning Magyar Assembly.
If we examine the stated goals of the time, we must come to the conclusion that, for the Magyars of Slovakia,
the most important were acquiring the social philosophy of the day, educating for self-confident behavior and further
enabling an ethical-moral stand. In these aspects, the Prohászka circles deserve exeptional praise. They sought
contacts in Czechoslovakia and Transylvania with similar thinking organizations, as well as Hungary, the KALOT
movement, and especially among the leading contributors of the newspapers Voice of our Times (Korunk szava) and
Vigil (Vigilia). Their paper, the New Life (Új Élet), was published until 1938. The Sicle movement had its apogee
between 1928 and 1931. Similar to the Magyar ethnographic village-researchers, its members carried out
sociological studies among the members of the ethnic Magyar minority. Until 1931, the movement was generously
supported by some members of the Freemason lodges. But, since the philosophy of the local Freemasons rejected
the concept of any manner of dictatorship, a rift occurred when the Sicle movement joined the ‘revolutionary
proletariat’ and found a political home in the camp of international Communist or social democratic parties.168
The fortunes of the Magyar minority in Transylvania (annexed to Romania) started out after 1919 amid equally
difficult circumstances. With dedicated attention to minor actions, it became possible to create an independent
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cultural entity that served the circumstances and needs of the Transylvanian Magyars. For a model, they went back
to the concept of the 17th century principality of Transylvania. In those days, Transylvania was one of those small
states which, until it was no longer possible, retained its freedom and independence between the Habsburgs and the
Turks, where three nationalities and several religions lived peacably side by side for a long time. Launched and
encouraged by the works of the Romanian sociologist Dimitrie Gusti, the Magyar high school and university
students also began their own ethnographic village research efforts. In 1921, the Transylvanian Youth movement
(Erdélyi fiatalok) was born; a year later, a periodical by the same name, published by the same students in an effort
to continue the research among the ethnic Magyar minority. We must not forget the activities of the Majláth circles,
either, which carried on work similar to the Prohászka circles.
The school founded in 1933 by the Catholic priest, and later bishop, Aaron Márton, had a special significance.
A model and example for public education, the school was intended to raise the quality of life in the spirit of
Széchenyi, all the while lending confidence to ethnic and patriotic identity. A self-assured Magyar literary tradition
developed in Transylvania, which reached its zenith in the works of Lajos Áprily, Károly Kós, Sándor Reményik,
József Nyírő and Áron Tamási.
In Szekfű’s opinion, this fifth question, this conflict, was a tougher nut to crack than the previous four because
the ‘separated bretheren’ received scant moral support from truncated Hungary. The reason for this is, to some
degree, that Hungarian public opinion was far from being accurately informed of the true circumstances of the
3,000,000 Magyars annexed to the surrounding states.169
Today, more than half a century later, the critical question may be posed: was the majority of the Hungarian
population clear, at the time, of these inescapable conflict areas? Since the problems stemming from the noted
opposing pairs were constant topics in schools, in the press and radio, in writings and productions, at the meetings of
political parties and youth associations, they must be considered as the enduring foundation blocks of national
identity, of religious, civil and patriotic solidarity in the Hungary of the era. Although, obviously, they did not create
the most burning problem for the poorest farm worker, whose most urgent difficulty was his own social situation,
yet, the vast majority of even this group instinctively felt that the Trianon treaty was inherently unjust and that the
fate of every Magyar torn from the mother country affects all, that religious differences exist and influence everyone
down to the smallest hamlets. The emergence of comprehension, national awareness and political thinking are
influenced by rational and emotional motivations, the promulgation of inherited value systems and ideals, no less
than by social conditions and financial status.
After his thorough analysis of the situation in Hungary, Szekfű, in his cited work Three Generations and what
ensued, attempted to find answers. Firstly, he dealt with those options which he deemed unsatisfactory to deal with a
problem, calling them the ‘lesser Hungarian options.’. One such minor option was the Magyarization of family
names. In his opinion, this would lead, sooner or later, to the re-Germanization or re-Slavization or reRomanianization of the family names. He also deemed it a misguided effort to try and reduce the Hungarian nation,
on a racial-biological basis, to the ‘pure Magyars.’ The followers of this movement, he wrote, have not thought
through that thereby Hungary would lose many outstanding personalities of her history; that, because of the
centuries of intermarriage between Magyars, Germans, Slavs, Jews and Romanians, this attempt is doomed for
failure from the start. This ‘solution’ was favored by many among the Calvinists because – they reasoned – they
could weaken the position of both the Catholic and evangelical Lutheran Churches at the same time.
The reduction of the bulk of the nation was also the aim of the Turanian Society. This group counted on the
assistance of the related ‘Turanian peoples,’ the Japanese and Indians. The members of the society imagined that it
was a foolish and ill-considered act to have carried on fighting against racially related people – the Tatars and Turks
– instead of being allied to them and taking part in their wars against the Western people. The writer and Reformed
Church bishop, Sándor Makkai, a supporter of this point of view, in his book Yellow Tempest (Sárga vihar) presents
a dialogue between the representative of King Béla IV, the Palatine (viceroy) Tomaj and the ambassador of Batu
Khan, Mukhuli before the 1241 battle of Mohi Plan. The Tatar khan offers an anti-western alliance to the king: “If
you wanted, you could explain to your king that there is no sense in us fighting. We are headed against the West.
What have you to do with the West? … You belong with us. You are people of the East. We are brothers.”170
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According to the members of the Turanian circles, the Turkish sultan, Suleiman, offered an alliance to King Louis of
Hungary before the 1526 battle of Mohács but theforeign-born prelates and nobles urged the Hungarians to battle.
This idea [conspiracy theory in our age-ed.], as phantasmagorical and pseudo-historical as it may seem, captured and
captivated the fancy of many - mainly among the young. These views, these opinions – in spite of their revitalizing
effect and stimulus for national rebirth, which was palpable all over Europe – were unable to offer any solutions to
the existing hostilites.171
The ‘better Hungarian option’ suggested by Szekfű consisted of expanding the politics of the country [in the
manner of creating inclusiveness in our day-ed.], as the generation of reformist heirs of Széchenyi had demanded.
Thus, the greatest possible number of people must receive the preconditions necessary for human dignity and must
be able to access the national culture. The task was, hence, bi-directional: to broaden the concept of ‘folk’
horizontally and deepen it vertically. Szekfű’s formula demanded extensive reforms and was, at the very same time,
extremely conservative; a path that demanded staying in constant contact with tradition and the values of the past. If
a culture wishes to remain alive, it must have an unbroken, yet adaptable, continuum of traditions. The demands of
the reformist heirs were also radical; however, the most outspoken proponents, with the exception of Kossuth, did
not want revolution.
Szekfű was of the opinion that the middle class must be enlarged. This, though, would only be feasible if the
lower classes rise in financial stature and awaken to their own national-political interests. The true Hungarian ethos
must be bolstered by those strengths, which slowly developed in the Magyars over many generations. These
strengths were as inherently Magyar in the 11th century as during the Turkish occupation or, indeed, as they are
today. This cultural value, however, must be nourished from those moral values which dampen the movements
created by eternal change. One collective aspect of it is called the the people, the other is called tradition, or history.
The one reflects today’s version of the the Magyar psyche, the ancient, unchanging values; the other observes the
changes taking place in the fertile soil of ethnicity and analyzes them. The activities of Béla Bartók and Zoltán
Kodály in music, János Horváth in literature are convincing exemplars how folk history and tradition can be
synthesized and harnessed in the interest of the ‘better Hungarian option.’
The growing interest in spiritualism among the young gave Szekfű a hopeful indication for change. This
younger generation was free from both apathy and the temptation of revolution. According to their stated goals, they
wished to return, not merely in word and rethoric but in spirit and handiwork, to a synthesis of innovation and
tradition, of reform and preservation. In other words, to the eternally valid Magyar program of Széchenyi’s: the
continually evolving, improving Magyar.172

3.7. Intellectual life and trends
It became clear that the fundamental renewal of the entire Magyar ethos was the decisive issue for the
continued existence of Hungary. The ranks of people and organizations who recognized this fact – and were
prepared to act in this renaissance – grew daily. The most significant and effective supporters of this rejuvenation
process came from the ranks of the people’s movement [referring to the phenomena of ordinary folks rising to a
challenge-ed.] and from the initiatives and trends engendered by Catholic sources.
The Hungarian people’s movement was a unique literary and political movement. Its members clung to the
‘folk’ and ‘populist writer’ label. Doing so, they hinted at their connections with the common people, and whose
uniqueness they knew firsthand – thus able to portray their reality accurately. As well, they committed themselves to
political activism to better the welfare of the nation. According to Péter Veres, one of the best known populist
writers, the difference between folksy and folk literature was that the folksy writer is essentially people friendly but
looks at his subject from the outside, while the folk writer is ‘of’ the people and gives voice to their efforts, thoughts
and dreams – but is not satisfied with merely that; without political commitment, his existence simply untenable.173
The beginnings of the folk movement stretch back to the end of the 20’s. Members of the generation of young
writers took part in a literary evening of the Miklós Bartha Society on February 27, 1929. Among others, József
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Erdélyi, Attila József, Géza Féja, Gyula Illyés, János Kodolányi and László Németh gave readings from their works.
Literary historians date the beginning of the populist writers’ movement to the publication of the lyrical anthology in
the periodical West (Nyugat), the series of articles by Gyula Illyés on the declining birthrate, the publication of
László Németh’s paper Witness (Tanú) and the appearance of the literary and political magazine Response (Válasz).
The cited anthology appeared in an edition of the West in 1932 under the title “New Anthology.” The foreword
was written by Mihály Babits, which gave this circle of writers a great deal of approbation. Beside the lyrical writers
were a number of well-regarded writers of prose and drama, such as Pál Szabó, Áron Tamási, János Kodolányi and
László Németh. They all attempted to describe the realities of rural life, free of any romanticism. However, since
they were committed to fight for the betterment of rural standards of living, most of their descriptions dwelt on
problems and negative aspects. Their depictions of the social situation focused on specific, and especially hard hit,
areas in the immediate aftermath of the world economic crisis, suggesting that the state of affairs was universal. This
simplification did not, however, accurately reflect the reality; the situation was not uniform across the whole
country. Against the pessimism of some sociological writings, other sociologists also raised their voices. A group in
Pécs, associated with the Széchenyi Society, decided to undertake their own survey and write a sort of anti-Storm
Corner (Viharsarok) to refute the doctrinaire pessimism of Féja.
From time to time, especially in the late 30’s and during the war, some of the representatives of the populist
writers gave the impression as if they wanted to increase their personal and political profiles – over and above
enlightening on the state of rural affairs. It seemed as if a few of them were more interested in political ideology and
programs than in the objective appraisal of social questions and problems. It is, as yet, still impossible to make final
judgement over the lasting literary value of their works; their literary-political and cultural activities were already
noted and acclaimed at the time. The movement’s socio-political significance must, in any case, be seen in a positive
light, even if one does not agree with the socio-political demands of some of its members, and even if some played a
double and questionable role after the war in the preparation and implementation of the Communist takover. Their
greatest achievement was to draw attention, with their dramatic writings, to the situation of the poor rural strata,
awakening a portion of the young intellectuals toward these conditions and exhort them in the direction of activism
to seek a solution. The political party activites of the ‘folk’ movement were not noted for good fortune nor crowned
with much success.
The rural ethnographic researchers – the studiers of village life – had begun their activities even before the
populist writers. The young Hungarian intellectuals began independent work in the field of rural life, first in
Transylvania, where the Trianon treaty cast 2,000,000 Magyars into a position of a minority, and who felt their
ethnic values and distinctiveness threatened. This research was oriented in the direction of the school of
sociographic thought of the Romanian sociologist Dimitrie Gusti, especially active in those days.174 “Approximately
at the same time as in Transylvania, a sociographic youth movement, called the Sicle (Sarló), sprang up in the
formerly-Hungarian areas of Czechoslovakia. The movement, initially sponsored by university students, was begun
in Prague as the Folklore Explorer Rover Scouting (Falujáró Regöscserkész) movement and only became the Sicle
movement after 1928.”175 The idea of systematic research into village life was first put forward by the ‘Youth of
Szeged’ circle in 1928, under their leader György Buday.176
The most noted literary journal, the West, took it on itself to publish the issues of this timely complex of
problems. The editor-in-chief, the most outstanding Hungarian literary figure of his day, Mihály Babits, published
an editorial on the topic of the diminishing of the Magyar population. The 1933 issue in which it appeared was a
double issue, devoted entirely to the topic. Also featured was the recent trend to single child families.177 The
Hungarian Review (Magyar Szemle) also offered the possibility of publishing the works of the populist writers.
Although the study of rural conditions was most appealing to young intellectuals – mainly for idealistic reasons
– yet the goal, in any event, of learning about village life and describing the experience, was admirable. Their
motivation aligned to Széchenyi’s idea: Self-knowledge and awareness of the surroundings are the best bases of
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improvement and healing. This surge of rural research is a clear outcome of the works of the populist writers that
treated the subject. The People of the Plains (Puszták népe), by Gyula Illyés appeared in 1936, a marriage of
literature and sociology. “Illyés does not give a factual description of life on the estate but paints a mood image of
the period of decay between the two wars, when the system of large estates was close to bankruptcy during the
Depression.”178
Also in 1936, Péter Veres published his work The peasantry of the Plains (Az Alföld parasztsága), describing
the life and lot of the farm and migrant workers; his biographical book, An Accounting (Számadás), appeared the
following year. The book by Zoltán Szabó, The Situation in Tard (A tardi helyzet) also in 1936, was the first work
about rural research that was meant for a wider audience. The author was satisfied with the objective analysis of the
situation, merely having recorded what the people of Tard told him, or what his personal experiences were in the
village; he did not incite anyone to rise against the existing order or the ruling social classes. The press printed
excerpts from the book, which posed as the most current topics in political and literary circles. The twenty-four year
old Imre Kovács was less fortunate. His book, The Silent Revolution (Néma forradalom) earned him a prison term
on the grounds of disturbing the peace. The sociographic work of József Darvas, The Biggest Magyar Village (A
legnagyobb magyar falu) presented the author’s place of birth, Orosháza; the 1937 book contained mainly the
author’s reminiscences from his childhood and youth.
The book by Géza Féja, Storm Corner (Viharsarok), stirred up a lot of dust. The ‘corner’ for Féja was the
southeastern portion of Hungary, a region known for its frequent peasant demonstrations and strikes. The author was
familiar with the relationships of the region and could report the mood and affilitions of the people based on
personal experiences. Féja was a adherent of Dezső Szabó and a colleague of Endre Bajcsy-Zsilinszky; he was a
passionate newspaperman but maintained contacts with the strongly nationalistic circles and cooperated with Rightwing political organizations, too. He was, however, often given to hyperbole. The works of sociographer and
agricultural expert Ferenc Erdei, like his Peasants (Parasztok) and Shifting Sand (Futóhomok), on the other hand,
can be characterized as striving for scientific accuracy. His latter book has been deemed as one of the most thorough
sociographic examination of the peasantry.179
Although the majority of rural researchers lacked relevant training and experience, still, they were able to raise
active interest in rural conditions and sociographic science, which led to productive action in both the government
and the responsible bodies. The result was a scientific based and multi-faceted research effort into rural conditions.
1920 saw the creation of the National Rural Alliance (Országos Faluszövetség), the Hungarian Agrarian Movement
(Magyar Agrár Mozgalom), Hungarian Cooperative Movement (Magyar Szövetkezeti Mozgalom) and the
Hungarian Farmers Association (Magyar Gazdaszövetség), all with the cooperation of the Ministry of Agriculture
and executive president of one of the cooperative trading companies. After creating the organizational center, the
Rural Alliance began work on the creation and expansion of a network of branches. By 1925, there were 135
branches in existence and 675 member groups. Their chief work focused on continued improvements of farm labor
and care, improvements to the health care of the population, youth groups, folk customs and ways, reading circles,
farming educational programs during the winter, potable drinking water and the electrification of villages. The
Alliance also took upon itself to increase regional awareness through the publication of rural monographs. The
Alliance, together with the Evangelical Students Union of Sopron, founded the Hungarian Rural Research Institute
in 1930, which carried out extensive publication activity for almost five years. The sociological periodical, Social
Sciences (Társadalomtudományok) appeared on the scene beginning in 1921. 1925 saw the birth of the Hungarian
Social Sciences Society.
… etnográfus Györffy István és a közigazgatási jogász Magyary Zoltán látták el. Teleki Pál kormányelnökké
való kinevezését követően a központot Györffy István és Magyary Zoltán vezették. Az intézet célja a falukutatás
tárgyilagos és tudományos jellegének a biztosítása volt. A munkatársaknak a kutatási eredmények közzétételekor
olyan szaknyelvet kellett használniuk, amely hiteles, meggyőző és a helyzet javulását eredményezheti.
Hogy milyen fontos volt ennek a célnak a megvalósítása, azt már az első kiállítás sorsa is mutatta mindjárt két
hónappal a kutatóközpont megalapítása után 1938-ban, a Károlyi-palotában. A kiállítás témája a magyarországi
földbirtokhelyzet volt. A kiállított anyag olyan tendenciózusan volt összeválogatva, hogy a nagybirtok ot és a nagy
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tőkét csupán negatív, antiszociális oldaláról mutatta be. A tárgyilagos és meggyőző információk helyett egyoldalú,
politikai indíttatású bemutató volt az eredmény. Teleki Pál fel volt háborodva. Szemére vetette munkatársainak,
hogy eltértek a tudomány alapelveitől, a kiállítást szándékosan átpolitizálták, ill. politikai célok érdekében
használták fel. Teleki rendeletére a kiállítást bezárták. A botrány a központot válságba sodorta, tevékenységét
azonban Györffy professzor haláláig, 1939 októberéig folytathatta. 184
182 András: Entstehung und … op. cit., pp. 97-98; Valóság, 1984/5, pp. 22-28.
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The populist writers recognized the importance and necessity of the news media. They grasped every
opportunity to have their works publicized. Gyula Illyés was on the staff of the West, János Kodolányi and Géza
Féja worked for papers allied to Dezső Szabó and Endre Bajcsy-Zsilinszky, but also Right-wing papers, too; Péter
Veres worked for the Social-Democratic press, while Pál Szabó worked for the Independent Small Landholders
papers.
The first journal of populist writers was the Witness (Tanú), established by Németh László in 1932. The
Witness wants to be not only an eyewitness of “what is” but also reflect on what is timeless and enduring – stated
Németh as the goal for his paper. The magazine tried to provide the young intellectuals with an source of
information, perspectives and ideals. Németh covered not only Hungarian topics but drew on European history for
questions and problems. It was in the Witness that the concepts of ‘revolution of quality,’ ‘national radicalism’ and
‘the third way’ [i.e., another alternative to capitalism and socialism-ed.] first appeared. The paper, edited solely by
Németh, appeared in small circulation numbers until 1936.
The shared means of expression for the populist writers was the Response (Válasz), with the first issue printed
in April of 1934. The editorial board, which encompassed almost all the folk writers, from time to time also listed
two agricultural experts (Kerék, Matolcsy), along with outstanding representatives of the ‘urbans’ [those in
opposition to the populist writers-ed.]: Hungary’s noted writers and scientists, such as the classical philologist and
religious historian Károly (Charles) Kerényi, educator and philosopher Lajos Prohászka, literary historian Antal
Szerb, essayist and novelist László (Leslie) Cs. Szabó, among others. Until 1937-38, the Response was the house
organ of the March Front [an alliance of anti-fascist opposition groups. The name also alludes to the revolution of
1848, begun on March 15-ed.] but was forced to close in 1938, mainly for financial reasons. It was unable to sustain
itself; patrons it had none. The political situation had also shifted. After the annexation of Austria (the Anschluss),
Hungary’s internal and foreign policies had to be more and more aware of Hitler’s Germany. The objectives of the
defunct Response were attempted to be assumed by the People of the East (Kelet Népe), founded in 1935. The
editorship of the journal was taken over by the writer Zsigmond Móricz in 1939 and held until his death in 1942.
The magazine was devoted almost entirely to fine art literary articles.
The Hungarian Life (Magyar Élet) monthly journal was the paper of choice for the literati of nationalistic
sentiment and the politicians and functionaries of youth organizations. The paper demanded radical land reforms,
autonomous unions, democratic changes and an equitable distribution of the national income. Furthermore, it
defined as its mission to fight against the Jewish and German influences in Magyar cultural and economic affairs. A
large number of proponents of the ‘lesser Magyar option’ were in its camp. The paper ceased publication in 1944. A
similar record was held by the weekly Magyar Way (Magyar Út), created by the members of the “Soli Deo Gloria”
union of Calvinist university students as a vehicle for religious and world outlook. This paper also stressed the
importance of purely ‘Magyar interests,’ demanding reforms to strengthen the sense of ‘Magyar identity.’ The
Magyar Way was published from 1934 to 1944.180
The populist writers’ movement was, from the very beginning, a collection of writers, scientists and young
intellectuals of the most disparate talent and various political and world views. As WWII continued to lead to more
pointed confrontation between countries and peoples, the more Nazi Germany’s influence was being felt in
Hungary; the more people contemplated Hungary’s post-war future, the more clear the differences became in the
ranks of this movement, too. The spectrum ran the gamut from the Left to the Right. Those of the nationalistic and
Right-wing orientation counted on a reorganized Europe under Hitler’s leadership. The representatives of this
direction were not in the minority before 1942, neither in Hungary nor Europe. Their activities focused on ensuring
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a favorable situation for themselves with Hitler’s Germany, through their co-operation, in the new Europe. The
Leftists Marxist-oriented populist writers were thinking along similar lines, too, working to ensure their post-war
image through their actions and writings, stiving for the closest co-operation with the Communists. The majority of
the folk writers fell between the two extremes. They held no firm political or economic convictions, fighting heated
arguments with each other and the sympathizers of other groups.
Zoltán Szabó described the Central Coffehouse as ‘Hate Central’ because the situation was diametrically
opposite of what the Pilvax Coffehouse was a century earlier. “There, the ideals and fervor of a few young men
became, at a lucky moment, the fervor of the nation. Here, the hopes and fervor of a nation are transformed into the
personal hates of some young writers, in unfortunate but repeating cycles.”181
In the case of the populist writers, there was but one item of reform – or so it seems from the distance of five
decades – that they all supported: the demand for radical land reform. These demands, though, essentially precluded
any chance of success having taken no notice of realistic possibilities and lacking political allies of sizeable weight.
The Independent Small Landholders and the Peasants Union would have been natural allies; the Social-Democrats
opposed the breaking up of the large estates on economic grounds. They were also short of alternative solutions to
ameliorate the situation of the small landholders and agricultural workers; they ignored the composition of social
strata; they did not examine in-depth the legal regulations governing the relationship of landowners and indentured
serfs. They did not analyze scientifically the mental and thought processes of the peasants, farm workers and serfs,
or their cultural inheritance and cultivation of their traditions; or what role these played in the battle with everyday
problems. They completely ignored that farming on the large estates, under the supervision of the owners and the
managers, created more humane conditions which, for the time, could be called progressive. Aside from the political
orientation of the movement’s young warriors – some being under thirty – and those casting a ‘wary eye’ on
Moscow beginning in the early 40’s, this orientation was influenced in no small measure by the Protestants,
especially the theological stance of the Calvinists in opposition to the Catholic Church. This stand was a result of the
Reformation but spread widely since the Thirty Years War. The venom directed at the pope as ‘anti-Christ’ was
extended to the Catholic House of Habsburg, and hence, by extension, to the foreign nobility created by them in
Hungary, finally to the highest clergy of the Hungarian church, who were, by and large, ‘foreigners’ – this according
to the opinion of numerous followers of the ‘Magyar religion.’ The Protestants often referred to the Catholics as
Papists and it was impossible not to hear the disparaging tone of voice. The aristocracy and the clergy owned a large
portion of Hungary’s lands. Radical land reform would have ended, once and for all, the power of ‘foreigners,’ as
well as weakening the influence of the Hungarian Catholic Church within the country and its links to the Church
Universal in Rome. What is more, it would also have cut off a source of new ideas and lifestyles from a rejuvenating
Europe.
The historian Gyula Szekfű wrote a biography of Gábor (Gabriel) Bethlen (1580-1629, elected prince of
Transylvania in 1613-ed.), citing from his political correspondence: “That family is cursed by Nature with a terrible
rage, preventing from them a long-lasting peace, and thus, nothing good ever follows the death of a Habsburg
because his successor will rule equally malevolently as his predecessor, by nature of the family’s inherited trait.”182
Three hundred years later, László Németh, with his outstanding abilities, went into battle against the Habsburg
‘inheritance’ and the Habsburg’s ‘house historian,’ Gyula Szekfű. Blinded by distrust of principles, he made
completely unfounded statements, such as that Szekfű was part of the fifth-column for the restoration of the
Habsburgs and only became an enemy of National Socialism because Hitler destroyed his expectations regarding the
Habsburg restoration.183 An anecdote was related to the author in the summer of 1980 at Ruszt which illustrates the
hatred of a young László Németh toward the Habsburgs. The young Németh was spending several weeks at Ruszt
with relatives, mainly to learn German. One day, he was looking at pictures in a book with his host’s daughter,
where he saw a picture of Emperor Frances Joseph. The barely eight year old Németh sprang up and began to shout:
“Down with him, hang him, long live Kossuth!” Teacher dr. Gabrielle Rotfuchs, who related the episode, was still
unable, at the age of 85, to comprehend the reaction. Similar attitudes were not uncommon among Protestants in the
inter-war period. Many horror stories were spread about the immorality, inhumanity and cruelty of the Habsburgs.
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Making use of similar colorful dialogues, Dezső Szabo was also a master of the art: how to influence his readers to
express agreement.
By no means were these suspicions solely one-sided; many Catholics held a high degree of distrust and
antagonism towards Protestants, especially Calvinists. This distrust – in fact animosity – was the product of the
multi-faceted influences of centuries. It went all the way back to the conversion to Christianity and the alliance to
‘Roman Europe’ since, at the same time, Hungary continued to practice Byzantine Christianity and maintain
contacts with the Eastern Roman Empire.
This development received the most decisive impetus from the Reformation and the division of the Kingdom
of Hungary into three parts. During the sixteenth century, the central portion of Hungary, including the capital, fell
under Turkish domination; western Hungary became a Habsburg dependency; Transylvania, along with eastern
Hungary, became a vassal state of the Porte [the Turkish sultan-ed.]. From this point, alienation became palpable
[i.e., between Protestant Transylvania and Catholic western Hungary-ed.]. Due to the differences in circumstances:
different intermarriages (in western Hungary mainly with Germans, Slavs and Jews; in the principality of
Transylvania with Romanians, Germans, Pechenegs, Turks, Ruthenians, Serbs, Armenians and Jews), the
differences in climate, different village structure, different degree of cultural and economic maturity, and divergent
infrastructure, this process only accelerated.
In this alienation, what was fatal for all concerned was the tendency to only consider one’s own point of view,
behavior or actions as right and truly Hungarian. All others were accused of being unwilling or unable to effectively
represent Hungary’s interests. These only served to amplify the existing atmosphere of general distrust, of hostilities
and the frequency of adversarial occurrences – all making rational discussion and dialogue more difficult. Even in
the hour of the greatest peril – during and after WWII, when the entire nation lived in threatened circumstances –
this divide could not be bridged between the ‘western’ Hungarians and the ‘eastern’ Hungarians, between the
Catholics and the Protestants; the proponents of the ‘Széchenyi way’ (conservative reform concepts, higher
education and culture, sense of realism, solid economic foundations, in other words: fundamentally changing the
way of thinking, the moral, spiritual and financial underpinnings) and the ‘Kossuth way’ (radical reforms, freedom,
independence, equality, revolution, nationalism) remained unreconciled. A cautious but rare attempt was made by
archabbot Kelemen of Pannonhalma and Reformed Church Bishop László Ravasz in their articles that were included
in a pamphlet of essays edited by Gyula Szekfű, titled ‘What is a Magyar?’. Attempts at a wider propagation of
reconciliation ran into barriers. It was only among the younger intellectual circles and youth organizations, mainly
college groups, that the view existed that ‘what is shared is stronger than what is divisive,’ leading to some
cooperation in resistance activity during WWII and after, during the Communist takeover.
The author, himself a Catholic, still recalls as among his most satisfying and valuable acts when, as a
university student between 1942 and 1947, he acted in concert with his Protestant friends, first in the National
Széchenyi Alliance, later in the Independent Youth Alliance, the biggest post-war youth organization.
The realization of the number of unsolved problems facing the country and general European political growth
had initiated a large number of varied intellectual activities. Various groups were born with radical agendae, though
with barely realistic possibilities. Of these initiatives, which received great acclamation, the March Front and the
Intellectual National Defence deserve notice.
The March Front was born spontaneously, according to Imre Kovács, unorganized – it simply appeared. It had
no organization, or by-laws, or executive leadership, or an address, or letterhead. The idea of the March Front was
born in the Central Coffeehouse where the populist writers usually met every Wednesday afternoon. The permanent
members of this literary circle were Géza Féja, Gyula Illyés, János Kodolányi, Imre Kovács, György Sárközi, Lőrinc
Szabó, Áron Tamási, occasionally joined by László Németh, Pál Szabó, Péter Veres and Lajos Zilahy. They agreed
in that they had to present a common front to the public regarding their ideas and demands. They were in
disagreement as to the name they should take. After long debates, they took Imre Kovács’s suggestion and named
their spontaneously created association the March Front. The populist writers were well disposed toward the events
of March 1848, especially toward the leading light of the events, the poet Sándor (Alexander) Petőfi. Those in
attendance at the literary gathering in the Central Coffeehouse drafted their demands, in 12 points, and decided to
publicize them at the celebrations to be held in the garden of the National Museum [site of the 1848 events-ed.] on
March 15, 1937. Lajos Zilahy and Géza Féja stood up to speak, Imre Kovács read the 12-point demands. Féja and
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Kovács were only known in academic circles but Zilahy was already an established writer. His name was supposed
to act as a magnet and add drawing power.
The crowd numbered approximately five thousand, mainly high school and university students. Zilahy, in his
opening speech, spoke of three million landless peasants; Féja spoke of the poverty and neediness of the rural
proletariat; finally, Kovács read the 12-point manifesto of the March Front, which was as follows:
1. The reorganization of the country according to democratic principles.
2. Freedom of speech, freedom of the press, freedom of assembly and freedom of thought.
3. The right to universal, equal and secret balloting.
4. The strict segregation of parliamentary representatives. Representative to be barred from holding
positions on the boards of companies, or as lobbyists, etc.
5. The nationalization of farms greater than 500 ca. [711 acres-ed.]
6. An end to the banks, cartels and monopolies sapping the Magyars.
7. The introduction of a system of progressive taxation.
8. Creating the opportunity for every Magyar to work, who wishes to work. The introduction of a 40hour work week, for both white collar and blue collar jobs. An end to the practice of job hoarding
[holding multiple jobs, as on corporate boards-ed.] and gargantuan incomes.
9. The introduction of minimum wages that are above the minimum subsistence level.
10. The freedom of the workers organize.
11. In the interest of the poorer segments of society, the introduction of progressive tuition fees in both
high school and college. The introduction of selection by merit.
12. Border revision: granting the right of self-determination to the people of the Danubian region in
regard to their country of allegiance. In opposition to pan-Slav and pan-German efforts, bring about
the idea of confederation.184
The demands were met with enthusiatic applause.
The celebration in the museum garden and the subsequent gatherings organized in every large town were taken
by the government, the leadership echelon and even, to a certain degree, the political opposition, as an obvious
provocation. The fervor, that Magyar flash fire, was short lived. Without a strong and effective organization,
practical political experience, adequate political and financial support, as well as a realizable minimum platform, no
political movement can remain alive for long.
A semi-organized group only existed in Debrecen. It consisted of young intellectuals and post-secondary
students – some of whom belonged to illegal Communist cells – such as Géza Losonczy, Gyula Kállai, Sándor Zöld,
Ferenc Donáth, Szilárd Újhelyi and József Szilágyi. After WWII, they played important roles in the Communist
Party; their roles, with the exception of Kállai, all ended more-or-less tragically. In 1937-38, a few of the March
Front representatives still believed in the possibility of ‘a Hungarian road leading to socialism.’ They did not suspect
the fate that awaited them.
There were two ideas of the subsequent possibilities for the March Front. The Debrecen group, and a few of
the writers, insisted that the Front should retain its movement characteristics, in fact, it should be intensified. The
other idea took a stand beside the creation of a political party. Thus, on the eve of the outbreak of WWII, on June 29,
1929, the National Agrarian Party (Nemzeti Parasztpárt /NPP/) was created. Subsequent to the outbreak of the war,
the internal political landscape in the country changed fundamentally. The already mentined polarization among the
populist writers continued.185 Ferenc Erdei wrote to GyörgySárközi: “… I believe Féja and Kovács will continue to
politicize. I believe You (meaning Sárközi) and Gyula (meaning Illyés) should stay away, since you don’t see the
value in politics. For myself, I am restraining my energies for better days. …”186 If Erdei was going to be honest, he
would have added that he was only going to restrain himself until the next likely opportunity, which came in 1943,
when he organized a program in Szárszó to position himself for ‘the post-war times.’
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Zoltán Szabó began a series of articles in 1939 in the liberal daily paper the Hungarian Nation (Magyar
Nemzet) under the title ‘Intellectual National Guardianship,’ after the title of a Swiss exhibition of 1938-39 by the
same name and the recognition that foreign intellectual ideas can create dangerous situations in Hungary. Szabó’s
aim in proceeding with this action was to protect his fellow citizens from misleading, dangerous foreign ideas; to
strengthen patriotism and national unity thereby, stopping the spread of foreign ideologies – especially the rapidly
spreading National Socialism. The editor-in-chief of the Hungarian Nation, the noted historian Sándor Pethő,
devoted an entire page in a Sunday edition to ‘Intellectual National Guardianship.’ The paper also published a
Guardianship calendar, edited by Szabó, as an intellectual demonstration against National Socialism. It contained an
article by almost every known Hungarian writer. The lead article was a poem by Mihály Babits.187 Szabó defended
the need for this intellectual national guardianship by various arguments. He represented the opinion that, for
various reasons, political movements sprang up in Hungary that served foreign goals and interests; that the pace of
resolving unique issues has slowed; that a crisis has surfaced between Magyar traditions and recognition of the
present situation, between a grasp of Magyar values and sense of mission. This was the trend that the intellectual
national guardianship tried to face, the idea of ‘our own reform, our own traditions against outside reforms.’
After the outbreak of WWII, the magazine Independent Hungary (Független Magyarország) also published an
extra section devoted to the aims of ‘Intellectual National Guardianship.’ This was followed by a series of low cost
pamphlets. The idea behind guardianship received valuable support from István (Stephen) Györffy’s book, Folk
tradition and national culture (Népi tradíció és nemzeti kultúra), published in 1939. Györffy stressed the necessity
of increased national cohesiveness and unity. The middle class of the day, in his opinion, is no longer the same as
the historical middle class of the past and no longer has the strength to create a lasting unity among Hungary’s social
classes. The final and greatest reservoir of strength of Hungarian society were the Magyar people. It was Györffy’s
opinion that the middle class would only be able to renew itself by assimilating the ancient folk traditions. The book
was also a statement of position in the formerly mentioned debate ‘What is a Magyar?’. Györffy – as Babits and
Szekfű – came to the conclusion that “the Hungarianness of some people can not be defined by anthropological,
geographical or name analysis. Hungarianness is not a question of body and blood, it is a question of spirit.” In his
thin pamphlet (What is a Magyar?), Gyula Illyés weighed in on the question thusly: “A Hungarian is one whose
tongue and brain functions in Hungarian.”188
The debate, regarding necessity and significance of national guardianship, of the traits and substance of
Hungarianness, continued, in spite of censorship and the necessity to be aware of the foreign political situation, and
added to sensitivity toward the problem and enhanced national pride and patriotism. The more palpable the pressure
and interference of National Socialism became in Hungary, the braver and more coherent the intellectual resistance
became, the more ready to assist those being persecuted. Most of the weight behind this resistance was provided by
the Christian churches, foremost among them the various institutions and lay organizations of the Catholic Church.

3.8. The Catholic revitalization
A multi-faceted and lasting source of change was Catholicism. However, the awakening of Hungarian
Catholics – especially Catholic intellectuals – began at the end of the 19th century. The beginning of the awareness
was signalled by the formation of Catholic political parties, organizations and groups – numbering 1,444 in 1905.
Due to different rate of industrialization, the social tensions that followed the Industrial Revolution did not arise in
Hungary until the end of the 19th century. Cardinal János Simor, archbishop of Esztergom (1867-1891), raised the
issue of the social problems of the working classes as early as 1880, and again in 1885 in the St. Stephen (István)
Association. He stressed that action must be taken to solve these social problems. In awakening and activating the
political consciousness of the Catholic camp, special mention must be made of counts Nándor Zichy, Albert
Apponyi, Miklós Móric Esterházy and János Molnár, canon of Esztergom.
In 1895, the Catholic People’s Party was formed and in 1905, modelled on the Germany’s Catholic League, the
Hungarian Catholic League, also. Both Hungarian political movements took to the field primarily for revisions to
laws that contravened Church interests, championed Church autonomy and fought for religious schools, but also
187
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championed social justice. It had significant civil and welfare demands: assurance of a minimum standard for the
working classes, creation of unions, advancement of credit to small farmers and small industries, and the legal
regulation of relationship of employers and employees.
It was in the political schools of the People’s Party and People’s Alliance that the young generation was
formed, who, for a period following WWI, assumed a significant role in the political life of the country. Sándor
Ernszt, Miklós Griger, István Haller, Károly Huszár, József Vass and Károly Wolf must certainly be remembered,
even if, in their political priorities and activities, defence of the national interests and values preceded addressing the
social issues. After the two ‘revolutions’ and the events of Trianon, this behavior did not seem entirely unwarranted.
In the field of religion, the outstanding personalities of the revitalization, among other, were: Ottokár Prohászka,
Count Károly Gusztáv Majláth, Gyula Glattfelder, Béla Bangha, Ferenc Bíró, Tihamér Tóth, János Mészáros and
Antal Schütz.
It is the undeniable credit of Sándor Giesswein, papal prelate, politician, writer and publicist, that Christian
public opinion was focused on the problems of the working class. In 1898, he founded the Christian Workers
League of Győr and Environs (in northwestern Hungary). On July 12, 1903, lawyer Jenő Herényi and People’s Party
representative Károly Huszár founded the Christian Workers Social Association in Szombathely (in western
Hungary). Both organizations based their aims on the fundamental beliefs of “Rerum Novarum” [Pope Leo XIII’s
encyclical of 1891-ed.]. Furthermore, their goals were the nurturing of religious-ethical views, the spiritual and
intellectual training of the working class, as well as improving their welfare. In May of 1904, Haller and Huszár
started the newspaper of the Social-Democratic movement, the True Word (Igaz Szó). In October of the same year,
the National Association of Christian Social Leagues was formed as an outcome of a decision made at the V.
Catholic Grand Assembly. They asked Giesswein to head the Association. A year later, the detailed program of the
social democrats was published which contained major demands in the aim and realization of Christian welfare
politics. November 10, 1907 was the founding meeting of the National Christian-Socialist Party.
1905 saw the creation of the first Christian labor union. After the end of the short-lived Communist takeover,
the 34 Christian labor unions had a membership of 190,464.189 The results achieved by the Christian labor unions
were not, however, long lived. In the elections of 1910, only Sándor Giesswein was fortunate enough to enter
parliament to represent the Christian-Socialist Party’s agenda. Until his death in 1923, he was the sole representative
of the party in the National Assembly, always stressing the need for Christian-Socialist unions to counterbalance the
Marxist labor movement. It was not his failing that the early successes of the Christian labor movement proved
short-lived, rather, it can be attributed to a shortage of funds and lack of training of the movement’s core operatives.
“It [the labor movement-ed.] was only able to realize relatively little of its program due to opposition from the
liberal government, and resistance from the wealthy and large landholding classes. … The efforts of ChristianSocialism were also frustrated by the lack of sufficient moral and financial support from the beneficiaries of the
large clerical estates.” Also, a negative influence was the jealousy of the Catholic Peoples Party. (From the writings
of Sándor Giesswein: Labor protection (Munkásvédelem), Cosmos and the World of the Soul (Világegyetem és a
lélek világa), War and the Social Sciences (Háború és a társadalomtudomány), On the threshhold of New Eras (Új
idők küszöbén), etc.)
The activities of Catholic associations contributed significantly to the rejuvenation process. The outstanding
personalities of the Catholic elite came from its ranks. Their religious, civil and political actions exactly mirrored
their relationship to the Church. The Catholic League had the highest membership; its goal being the creation of a
Catholic social order and a more profound religious life. A significant segment of college students saw the Saint
Emory Circle (Szent Imre Kör) as its spiritual home. The Saint Stephen Association (Szent István Társulat), founded
in 1848, initially worked toward the propagation and dissemination of fine literature and scientific works that
reflected a Catholic spirit. Beginning in 1869, the Association undertook to publish textbooks used in Catholic
elementary schools – also in minority languages – and made them available for teacher and student use (free to
needy students); the publishing of middle school textbooks was begun in 1882. Until 1948, the Association was the
biggest editor and publisher of elementary, middle and trade school textbooks in Hungary. The Saint Stephen
Academy sprang from the Association in 1915.
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The Regnum Marianum [the old colloquial reference to Hungary as the Kingdom, or Country, of Mary, the
Blessed Virgin-ed.] movement was commenced in 1903, with the aim of preparing Hungarian Catholic youth for a
religious and moral way of life. The movement consisted of 12 congregations and, after the beginning of the
scouting movement, several scout troops.
A number of smaller groups addressed specific problems. Adolf Szabóky, Piarist priest-teacher, began the first
Catholic youth group in Budapest in 1856, modelled after Adolf Kolping’s Catholic Association of Journeymen in
Germany. Kolping first learned to be a shoemaker, before turning to theology. As chaplain in Eberfeld, he took over
the leadership of the local Catholic journeymen’s group. Under his guidance, the association grew into a movement
in several countries. The aim of the Kolping groups was to provide advocacy for the journeymen and young trade
masters who moved into the cities, to urge loyalty to the Church, and to raise competent artisans who also found a fit
in society. The Industrial Revolution speeded up the breakdown of traditional communities. Kolping continued to
see the assurance of society’s future in a harmonious family life. His teaching principles and practices made intrinsic
connections between everyday life and religious experience. This made Kolping a pioneer in social Catholicism. The
Kolping associations spread after 1856 in Hungary, also; in 1941, the 100 Kolping ‘families’ had several thousand
members.
The Belgian priest of a working-class background, later rising to Cardinal, Joseph Cardijn began a new
movement in the spirit of the sweeping social encyclicals called Young Christian Workers (Jeunesse Ouvriere
Chrétien /JOC/). By the early 1860’s, membership in 88 countries rose to four million. The Catholic Young Workers
movement (Katolikus Ifjúmunkások Országos Egyesülete /KIOE/), begun in Hungary in 1920, took the JOC as its
model, even adopting its motto: Observe, appraise, act (Láss, ítélj, cselekedj)! The three part slogan defined the
governing thread and initiative to action for the movement’s members. The movement’s primary aim was to
improve the cultural and civil status of the young journeymen. The activities of the KIOE reached its zenith in the
1940’s; there were countless reports and assessments published of the successes and failures of the group. These
reports give a reliable picture of the life and social situation of the working class, especially the younger ones. Their
monthly magazine, Hungarian Young Worker (Magyar Munkásifjú), was first published on March 1, 1938, reaching
a circulation of 12,000 in 1942. The first graduating class of the Young Worker’s Academy was awarded 72
diplomas in March of 1942. According to the general secretary’s 1942 report, the movement consisted of 111
groups, with a membership of over 4,000.
Catholic mass rallies were organized in Hungary – encouraged by responses in Germany – the first in 1894 in
Székesfehérvár. After a gap of a few years, they became a permanent, several days-long events after 1900,
numbering 12 up to the outbreak of WWI, 31 until 1943. They were looked at as a fundamental defining part of
Catholic life in Hungary. The discussion topics revolved around the actual problems of Catholicism in Hungary,
along with social questions. These periodic marshalling of the forces significantly bolstered the willingness of
Catholics to take action in the political arena and similarly in church activities.
Religious lethargy, an uncaring attitude to religion caused by liberal views, was gradually overcome; Catholic
men and women were being gathered under the standards of Catholicism. The Cross movement, organized around
1900, excercised an especially large influence in boosting the self-confidence and willingness to assume
responsibility of Catholic intellectuals in Hungary. The representatives of the extreme views of the liberals, Liberals
and Freemasons had targeted, in the second half of the 19th century, to undermine the Christian traditions in
existence at the university founded by Péter Pázmány. One of their aims was to lessen the still existing Catholic
character at the institution. The acme of the campaign revolved around the successful removal of the cross atop the
representations of the Holy Crown of Hungary within the university (ornate replicas were displayed in the stairwells
of the university). It was in reaction to this provocation that the Cross movement was born [hence the name-ed.],
which successfully galvanized Catholic university students for years and compelled them on to various actions.
The Social Missionary Society, created by Ottokár Prohászka in 1908, was a purely Hungarian initiative
without a foreign model. It set for itself the goal of facilitating in the resolution of social questions. Members of the
society were involved in wide-ranging work social welfare, prison and hospital missions, and child protection. In
1923, a group splintered off from the Social Missionary Society, led by Margit (Margaret) Slachta, and started the
Social Sisters Society. The new group continued to look after the interests – interrupted by the first world war – of
women working in factories, in industry and commerce. The Society published Christian Woman (Keresztény Nő).
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The roots of the Catholic Working Girls and Women Movement reach back to 1891, to the papal encyclical
Rerum novarum. In December of 1933, eight founding groups joined forces and created the National Association of
Catholic Working Women and Girls, which, at its zenith consisted of 250 associated groups with a membership of
10,000. The movement concentrated on the entire person, body and soul, work and family vocations. They provided
guidance in setting up of homes, solutions to work related problems and health issues, accomodation issues and
counseling in mental and spiritual questions. Up until 1943, 1,500 women took part in 20 one-week long courses
offered, and a further 1,400 took part in 3-day courses. In 1939, the Association created the first Hungarian Catholic
Working Woman’s resort, the Charlotte Lodge (Sarolta üdülő), on whose grounds the first Working Woman’s
Academy was built in 1944. The Association published the Working Woman (Dolgozó Nő).
A further sign of the reawakened awareness of the Catholic intelligencia was the appearance and spread of
news media products. The Constitution (Alkotmány) and New Paper (Új Lap) publicized the program of the
Catholic League. The Magyar Culture (Magyar Kultúra), from 1913-1944, was the aggressive, political and cultural
bi-weekly periodical of the Catholic camp. The Catholic Review (Katolikus Szemle), from 1887 to 1944, was the
Catholic theological, historical and cultural organ. It has been published quarterly in Rome since 1949. A popular
magazine high school boys was Our Standard (Zászlónk), 1920 to 1944, for high school girls, it was Our Lady
(Nagyasszonyunk), for elementary students Li’l Pal (Kispajtás), 1906 to 1944. The Heart Journal (Szív Újság),
1915 to 1944, appeared in three languages (Hungarian, Slovak and German) and was one of the most popular and
widely read of the Catholic papers.
Ottokár Prohászka was the pioneer of pastoral activities in Hungary. His sermons, spiritual retreats and books
(e.g., Heaven and Earth (Föld és ég), Research into the common points of geology and theology (Kutatások a
geológia és theológia érintkező pontjai körül), Christian-Socialism (Keresztényszocializmus), God and the World
(Isten és a világ), Victorious World View (Diadalmas világnézet), Culture and Terror (Kultúra és terror), Modern
Catholicism (Modern Katolicizmus), More Peace (Több Békességet), War and Peace (Háború és béke), etc.), as
well as his exemplary social model had a great impact on both his followers and enemies.
Count Gusztáv Károly (Gustave Charles) Majláth (1864-1934), bishop in Transylvania, was a true apostolic
spirit. The power of his convincing spirituality led people to active Catholicism. The Jesuit Béla Bangha (18801940) founded the Central Media Company in 1919. With his supporters and coworkers, he started the two
newspapers of the venture, the News of the Nation (Nemzeti Újság) and the New Generation (Új Nemzedék). The
two dailies represented, up to the end of 1944, a Catholic view of the world and the undistorted national mentality.
Beside his publishing activities, Bangha achieved significant results with his books (The problems of the Hungarian
Catholic press (A magyar katolikus sajtó kérdései), The rebuilding of Hungary and Christianity (Magyarország
újjáépítése és a kereszténység), Catholicism and the Hebrews (Katolicizmus és a zsidóság), World conquering
Christianity (Világhódító kereszténység), Church history (Egyháztörténet) and the four volume Catholic
Encyclopedia (Katolikus Lexikon) co-written with Antal Ijjas, the tri-lingual publication of the Heart News (Szív
Újság) of Ferenc Bíró SJ., the founding of the Korda Press and bookstore, the books and radio addresses of Tihamér
Tóth, who first preached on radio on January 31, 1926, etc.). He was the most effective example of religious and
literary educator of the young. The archbishop of Budapest, János Mészáros (1873-1939) also deserves undeniable
credit for his work in the Catholic restoration of Budapest.190
Another outstanding personality of the Catholic renaissance was Gyula Glattfelder (1874-1943). He was a very
young 37 when appointed as bishop of Csanád County. After a pastoral letter sternly rebuking the injustice of the
Romanian government, he was evicted from Timişoara (Temesvár). It was he who founded the Saint Emory
Colleges, with the stated intent – according to the founder’s vision – of molding the intellect of future Catholics, of
teaching them political responsibility. However, since the majority of applicants to the colleges came from well-todo families, the student had a substantially lower interest towards civil reforms than the Foederatio Emericana
(Katolikus Magyar Egyetemi és Főiskolai Diákok Szövetsége). Glattfelder organized the bishopric of Szeged and
organized the Actio Catholica (AC) in Hungary, whose executive president he remained until his death in 1943. This
lay movement, approved by Pope Pius XI in 1922, existed at the parish level and was divided into groups by men,
women, youths, girls and children. The AC began its activities in Hungary in 1933.
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The scientific activities of Antal Schütz (1880-1953) had a tremendous impact on the theological and
philosophical education of the Hungarian Catholic intellectuals. “Wide-ranging knowledge, simple explanations for
sweeping concepts, clear and focused reasoning, and strict logic characterized this noted scientist.” He initially drew
attention with his vastly successful high school religious textbook. His 1927 book, Elements of Philosophy
(Bölcselet elemei), was not merely an excellent summary of Christian philosophy but also contained new insights.
The book saw four editions. His lecture series, God in History, was even attended by non-Catholics and agnostics;
the lectures also appeared in print form. For the non-believers in his audience, he reasoned that only those can speak
of the irrationality of history who searched for the meaning of events within history. To those who view events from
a metaphysical perspective, it is perfectly evident that all of history bears the mark of intelligence. His other
significant works were: Dogmatism (Dogmatika), Elements of Philosophy according to St. Thomas (A bölcselet
elemei Szent Tamás alapján), In the Service of the Scripture (Az Ige szolgálatában), Christ (Krisztus), Marriage (A
házasság), Eternity (Az örökkévalóság), and editing the works of Ottokár Prohászka into 25 volumes.
It became progressively clear in Catholic intellectual circles that a coherent and lasting rejuvenation demands,
above all, three ongoing activities: a well planned organization; necessary media organs, which can provide factual
reports of the political and world view clashes; journals, appropriate to the interests and intellect of the Catholic
intelligentsia, to provide it with continued education, and a forum for debate on a scientific plane. This realization
contributed significantly to the strengthening of the Catholic renaissance in Hungary during the first third of the 20th
century. The intellectual resources and currents brought into motion gave the people hope, a willingness and
determination to act. The leaders of the various movements made use of modern communication techniques in the
service of this religious revival. They created new institutions and showed the inherent vitality of Hungarian
Catholicism. All these contributed to the creation and accomplishments of the promising reform movements of the
30’s. The 20’s, by contrast, were characterized in the minds and political goals of the majority of the European
populace by a resistance to revolutionary movements and a struggle to supplant, as rapidly as possible, the hardships
and losses suffered during and after WWI, with a prosperous and secure middle-class civic society – all the outcome
of the terms of the Paris peace treaties drafted to try and ensure a new European order.
The wide-spread rationalization in many fields of the rapid technical changes post-WWI enabled the
organization of the masses, their centralized control and influence through propaganda and advertising to a hitherto
unknown degree. This reality hastened the spread of the power and influence both Fascist and Bolshevik style
totalitarian regimes. The newly liberated reason (ratio) questioned the significance of traditions and looked on
progress as the measure of significance, thus influencing, to a large degree, the lifestyle and life philosophy of the
individual and society, as a whole. In the midst of these events, opposing courses and ideas collided, contributing in
no small way to the intellectual, political and financial crises. Added to that, the increasing secularization process
destroyed a number of traditional value systems and brought into question many moral and ethical strictures without
replacing them with other, generally accepted, modes of behavior and values. The respect of the ratio, however,
quickly eroded opening the way – first in the arts – to irrationalism, anarchism and hihilism. The signs of moral,
intellectual and political crises were overwhelmed by the finacial crisis of the 30’s, followed by devastating famine,
poverty and the emergence of potential revolutions. Taking these facts into consideration, it seemed reasonable to
conclude that both the liberal-capitalist and the socialist-communist socio-economic orders were abject failures. It
was a natural reaction to these symptoms that an increasing number again turned to religious values and norms.
Religious revival received strong stimuli through a new understanding and appreciation being exhibited toward the
Christian faith. Groups of mainly young Christians were formed in Hungary, who set as their goal the effectual
support for the revival. Their models were mainly the Catholic French writers, such as Bernanos, Claudel, Huysman,
Mauriac, Maritain, Péguy – some of whom were converts to Catholicism.
Zsolt Aradi, Borisz Balla and László Possonyi started a new journal in 1931, the Voice of our Age (Korunk
Szava). The name was somewhat boastful. It was, however, factual in that it brought a new and fresh voice,
announcing a new intellectual behavior and direction. “Intentionally and calculatedly, it broke out of the Catholic
ghetto, providing a forum for all craved excellence, offering a hand to Protestant artists, as well as the working class
…” Openly and without reservation, it stood for a solution to social problems and bringing about social justice. The
column, In the Current of Time (Idők sodrában), it continued to introduce and talk about current political events,
both at home and in the world, in a factual manner. A series of articles, for example, collected and published the
facts surrounding the methods used, results obtained and shortcomings of the works of the parishes of Budapest. A
new science of Catholic sociography – similar to the work of the village researchers – was born. Articles, such as: Is
Unemployment Solvable?, The Bankruptcy of the Christian worker’s movement, The Lords of the Cartels (in their
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own words), Germany’s Unemployment, The Popes and Disarmament, Central Europe’s Crisis, etc., are self
explanatory. In one of the 1932 spring issues, various public notables (István Milotay, Ignotus, Anna Kéthly and
Tibor Eckhardt) presented their opinions on Hitlerism. Beginning with the third issue, the Voice of our Age
presented critical sketches of writers. After portraits of the writers of the French Catholic literary renaissance, 14
Hungarian prose writers were introduced. They were, in order: Ferenc Herczeg, Ferenc Molnár, Zsigmond Móricz,
Cecile Tormay, Dezső Szomory, Mihály Földi, János Komáromi, Mihály Babits, Miklós Surányi, Irén Gulácsy,
Károly Kós, Sándor Makkai, Kálmán Csathó and Lajos Kassák. The writings of the featured writer was evaluated in
a factual and critical manner, without regard to the writer’s popularity or social rank. As a coincidence, when the
article treating Kassák appeared, he was embroiled in defending himself in a legal matter. Citing the article in the
respected Catholic journal, he was able to have the court dismiss the case.191
After four years of toiling, Aradi, Balla and Possonyi left the editorial board of the Voice of our Age on the
grounds that they could not continue to work with its publisher, Count György Széchényi. They opened a new paper
called New Age (Új Kor), which, however, was short lived. Jenő Katona took over as editor of the Voice of our Age,
a role he was eyeing for a long time. On behalf of the trio, Balla wrote an open letter in which he gave reasons for
their leaving the editorial post. The significant parts of the letter were published in the April 24, 1935 issue of
Hungarians (Magyarság), then edited by Lajos Zilahy. The reasons in the letter drew sharp criticism. Of great
significance were the comments of Béla Bangha SJ and bishop of Veszprém, later archbishop of Eger, Gyula
Czapik. Bangha took offense at the polite and less than objective treatment that the three editors extended towards
Protestants. Czapik began with admitting that the younger generation had the right to see things differently, to
propose different solution to problems, than the older generation. However, as one of the best trained member of the
synod of Catholic bishops, he cautioned the reform minded young of committing errors of the past. He especially
saw danger in the tendency to demand freedom, yet not grant freedom to others; the attitude to judge the ability to
lead and wield power based on age; the point of view that breaking with the past is seen as the solution for today’s
problems.192
The first issue of Vigil (Vigilia) saw the light of day in early 1935. Gellért Békés, editor of the Catholic Review
(Katolikus Szemle), published in Rome since 1949, wrote in the first issue of 1985, among other things, the
following salutation to the Vigil: “… I received the first issue of the Vigil here in Rome, at the Benedictine
theological faculty, where I was studying at the time and where I now teach. … All of us, young noviciates and
priests, felt, without exception: This is our magazine. We thirsted for the arrival of each new issue. Why? Because it
spoke to us in exactly the same voice that we heard in Rome as the voice of Catholicism in the process of being
revitalized.”
This voice was that whispered by the young French intellectuals who, once more, recognized the values of a
Christian culture. The works of Bernanos, Claudel and Mauriac were widely read. Shortly, the six lectures given by
Jacques Maritain in 1934 at the University of Santander became known. This series of lectures, published in the
spring of 1936 as Humanisme Intégral exerted a decisive impact on young Christian intellectuals all over Europe
because, in the name of modern Christian humanism, it openly defied the agnostic humanist culture inherited from
previous centuries; it dared say aloud that Christian humanism is able to give a complete answer to the cultural and
social questions of the day also, not only religious questions. Fundamental to this revival was theology’s return to its
biblical and patristic [Patristic: the study of early Christian writers, known as the Church Fathers-ed.] sources, as
well as rediscovering the spiritual values of the liturgy and mystic literature. On a social plane, the revival appeared
in the social movements of Cardinal Cardijn who, as a charismatic leader – I still recall his lecture at the Pontifical
Gregorian University – who was able to move the young, whether of farming or working or intellectual background,
in the spirit of Pope Leo XI’s encyclical, Quadragesimo anno.
The Vigil represented this Christian rejuvenation, primarily in the literary sphere, presenting writings assessing
world views and spirituality, not only literary outpourings. The young – Zsolt Aradi, Borisz Balla, László Possonyi
and the others –, having grown up in the spirit of Prohászka, were sensitive to the French influence and took the side
of a personally experienced Christianity as opposed to the traditional civic Christianity. Sándor Sík, who resurrected
the Vigil after the war, even if in completely different circumstances, still retained this spirit.193 “… It seems to me
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that – following the French distinctions – it still sees as its task the serving the substance of Christian religion,
christianisme, through the exercise of Christian culture, chretienité: spreading that Christian way of thinking and
philosophy of living which could influence the civil lifestyle and culture of the emerging man of today. I am
thinking of Babits, who thought of himself a Catholic – not only in the Church interpretation but also in the
universal human interpretation, too – because he believed in “a universal catholic truth for the entire world, bigger
than mere nations.” I believe I can not wish for anything better for the 50th anniversary of the Vigil than this belief in
a universal truth, as opposed to series of half-truths. We believe that there exists a personal and universal system of
beliefs that encompasses everything of value: material and spiritual, technical innovation and civil progress, culture,
morality and religion. We must confess – exactly on the side of humanity – that every value exists for Man, to
enable a more laudable, more free life. Yet, in the final analysis, he exists not for himself, nor for some endless and
undefinable progress but for God in Christ. This is the Catholic truth: the universal recognition and
acknowledgement of man in God – this is the crux of Christian humanism, which the Vigil represented in the past
and will continue to represent in the future. …” The ideals and aims of the journal were clearly demonstrated by the
articles and essays in its columns, which, in turn, provided significant assistance in defining the ideals, aims and
tasks to the Catholic reform movement of the day.
In the first issue of Vigil, February 2, 1935, Antal Schütz delved into the meaning behind the words: Vigilia et
custodia, vigilate et custodite. “Vigil: the heart-beat of ancient Christianity; youth, life, meaning, creative power…”
Standing guard and keeping vigil is the typical behavior of “the dawn-greeters and tomorrow’s builders.” To those
destined for tomorrow, the spirit of “desire for universal conquest” is self-evident. Our task is to recall the great past
and marry it to the present. “Approach the great secret of tomorrow and work toward it.” The flame kept by them
must “shed light on every man born.” The ideals, expressed through symbolism in the Schütz article, were expanded
and gained concrete form in the second, the Easter, issue in the writing of Sándor Sík, The problem of Catholic
literature. Sík’s outlook typically reflected an openness and honesty, his reasoning defined by clarity and
unequivocal definition of concepts.
The starting point of defining the heart of Catholic literature for Sándor Sík were the multitude of Catholic and
non-Catholic prejudices and superstitions. “We can only call literature as Catholic literature, which is, at the same
time, both Catholic and literary.” “The other defining characteristic of Catholicism, beside its universality, is its
strict clarity in every aspect: the cult of the defined rituals, beliefs, love and compassion.”194 One of the most
apparent display of that universality alluded to in the essay by Sík was the appearance, in the issues of the Vigil, of
European (and American) literature of similar spirit. In the first year of publication, the works of Paul Claudel,
Charles Péguy, Francois Mauriac, Julian Green, André Malraux, Miguel de Unamuno, Gertrud von Le Fort, Sigrid
Undset, Eugene O'Neill, majd Francis Jammes, André Gide, Paul Valéry, Max Jakob, Jules SupervieIle, Valéry
Larbaud, Georges Duhamel, Jules Romains, Jean Cocteau, Franz Werfel, Giovanni Papini, Gilbert Keith Chesterton,
Thornton Wilder and William Butler Yeats were presented and analyzed.
The theological, philosophical, esthetic and world literature essays published in the Vigil were from a mix of
foreign and native writers. The journal’s editors searched the eastern European literature of the current and previous
century for ideas that seemed to mirror and support their own ideas. They showcased the works of the Russian
Vladimir Sergeyevich Solovyov, the Poles Henryk Sienkiewicz and Julian Tuwim, the Romanians Vasile
Alecsandri, Mihail Eminescu and Lucian Blaga, the Bulgarian Elin Pelin, the Croat Paula Preradovic and the
Slovenian Ivan Cankar. The translations were undertaken by noted contributors; the first years saw translations done
by Miklós Kállay, Henrik Hajdú, Antal Szerb, László Possonyi, Antal Ijjas, Jenő Dsida, László Gáldi, Iván
Boldizsár and György Rónay. As a result of the wide horizon and objectivity of the editors, for an entire decade
(until its shut-down after the German occupation), the Vigil was the most reliable and most recent native forum for
the works and mood of number of significant European (and American) writers.195
The wide-ranging articles that appeared in the early years covered literary studies from codex writings
(incunabula) through the Baroque, Romanticism, the poetry of late 19th century, all the way to reviews of the most
recent historical novels, critiques of literary events and other diverse subjects. During discussions about the history
of civilization, folk arts and art history, the realistic treatment of events characterized the young publication. In fact,
opposition to the conservative point of view regarding historical incidents presented opportunities to refute
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damaging misconceptions and dangerous false doctrines. As an example, three critical studies assessed Turanism,
that mythic theory regarding the origins of the Magyars, its naively unrealistic valuation of the country’s political
possibilities and, at the same time, dangerously self-deluding nationalistic view. The Vigil also took up direct debate
with the myth of Aryan racial theory. They published – translated by Iván Boldizsár – the Jesuit Anton Koch’s
“Response to Rosenberg” which rebutted the theoretician of the German race theory’s attack on Christianity. The
essay by István Sándor, The spiritual history of the Hungarian village (A magyar falu szellemtörténete) touched
upon aspects of the history of civilization and folklore. In his opinion, the religious beliefs, church life, folk rituals
and literary traditions of the hamlets all retained the Baroque traditions. The studies of Sándor Bálint, Catholicism
and Magyar folk culture, The problems of Magyar religious ethnography (A katolicizmus és a magyar népiség, A
magyar vallásos néprajz problémái), questioned the connections and borrowed elements between liturgy and folk
customs, Gregorian chants and folk songs, church manuscripts and religious folk poetry, as well as drawing attention
to a certain folklorization process among the people in the area of the practice of religion.196 Serious studies treated
modern church art: Christ in modern Church art, The timeless directions of Church architecture, The new face of
Church art, etc. (Krisztus a modern egyházművészetben, A katolikus templomépítészet örök irányai, A magyar
egyházművészet új arca, stb.).
The newly begun Vigil also had a clear stand on the search for new musical direction. Its associates reviewed
in its columns mainly the works of Béla Bartók and Zoltán Kodály.197 The Vigil gradually created a circle of
contributors from among those composers and writers, whose humanism, universality and high creative standards
attracted them to the journal. The early years saw the publication of poems by Mihály Babits, Lajos Harsányi,
Sándor Sík, László Kocsis, Vilmos Rozványi, László Mécs, György Rónay and Pál Toldalagi, of works of prose by
Sándor Dallos, László Possonyi, Borisz Balla, A. Károly Berczeli, Antal Ijjas, Béla Just, Zsolt Aradi, Rózsa Ignácz
and Gábor Thurzó. Later, the circle of contributors to the Vigil was enlarged but in such a way as to leave its original
public image unchanged, yet enriched with new colors and hues. Among the poets of the first decade (other than
those already mentioned), we find the names of Ágoston Pável, Sándor Reményik, János Bartalis, Béla Várkonyi
Nagy, József Fodor, Pál Gulyás, Ferenc Szemlér, Imre Horváth, Ferenc Jankovich, Ferenc Vaád, Béla Horváth,
Tamás Tűz, György Végh, János Pilinszky, Miklós Vidor and György Rába; of the writers of prose: J. Jenő
Tersánszky, Áron Tamási, István Sinka, János Kodolányi, Kata Molnár, Sándor Márai, László Passuth, Erzsébet
Kádár, Béla Kézai, Géza Ottlik, István Örley, István Sőtér and Iván Mándy; of essayists and critics, we find Marcell
Benedek, Zsolt Alszeghy, Grandpierre Emil Kolozsvári, Pius Zimándi, Gusztáv Makay, István Vas and László
Bóka.198
The appearance of new Catholic journals was the logical consequence of intellectual need and proved that the
need for creative ideas, modern forms and content were present in Hungarian Catholicism, too. The beginning was
not easy for the representatives of the ‘new voice.’ First of all, they had to battle the competition from the already
familiar and securely financed Catholic magazines (Hungarian Culture, Catholic Review, Pannonhalma Review,
etc.). Further competition was present from the publications of the Franciscan, Dominican, Paulist et al orders. The
toughest task, though, for the editors of the Voice of our Age and Vigil came from having to defend from, offset and
neutralize the semi-feudal and Baroque-spirited suspicions of the Church hierarchy. The majority of the Hungarian
synod of bishops looked with suspicion at the radical demands posted by the new publications as solutions to civil
problems, the candid interest in ecumenicalism, the introduction of writers and their works from neighbouring
countries, the seeking of contacts with the Catholic groups in the former Hungarian territories (the Prohászka circles
in Slovakia, the Majláth circles and Áron Márton public education initiatives in Transylvania).
To all these difficulties were added the political developments of Europe. The growing influence of Hitler’s
Third Reich on Hungary could be felt more and more. In spite of it, for the 1935 Easter issue of the Vigil, the editors
solicited an article from the archbishop of Munich, Cardinal Faulhaber. The German prelate wrote about the unity of
the Church embracing all people, titled Let us stand vigil with Saint Peter. Two years later, the papal pastoral letter,
With Grave Concern (Mit brennender Sorge), composed by Faulhaber in German and signed by Pius XI, condemned
Hitler’s religious and Rosenberg’s new barbarity. The third issue printed an article by the archbishop of Vienna,
Cardinal Innitzer, titled Vigil – Standing Watch in the Night. The ‘other’ Germany was represented in the journal’s
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columns by Gertrud von Le Fort. The Vigil also brought exerpts from ‘the enemy camp,’ France, from the works of
Claudel, Valéry and Marcel Gabriel.
The January 1942 issue of the journal printed a poem by László Mécs, titled Prayers for the Great Lunatic
(Imádság a nagy lunatikusért). The readers were well aware that the lunatic in the poem was none other than Adolf
Hitler who “Leads the mesmerized millions, - as one dispensing unseen worldly goods”. A photocopy of the original
Mécs poem can be found in German Foreign Ministry archives, under the title Pamphlet gegen den Führer, along
with two completely different translations. A document, dated March 31, 1942 and addressed directly to Foreign
Minister Ribbentrop, complained that Hungarian censors only banned the poem after it appeared in the Vigil.
In those days, the publication of every issue was akin to a high-wire balancing act, a compromise, on the one
hand, between the journal’s goals and the consciences of the editorial staff and, on the other, the ideas still tolerated
by the ruling political powers. This conscience-instilling, brave behavior gave encouragement to vastly greater
numbers than the jounal’s circulation. The modernity, Christian humanism and impressively hopeful tone of the new
Catholic organs posed a gentle challenge for the ‘conservative’ Catholic papers and journals, effecting favorable
changes in their content and choice of topics.
The portents for the short term developments in Europe foretold of storms. Italy attacked Abyssinia in October
of 1935. The event was the beginning of a rapprochement between Germany and Italy. The significance and role of
the three nation agreement signed in Stresa in April of the same year effectively ceased. The Spanish Civil War
broke out in 1936 in which every European power took part, directly or indirectly. In the Soviet Union, the
‘housecleanings’ of 1921 and 1929-30 were followed by a further six ‘cleansings’, followed by the great ‘show
trials’ of 1936 to 1939.
In Germany, the National Socialist system stabilized politically and economically and began to gain acceptance
in other aspects of daily life, as well. 1935 to 1936 brought further increases in Hitler’s prestige: the Saarland
returned to Germany after a plebiscite, universal military draft was introduced, the Wermacht occupied the demilitarized Rhineland, the results of a national election resulted in 99 percent of the electorate supporting Hitler’s
policies. The XI. Olimpiad, hosted by Germany, the success of the German athletes in winning 30 gold medals
which put them in first place among 51 countries, greatly contributed to increased world prestige. 1936 also saw the
creation of the Berlin-Rome axis, as well as the anti-Comintern Pact between Germany and Japan, joined by Italy a
year later on November 6, 1937. In 1937, Pope Pius XI felt himself forced into energetic condemnation of National
Socialist policies. The clarity and focus of the already mentioned papal encyclical, Mit brennender Sorge, left
nothing unsaid. That encyclical, analyzing and condemning National Socialism, was followed by another, Divini
Redemptoris, condemning now Bolshevism. March of 1938 saw the annexation of Austria and now Hungary became
an immediate neighbour of Germany; the future of Czechoslovakia, in reality all of East-Central Europe, was
decided at a four power meeting in Munich in September of the same year. November of 1938 saw the beginning of
anti-Jewish organized atrocities in Germany; synagogues were torched, their private property confiscated. It marked
the beginning of the exclusion of Jews from financial affairs. Up until the fall of 1938, about 170,000 Jews – a third
of the German total – emigrated. March of 1939 saw the Wermacht march into Czechoslovakia; Bohemia and
Moravia became German protectorates, Slovakia became an ‘independent’ state, under German patronage; SubCarpathia was occupied by Hungarian forces. August of 1939, five months after the end of the Spanish Civil War,
brought the signing of the Hitler-Stalin Pact in Moscow – and a secret agreement governing the question of German
and Soviet spheres of influence. Nine days later, world war two began.
Parallel to the growing power of Germany, German influence and National Socialist propaganda increased in
East-Central Europe, especially among centuries old German-speaking minority of the region. Hungary, at this time,
had a significant number of German-speaking minority, approximately 500 thousand. The series of events recounted
contributed significantly to those political activities and groupings whos sympathized with the then-known aims of
National Socialism and counted on a new European order materializing on the basis of National Socialist ideals.
Their numbers, in these years, was significant – and not only in Hungary.
A significant proportion of the country’s leading strata, and of the middle class, saw the care and nurture of a
national vision and national unity as a crucial issue. These forces were recognizably different from the National
Socialists, based on their racial theories, but were unable to prevent the emergence of an extreme Right in Hungary.
A large portion of this exterme Right took a stand beside German National Socialism, while the majority,
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interestingly, rejected unequivocally the racial theories and any prospect for German hegemony over Hungary. The
boundary between the two groups was vague and blurred. It shifted with the strength, or weakness, of German
influence, which was the direct outcome of Hitler’s political and military success, or failure. Up until the zenith of
Hitler’s success, the summer of 1942, German influence seemed to increase without interruption. In circumstances
such as these, for all those who sought and expected Catholic-based informational assistance for their patriotic
efforts and Christian humanism, the appearance of media products such as Voice of our Age, Vigil and other
transformed information sources was of great significance.
Religious organizations embraced wide social groups and large numbers since – as noted earlier – they were
able to activate Catholic men and women, young and old, in social and cultural groups. It was especially the young
priests, both those in and outside the orders, worked with great effort and achieved significant results. At the end of
the 30’s and the beginning of the 40’s, the monastic orders had a period of renaissance in Hungary. In these years,
the numbers in the orders of truncated, post-Trianon Hungary reached the former numbers in the former historical
Hungary. Membership in the female religious orders also doubled. Priests, monks and nuns performed valuable
service in the fields of science, education, teaching and welfare, as well as in the cultural arena, the media and civil
organizations. Pilgrimages, especially those dedicated to the Virgin Mary (the patron saint of Hungary), enjoyed
great popularity and expressed the living faith of the pilgrim masses, deep religious conviction and national pride.
The annual parade of the Holy Relic in Budapest, the right hand of King Saint Stephen (ruled 1000 – 1038), each
August 20, supported this impression. They all clearly showed that the influence of the Catholic Church extended to
wide social layers. In these years, the Church wielded considerable influence, such as rarely before, and was able, at
any time, to mobilize large masses in demonstrations of Catholic solidarity. The most convincing example was the
XXXIV. World Eucharistic Congress, organized in Budapest at the end of May 1938.
Catholic intellectuals, educators, priests, teachers and functionaries of organizations, but even employees and
workers, felt that traditional values and rules of behavior were, by themselves, not enough to solve the problems of
the present, never mind the future. Hence, the enthusiastic reception of an intellectual initiative, a heartening
spiritualism; new ideas, customs and content disseminated in easily understood language and means, through
Catholic periodicals, books, sermons, various lectures and, not the least, exemplary deeds. All these contributed to
the emergence of a modern, up to date Christian spirit, which was able to provide answers to the open questions of
the age, whether to active intellectual resistance, for proof of true Christian humanism, or, especially, to give
strength and courage to help the persecuted. Not the least, they combined in the creation of a type of active Catholic
human, for whom actions and exemplary behavior was paramount.
The 30’s and early 40’s can rightly be called the ‘decade of change’ in the development of Catholicism in
Hungary. The numbers of those demanding radical change, especially among the Catholic youth and intellectuals,
raised in the spirit of István Széchenyi and Ottokár Prohászka, grew from year to year. Beside the noted new
journals and the older publications supporting this process of renewal, informational pamphlets appeared, which
added width and depth to the understanding, encouraged a sense of responsibility for others and prompted to action.
Antal Leopold published the Quadragesimo anno in Hungarian translation; József Közi Horváth did the same for the
encyclical Divini Redemptoris, under the title The Redemption of proletarians and the greatest peril of our time
(Proletárok megváltása és korunk legnagyobb veszedelme). The Actio Catholica printed the two pamphlets in a
million and a half copies and made them available to interested parties. The writings of Béla Bangha SJ, Elemér
Csávossy SJ, László Varga SJ, Vid Mihelics, Béla Kovrig, Ferenc Mikos, Dénes Bikkal, István Lacza, et al served a
similar purpose. József Migray, who erlier was one of the most talented Hungarian student of Lenin, wrote a book
titled The Bankruptcy of Marxism (A marxizmus csődje). The work of the member associations of the National
Hungarian Catholic College Students Association (Országos Magyar Katolikus Főiskolai Diákszövetség
/OMKFDSZ/), among them the Mary congregations, the Settlement groups, the Piarist student’s union, the Pál
Teleki working group, the Prohászka circles, the technical departments of the Actio Catholica and countless other
organizations contributed to the sense of responsibility and willingness to make sacrifices that left their mark on the
‘decade of change’, the emergence and results of the Catholic reform movements of the 30’s.199
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3.9. The KALOT movement
The most significant and promising populist movement of Hungarian Catholicism was, undoubtedly, the
National Association of Rural Catholic Young Men (Katolikus Agrárifjúsági Legényegyletek Országos Testülete
/KALOT/) [akin to a mix of the YMCA and 4H movements-ed.]. The founders of the KALOT movement were
prescient enough to deduce the obvious conclusion from the untenable position of the farm population: something
must be done immediately. The results of the world economic crisis created such serious effects in Hungary that
people with a sense of responsibility were driven to take action and execute reforms. The situation of the small and
micro-landholders, along with that of the farm workers, demanded fast action. It was finally widely recognized that
a significant improvement in the circumstances of the poverty-struck rural population was a mandatory precondition to the creation of a strong, independent and self-assured nation.
In September of 1935, Jenő Kerkai SJ, dr. György Farkas and József Ugrin decided to create a movement for
the young men of the farms. They set as the organization’s goal the training and education of as great a proportion of
the rural youth into ‘well educated humans’, as possible. The ‘multitude of well educated humans’ was to produce
its leaders from among its own numbers and, with their help, organize a strong movement, wrest the intellectual,
economic and political independence of the farm population, thereby sketch a new and hope filled future for the
entire nation. There was no question from the beginning that the movement would rest on a base of Christian
morality and view of the world. The sole measure of its thinking and actions was the morality and conscience again
and again renewed in Christ. The two great encyclicals (Rerum novarum 1891, Quadragesimo anno 1931) served as
its political and social compass. Their guide was employed in drafting the individual program items, the rules
governing the behavior and recruiting activities of the leaders, especially when dealing with Church authorities. The
leadership categorically denied the view that a proletarian fate [lower class poverty-ed.] was unavoidable. They
demanded the establishment of civil justice. They preached with conviction that there is no absolute right to private
property and land. Clearly and fearlessly, they pointed out that the ruling class is anti-societal and is the brake, in
fact the roadblock, of all progress.
The small room of Father Kerkai was the scene, in 1936, of the analysis of the early practical experiences and
there, after long debates, was born the KALOT’s short, radical and terse quadruple motto: More Christ-like man,
more cultivated village, vigorous people, self-possessed Hungarian! This four-part motto was, in a nutshell, the
program platform of the movement. The same little room in Szeged saw the birth of many more mottoes, programs
and demands of which many at the time dared not even think. The three founders of the KALOT were firmly certain
that all those who thought and felt according to the principles of this program would be able to face any danger, to
weather any hazard.
The movement published its handbook in 1937, which contained its concrete program outline. The program
platform was characterized by radicalism, clear statements and wise foresight. This fact is all the more admirable
since KALOT, with its program, challenged the entire leadership of Hungary, especially the Catholic hierarchy, in
spite of the fact that the movement’s success depended in no small way on the pleasure of the same church
hierarchy. The KALOT plan depended heavily on organizing and building the movement around the local parishes
and parish priests. The organizers expected the optimum results from this organizational approach. They confidently
counted on the cooperation of most parish priests and chaplains, on the new and untapped vitality of the ‘young
agitators.’ The whirlwind growth of the KALOT movement validated expectations.
A few quotations from the handbook speak for themselves:
“People are the greatest asset. …”
“A man or system that forces us, through starvation wages and overwork, to become beggars is a mortal
enemy to our purpose.”
“We will not tolerate someone’s hand in our pocket, and often at our throat, just because we are meek,
obedient and Catholic.”
“No one should expect that, under the motto of gentleness and love of fellow man, we will permit ourselves
to be robbed.”
“We love … our unique folk values, customs, folk art and traditions …”
“They represent the rescue for the village.”
“Our aim … the support of talented folk.”
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“The people of the villages, the isolated farms and the plains do not have many reasons to be happy with
life. Dry bread, ragged clothes, dilapidated homes, often not even that, the many, many tears are not the
sign of joy but of misery.”
“Nobody has the right to so much wealth as to gravely endanger the livelihood of hundreds of thousands.
The right to life can be endangered not only with a knife or cudgel but … all manner of speculation,
starvation wages, unfair competition, unhealthy working conditions, forced overtime, etc., which are the
hideous progeny of our present economic system … The right to life supersedes all rights to private
property, even if they are deemed to be ‘absolute’.”
“We accept a common fate with our people and the millions of agro-proletariat.”
Our aim: “The cooperative organization of the marketing of our agricultural products … mechanization of
our agriculture … social insurance … organizing for the common interest … cooperation in the social
service of our people with the Protestant segments of our society. …”
“We reject the insane homage to blood and race, which is gushing from the wellspring of overheated
nationalism. Our happiness, our future is not defined by social class or race but being a part of the nation!
Belonging to a nation is not a question of blood but one of spirit.”
“Where (non-Magyar) ethnic youth groups exists, there the Movement’s goals are to be explained in their
mother tongue… We recognize the freedom of language usage and association as these are the most
personal and basic rights …”
“The Movement … removes all such impediments which cling, with childish naivete, in the belief of the
unchangeability of the present situation. This regime was created by errant, sinful human hands, which will
never solve its own problems … The construction of roads to rescue and revitalization needs strong
workmen’s arms. These are what we seek in the villages and hamlets, these are what we seek to link and
unite in the Young Men’s movement. … As for the initiatives for the current restructuring by ‘the experts,’
we can honestly say that no one is more expert than the ordinary people.”200
The founders of KALOT spent a year on organization, visiting hamlets and farmsteads, with the result that, in
October of 1936, at a Jesuit retreat property outside Szeged, 35 farming young men from the neighbourhood met for
a three and a half day leadership training seminar. The organizers of the seminar had personally interviewed each
before selecting and inviting them. The seminar was conducted through discussions. Mornings and evenings, Father
Kerkai talked with the attendees about world issues. Forenoons and afternoons were devoted to debates between
György Farkas and József Ugrin and the 35 attendees on organizational issues, member recruiting, organizing
program nights, ‘genteel behavior’ for farmers, as well as current political, economic and social problems. Guest
speakers were rare but, at the request of those present, experts (gardeners, etc.) were invited to provide technical
answers (growing fruits and vegetables, etc.). The sessions usually ended on Sunday afternoon with a ceremonial
summation and closing. ‘Selected’ and ‘useful’ guests also received invitations to these closings. At the ceremonial
closings, which were essentially the models for the meetings to be held at home, it was the young people who
mostly spoke. The recounted what they had heard, presented songs, dances or improvised skits. These closing
ceremonies always left a lasting impression on the visitors. The leaders of the KALOT already knew the
significance of ‘transparency.’ The seminars were free of charge; food was mostly brought by those attending, with
a hot meal at noon. The classroom also doubled as the dining hall, the young men taking turns to serve the food.
There was a common bunk house with bunk beds; everyone brought their own blankets – clean sheets were
provided. They all returned home having acquired valuable information. Continued ‘spiritual nourishment’ was
looked after in an organized fashion.
The news of these leadership (agitator-recruiter training) seminars spread like wildfire across the country.
Applications poured in from farms and villages, crossing regional boundaries. They would guaranteed everything, if
seminars were to be held in their location. By the end of 1938, the number who had attended these sessions reached
2,000; the number of local groups organized by them was close to 1,500, with a membership approaching 100,000.
On May 29, 1938, during the XXXIV. Eucharistic World Congress, KALOT held its own congress in Budapest. Ten
thousand blue shirted farm lads sat in the Hall of Trades, listening intently to Father Kerkai’s tough statements:
“Who does this movement serve? … Other than God, it serves nobody because … it has no lords, only laborers!
Who are we organizing against? … against nobody … but not in defence of the old system, either. Not even to
defend church properties!” From the fall of 1938 through to the spring of 1939 – seminars were held during the
break in farming tasks – a further 2,000 young men attended the 44 sessions held. A year later, in 117 sessions
200

KALOT-vezérkönyv. Pp. 10-35.
104

lasting three and a half days each, 3,771 received instruction in 14 counties. By the end of 1942, KALOT trained
approximately 15,000 youth leaders; the number of groups under their organization was over 3,500, with a
membership approaching half million.
This explosive growth was the fitting response of the Catholic farm youth to the rumors spread in certain
governing and middle class circles that “… the peasant is lazy, doesn’t want to learn, is unorganizable, is a skinflint
who doesn’t part with a penny, completely lacking in any will to scarifice …” The results of the early years already
clearly proved the inaccuracy of those rumors. Furthermore, the dynamic development of the KALOT movement
also proved that, in spite of every attack and questioning of its fundamental tenets, Christian tradition, ways of
thinking and value system were still extremely potent formative forces that were deeply rooted in the Hungarian
psyche. A significant portion of Catholic youth were only waiting for a spark to burst into flame, imbued by ideas
steeped in Christian spirituality, to commit his actions and abilities in their behalf. It also wished to serve notice,
once and for all, that it must not be omitted in the rejuvenation of the country and society.
The same explosive growth also presented two tough problems. One was the need for continued training of
those who completed the half-week seminars. Second, the covering of the substantially increased costs in such a
manner as not to sacrifice the movement’s freedom, independence and originality.
The leaders of the movement decided, as the solution to their first problem, on the creation of institutions,
which would take over the basic seminars, as well as impart broader and deeper information. These institutions were
charged with the task of preparing the attendees with independent, critical and responsible thought and action, both
within the movement and in political and societal context. The best of the graduates were to be purposefully
prepared to play a future role in a parliamentary democracy based on a pluralist basis. The accomplishment of these
tasks were to be relegated to ‘folk high schools’ [populist residential high school for hands-on, practical knowledgeed.]. These institutions, though, had to be created first.
The idea for this type of post-middle school was not unknown in Hungary. The Danish Protestant pastor and
poet, Nikolai Frederik Severin Grundtvig, suggested the creation of such schools in 1844, the first one being opened
by Kold Kristen in 1851, in Ryslinge; Count István Széchenyi also spoke of the concept that only a well-educated
multitude could make a nation risch, strong and vibrant. The difference in the fates of Gruntvig’s and Széchenyi’s
idea was that Gruntvig’s suggestion found several supporters – and thus came into being –, while Széchenyi’s was
merely applauded. The soaring ideas and nationalistic demands of Kossuth found more fervent support among his
contemporaries than Széchenyi’s exhortations to sober, steady and unswerving hard work, suggestions and urgings
toward accomplishable goals. [Kossuth proposed national independence first, economic issues later; Széchenyi
preached economic strength before political independence from Vienna-ed.] The losses inflicted on the Danes by the
Napoleonic Wars were felt even decades later by the Danish people but primarily by the Danish farmers. Danish
popular opinion took note of Gruntvig’s suggestion and a significant portion of the population rallied in support – of
the farmers, almost all. Gruntvig’s program could be encapsulated in three ideas: “Folk high schools, cooperatives,
live Dane-like”. The coherent execution of this program created perhaps the richest and best educated farmers in the
world. By the end of the 1930’s, 62 of these populist residential high schools were in operation in Denmark. They
were supported not by the government but by the the local farmers and their cooperatives. Thus, farmers in Denmark
became a strong economic and political force. These folk high schools were extremely popular in Norway, Sweden
and Finland, also. In 1940, there were 60 operating in Finland, one in each district.The Finnish populist schools
exerted effective resistance against Russian attempts of hegemony, contributed to the easing of social class
differences and contributed to increased national consciousness.
In Hungary, the idea for this type of school was suggested, and supported, in the beginning of the 20th century
by the synod of Catholic bishops and the Hungarian Farmers Association (Magyar Gazdaszövetség) and its youth
wing, the Széchenyi Association (Széchenyi Szövetség). After WWI, the idea was continued by the National Rural
Association (Országos Faluszövetség) and the government. One was opened in 1922 in Mezőkövesd, the teaching
staff provided by the local Catholic high school. In 1925, landowner Ferenc Sréter endowed one in Szanda, and the
Catholic parish priest, Bónis Szekeres, opened one in Győrcsanak. Both operated into the 1930’s. The first
permanent school of the type opened in the fall of 1940 in Érd, its founder and patron: the KALOT movement.
The Hungarian schools adopted the characteristics of the European populist schools. They were: a clearly
defined view of the world as the basis of education, nurture of culture rooted in national traditions, an acceptance of
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cooperation to accomplish the main national goals, flexibility of methods, and an exhortation of the students toward
independence and self-activation. It was also important to combine benevolent government support and private and
social initiatives. These principles were officially adopted and accepted at two meetings held in the springs of 1940
and 1941. Those present at the meeting were representatives of KALOT, the Christian Youth Union (Keresztyén
Ifjúsági Egyesületek /KIE/) and of the Ministry of Religion and Public Education. The meetings both stressed that:
imparting knowledge was as important and significant as character forming; in teaching, quality not quantity was the
goal; ongoing contact was to be maintained with graduates; in opening schools, one had to be sensitive to their
regional characteristics. The executives of the meetings decided to establish a council of 14 to oversee the new
schools, seven from KALOT and seven from KIE.
The various questions of the fate of the nation took a central position in the curriculum, which had an impact
on the character of the educational approach. The first permanent school in Érd was used as the test site to develop it
as part of its syllabus. The pedagogical basis became the instruction toward independence. In line with that directive,
the school developed the following three courses: 1) a 10 week cultural course, 2) an course in economics, in
cooperation with the Association of Hungarian Producer's Sales and Service Co-operatives (Hangya) and Generali
Insurance Company, 3) an organizing and leadership training course. Courses 2 and 3 ran from three weeks to a
month. The students to these schools came from the farm youth of the villages and hamlets. Acceptance criteria
hypothetically required completion of four elementary grades and an age of about 16-18 years but these were often
waived, especially if the lad was talented (folksong, -dance, organizing, etc.), which was often the case. In the last
resort, there was only one requirement, that the student be of good character! The curriculum revolved around 4
fundamental concepts: the leader as a person; the leader in the family; the leader in the community (parish,
economic and social groups, KALOT movement); the leader in managing the public opinion of the village on
matters of general human interests or special Hungarian issues. These four ideas formed the core of each course.
The Érd school teaching staff was made up of 16 permanent teachers, 10 of whom lived on-site. The 10-week
courses consisted of 60 working days and 10 Sundays, making each session 480 hours of instruction. The remainder
was devoted to rest and recreation, although most took further instruction. The subjects and hours of instruction
were: general world history, 50; Hungarian history, 40; Hungarian literature and cultural history, 40; introductory
world and Hungarian geography, 15; small-farming science, local and world economic picture, 20; human and
animal hygene, 10; Hungarian culture, 140; questions regarding the fate of Hungarians, 10; citizenship rights and
responsibilities, contracts, 17; co-operative issues, 10; organizational leadership training, 73; military cadet training,
25; summation and discussion, 30. Sunday mornings were taken up by self-improvement sessions, headed by one of
the students, a different one every Sunday. The topics were chosen by the attendees, as were the minutes of the
meetings. During the summer, the Érd school organized summer camps, with seminars and discussions, for middleschool students, pastors, seminarians, teachers and student teachers. The KALOT representatives lost no opportunity
to inform the campers of the movement’s aims and achievements.
In November of 1938, KALOT and the Community Workers Specialty Groups (Egyházközségi
Munkásszakosztályok /Emszo/) formed a mutual working group, within which they carried out common trade
activities. In 1941, the KALOT Trade Association was formed. Its aim was the creation of a wide ranging insurance
coverage for the population, as well as the acquisition of the farming implements and other needs at favorable prices
through group purchasing. In the interest of this need, the Érd school instituted a so-called farm trade course,
popularly called ‘barter-trader course.’ This institutionalized agent training served several purposes, the most
important of which was that the young men no longer worked altruistically for their own people but in a professional
manner, tied to a profit potential.
The cooperation with the Generali Insurance Company resulted in the training of 600 rural insurance agents.
The school at Vértesacsa trained 500 agents with knowledge of news circulation issues in the villages and hamlets.
The Érd school, with cooperation form the Hangya cooperative, produced 200 young men with training as buyeragents for the cooperative. In 1941, there was but one of these residential KALOT high schools, 16 by the following
year and 20 by 1943 (Érd, Csíksomlyó, Szeged, Zirc, Püspöknádasd, Egyházasfalu, Balatonberény, Jánosi,
Palicsfürdő, Hajdúdorog, Szilágysomlyó, Szatmárnémeti, Ungvár, Kisunyom, Vágsellye, Eger, Endrőd, Kecskemét,
Kassa and Vértesacsa). Of the school buildings and related properties, KALOT bought two, built three, rented six
and received nine as donations. Among the denors was Jusztinián Serédi, archbishop of Esztergom, Ferenc Virág,
bishop of Pécs, archduke Joseph and Count József Hunyadi. There were various sized farm properties owned by
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each of the schools, worked by the students. They were the practice fields. The land was usually held through a
foundation or rented to the school.
The number of the educated masses, the talented and ready for action rural young men, grew every year. It
became widely known that land reforms had been carried out in Denmark back in 1921; that they were able to
accomplish this because the farm cooperatives became economic superpowers and were able simply to force it
through. Their 62 populist high schools were churning out educated people in numbers – one third of parliamentary
representatives were from among its graduates. KALOT chose the Danish way as its model. All forms of antigovernment agitation and provocation was avoided by the movement. It was their contention that the stated goals
could be reached without revolutionary force and destruction, avoiding immeasurable human and material loss. The
movement’s achievements in not-quite a decade bear this out.
To solve the movement’s financial problems, the KALOT leadership held, from time to time, donation drives.
Reaction to the drives was varied and accurately mirrored the situation in Hungary at the time. The donation of six
double-bladed plows and a sowing machine was sought from the Manfred Weiss Company, the largest industrial
complex of the country, and a cash donation from prince Esterházy, the largest landowner in the country. Both
turned the request down. To build a cultural center in Szentpéterfa, the residents collected 700 Pengő, the former
residents who had emigrated to the United States donated 1,000 Pengő and the girls and women of the village, who
were working as household servants in Belgium, gave 500 Pengő. In the donation drive to build the populist high
school in Endrőd, the Jewish lumber merchant Sándor Gross gave 10,000 Pengő toward the 56,000 Pengő cost. To
finance the building of the Széchenyi residential school of Egyházasfalu, a bank loan of 50,000 Pengő was required.
The loan guarantee was signed by 150 small farmers – in all probability a unique event in the history of the schools.
After the bank loaned the money, the young farmers – all graduates of the organizer course – went from village to
village in Győr and Sopron counties and soon collected 40,000 Pengő for the expenses of the Széchenyi residential
school. These few examples – out of many – are convincing evidence of the behavior and willingness to sacrifice
among the farming population, the parish priests and caplans. Without their assistance and support, the
achievements of the KALOT movement would have been inconceivable.
At eight of the schools, 10-12 month long sessions were offered for (vegetable)garden operators to lead to the
realization of the “Garden Hungary” idea. Graduates of this course were nationally recognized ‘silver medal small
farmers.’ The course attendees practiced and tried out their abilities and newly learned concepts at the farms
attached to the schools.
The KALOT movement did not recognize any manner of differentiation, based on ethnic or social standing.
Magyar, German, Slovak or Rusyn speaking young men were as at home in the movement as the sons of middle and
small-holders, sharecroppers and farm laborers. Košice (Kassa) was the site of a Slovak-Magyar speaking school,
Užhorod (Ungvár) of a Rusyn-Magyar one; courses were held in the mother tongue of the ethnic students. A
German-Magyar school was prevented from being established in the capital due to the objections of the German
embassy. German speaking youths were sent to Érd or other Trans-Danubian schools, where instruction in German
was available. The school in Szilágysomlyó was tasked with caring for and providing intellectual and monetary
assistance to the Magyars living dispersed in Transylvania.
One of the outstanding achievements of the KALOT movement was the creation of the Jánosi school for
farmers. KALOT was not interested in land reallocation but the prospect of well planned, serious land reforms. It
held that there are three criteria, accepted by scientists and experts, to successful land reform: properties of
acceptable size, farmers with modern agricultural knowledge and resolute diligence, and adequate money for capital
expenditures. The Jánosi school was explicitly set up by the movement in 1941 with the aim of preparing young
farm lads spiritually, intellectually, morally, technically and practically to be able to take action in a large-scale land
reform program in a constructive manner and later to be leaders and propagators of the farmsteading movement.
Theoretical instruction was undertaken by the staff of the National Agricultural School of Rimaszombat. The Jánosi
school had a model farm of 355 acres, with the necessary outbuildings. The school was able to hold two sessions of
the 10-month settler’s course: in 1941-42, with 27 graduates and 1942-43, with 23 graduates. Many of those
attending could not complete the course due to their army call-up.
The graduates of the second class received, beside their diploma, an important promise: after the end of the
war, they will receive a grant of land. This promise was supported by several members of the synod of Catholic
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bishops, namely Jusztinián Serédi, archbishop of Esztergom, the bishops of Vác, József Pétery, of Veszprém, József
Mindszenty, of Győr, Vilmos Apor, of Pécs, Ferenc Virág, to the extent of making the necessary land available and
also supporting the settlement action with cash.
The KALOT leaders were able to obtain from church holdings in Egeg, on a long-term lease and with
favorable terms, approximately 600 acres of arable land, and a bit less of forested area, to provide land for 20 young,
married graduates of the program. The 20 young couples each started out with about 30 acres of tillable land and the
pioneer action represented among the greatest achievements of the KALOT movement and was to have been the
model for the execution of a well planned, wide-ranging land reform. The war’s outcome, and political
developments afterward, prevented the continuation of this ‘realistic utopia.’
Another of KALOT’s tremendous achievements was in the service of culture and folk art. Some of the schools,
Érd especially, had trained folkdance, ~song and ~drama troupes, which put on cultural pefomances in rural areas.
Some even went on to do performances abroad. The KALOT folk ensemble debuted in the City Theater of Budapest
on March 18, 1944 – one day before the German occupation of the country – with a programme of folksongs, dances
and ballads. It was as if they felt what the Hungarian people will need the most in the coming years. The ensemble
reaped a tremendous success with the performance. There were enthusiatic suggestions that the ensembles should
open libraries and be used to spread reform ideas.
The Szekler school opened in Şumuleu Ciuc (Csíksomlyó), designed by Károly Kós and financed by Pál
Teleki, offered a 10-month course in woodcarving, under the supervision of Jenő Szervátius; another woodcarving
course was offered in the Püspöknádasd school under the sculptor Gábor Boda. The work of the talented students
was exhibited abroad, too. Students of the Academy of Applied Arts of Budapest often visited the students of the
Fine Arts Workshop opened in Érd and worked with them. Once, the noted Hungarian artist of his day, Vilmos AbaNovák, visited the Érd school with his students.
Of the numerous and enthusiastic contributors to the KALOT movement, some outstanding ones deserve
recognition: Károly Kós, Jenő Szervátius, Elemér Muharay, István Molnár, Mihály Kerék, György Farkas, József
Ugrin, Károly Magyar, Géza Benárd, Zoltán Kádár, Péter Illéssy, Károly Gaál, Ferenc Jankovich, Imre Somogyi,
Jenő Danis, Ferenc Barasits, Sándor Könnyű and László Miklósi. Father Töhötöm Nagy SJ joined the KALOT
movement in 1938 and, as the vice-president, worked with great success mainly in the area of the press and
publicity. At the end of 1944, on instructions from the KALOT board, Father Nagy and József Ugrin set out to cross
the front lines to Debrecen. At the seat of the temporary government, they did everything possible to ensure the
continued existence and operation of the movement. At this time, KALOT had a paid staff of 195, who did
tremendous work under the supervision of Father Jenő Kerkai SJ, Father Töhötöm Nagy SJ, dr. György Farkas,
József Ugrin, Sándor Meggyesy and dr. Tibor Horányi.
During the existence of the KALOT movement and its schools, a number of lay and church notables paid
visits. Prime Minister Pál Teleki was a true friend and patron of the movement – and undertook to pay the building
costs of the Transylvanian school – made two visits to Érd and engaged in intensive dialogue with the students. The
strangest meeting at Érd took place in the fall of 1941when General Ferenc Farkas Kisbarnaki, commandant of the
Ludovica Military Academy, visited the school with some of his teaching staff, accompanied by a group of 34
academics. What they saw during their visit filled them with enthusiasm and, as a result, invited the teachers of the
Érd school to pay a return visit – accompanied by their students. The return visit took place the following spring.
There was no Catholic rural youth movement in all of Europe in the inter-war period comparable to the
KALOT movement’s effectiveness, strength and accomplishments. Without doubt, the contributions made in the
20’s and 30’s by opposition politicians, scientists, writers, newspapermen and others worked to awaken Hungarian
public opinion. The movement supplied the acts to go with this process. It did them with such intensity, such ways
and means, that even the suspicious, Baroque-spirited members of the upper clergy were unable to harm it. To
counterbalance the distrust of a few members of the synod of bishops, a few friends of KALOT obtained a papal
letter in the fall of 1939 from Pius XII in which the pope sent his blessings on the leaders and members of the
movement and urged them to continue their activities.
Every member of the movement, from its president and unforgettable model, Father Kerkai, down to the last
organizer and member in a rural hamlet, acted in the spirit of István Széchenyi, Nándor Zichy, Ottokár Prohászka,
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Sándor Giesswein, et al. They all worked to their utmost to realize the goals of the organization. Three of them gave
their life for their loyalty to KALOT: the group leader in Etyek, Antal Papp, was stabbed by some Volkbund
members; the director of the Jánosi school, József Gergely, and the secretary of the Rusyn students, András Kutlán,
were killed in 1945 by ‘person or persons unknown.’
During its existence of barely a decade, the influence of the KALOT movement extended to, in round numbers,
four and a half thousand villages and farmsteads, its membership reached half a million. The movement had 20
populist schools, one model village, a political weekly paper Hungarian Planting (Magyar Vetés), a monthly Our
Youth (Ifjúságunk) and a further five papers in Hungarian, Slovak and Rusyn languages. There were, by the end,
35,000 people who had attended the various courses and seminars and were taking an active part in the activities of
the movement, a rural community or the country; there were 20 folklore groups nurturing and transmitting
Hungarian culture. In the central offices, beside the executive, organizational and cultural departments (applied arts
and folk arts groups), there was a department of minorities (Slovak and Rusyn youth organization, as well as a group
to look after the Magyars dispersed in minority status and émigrés), a press and a finance department, which
contributed significantly to the effective work of KALOT.
The political influence of KALOT was especially significant in the villages and solitary farmsteads. The
member of the Iron Cross Party, Kálmán Hubay, openly stated that KALOT’s activities and influence prevented a
greater victory for his party in the 1939 spring elections. The anti-Volksbund organizing and opposition stand to the
Hitler Youth groups by the movement was brave and effective resistance, which will remain an admirable patriotic
act. It will always be to the undeniable credit of KALOT that, with the strong support of the Catholic Church, it was
able to prevent the Levente cadet movement from becoming an organization similar to the Hitler Youth (Hitler
Jugend). It is a fact that the outstanding results of the Independent Smallholders Party (Független Kisgazdapárt
/FKgP/) in the November 1945 elections, and the Democratic Peoples Party in the August 1947 elections was as
much a result of the activities of the KALOT trained young men as their redirecting the National Committees to a
democratic direction.201
Concurrent to the KALOT movement, the Alliance of Catholic Girl Groups, the Sheaf (or head, of wheat), was
formed in the spring of 1936. The new organization’s goals were the care of the women and girls of the villages,
their education: to become conscientious patriots, economically adept, responsible for their family and their country.
Special attention was devoted to their womanly morals and to extending their housewifely knowledge and skills.
The movement was organized by church diocese; the diocese secretary was appointed by the local bishop, on the
recommendation of the movement’s leadership. The education and training of the female leaders was accomplished
by the Sheaf’s own courses and the populist schools. By 1940, the movement had 100 groups with a membership of
6,000.
The populist residential schools of Hungary received substantial support from the youth organizations of the
Reformed churches (Soli Deo Gloria, KIE), not only KALOT. They founded and funded schools in Sárospatak,
Tiszaladány, Szatmár, Kecskemét, Alsónyék, Orosháza, Rónafő and Veszprém. They also had a model village in
Rónafő. In 1939 and 1940, 3,000 farm younsters attended the multi-day courses offered by these populist schools.
Another initiative was the school established in the Pilis mountains North of Budapest, which offered three month
courses for three years. This institution was primarily for teaching agricultural concepts and knowledge. University
lecturer Zoltán Magyary and co-workers started one school in Tata, with courses in law and public administration, to
train talented young rural men in the skills necessary to administer a village.
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3.10. Community Workers Groups (CWG)
The birth of the CWG movement (Egyházközségi Munkásszakosztályok /Emszo/) can be traced back to the
effects of the social encyclical, Quadragesimo anno. The encyclical came in the middle of the Depression, when
every sign pointed to the political and economic bankruptcy of both the liberal-capitalist and socialist-communist
orders, and bared the ideas for a proposed new social order. After the publication of the encyclical, some thoughtful
people (prelate János Mészáros, assistant archbishop of Budapest, parish priest Zsigmond Mihalovics, later the
director of the Actio Catholica /AC/ in Hungary, Endre Zibolen, principal of the model high school and Ferenc
Bihari, retired high school principal) examined its long-term goals and undertook to make the papal thoughts and
ideas known to, and understood by, the working class. After brisk informative actions, the working classes also
began to study the contents of the encyclical. The first CWG groups were organized in 1935, at the same time as the
beginning of the KALOT movement. The first group was started in early 1935 by János Mészáros and Ferenc Bihari
in the Krisztinaváros parish in Budapest; by the spring of 1936, there were 10-12 active groups in the city. In the
course of the year, some intellectual and ‘young gentry’ workers joined the CWG from the University Settlement
movement. (The University Settlement movement was begun by Gyula Tornyos SJ in 1930-31. Under his guidance,
and following his personal example, young university graduates and undergraduates undertook to pay regular visits
to the poverty-ridden sections of the capital and devote time and effort to its youth.) These young workers had
acquired valuable personal excerience while doing social work in a rooming house and hovel suburb of the capital.
Their joining represented a dynamic motivating force and inspiration for the CWG. In the fall of 1936, István Vida
was elected as the coordinating secretary of the CWG; shortly after, the organization began to coordinate its
activities. Noted and notable personalities in the early years were: László Varga SJ, parliamentarian József KöziHorváth, sociologist Vid Mihelics and pastors József Freesz and István Eglis. In 1937, Freesz became the new
director, while Eglis took over media relations.
The CWG took as its primary goal the socio-political, citizenship and world view training and education of its
members and followers. Initially, it rejected that traditional advocacy function – labor organizing – on behalf of
workers. The movement strove to make clear and acceptable, through its educational and instructional activities, that
the social and cultural problems of the working class can be optimally solved through a reliance on Christian ethics
and the fundamental principles of Catholic sociology. This approach is the best assurance – in the opinon of the
movement’s representatives – for the recognition of the personal dignity, freedom and rights of man, both
individually and as a member of society, and that these are the best motivation for an individual to fullfil his civil
obligations. The educational seminars were meant to highlight those differences that exist between the problem
solving methods and means of Catholic sociology and the promises of liberalism and capitalism, and socialism and
communism.
In defining the program of the CWG, the two papal encyclicals served as road signs. Through them, the
students could come to know the truths of Catholic sociology, the almost two millenia of Catholic cultural and social
achievements. The lecturers pointed out the relationship between labor and capital, the right of a worker to
employment and remuneration. This pay must ensure a life of dignity and fulfillment for the worker and his family,
equally culturally, financially and spiritually. The lectures clearly named those forces, which prevented the
emergence of true Christian humanism and civil justice, as well as ruthlessly unmasked those among the Christians
who held back the process of rejuvenation through their loose morals, their indifference or their scandalous social
behavior irreconcilable with their alleged Christian way of life.
The CWG held a grand assembly on May 15, 1938 at the Tattersall, a racetrack in Budapest, where a mixed
crowd of 30,000 workers and intellectuals cheered the presented program, the ‘Hungarian Goal,’ which was the
result of Father László Varga’s and Ferenc Mikos’s multi-year collaboration. It was an impressive fact, wrote Iván
Boldizsár in the 1938, 6. issue of the Catholic Review, that a crowd of this size could be swayed by a movement to
its ideals, which were based on spiritual and moral principles and worked through persuasion. Boldizsár attributed
success to two reasons. One reason was a historical and social need. The movement made its appeal to the masses at
the right moment with real, convincing ideals. The masses reacted positively both to the movement and to the ideals
because both seemed capable of combining radical socialist demands, patriotic feelings and open, yet pratctical,
Christianity. The second important reason he saw in the fact that the movement was led by persons who had the
knowledge, people and organizational skills, were of impeccable character, and also well versed in the effective use
propaganda methods. The pioneers of the CWG realized that organizing the working class around church parishes
was not only possible but distinctly advantageous. Within this framework, the workers affected by Marxist dogma
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were more easily approachable and their moral and religious needs satisfied more easily within a parish setting.
Debates with Marxist trained workers afforded the opportunity to shine a light on the differences between the two
worlds of ideas, Catholic sociology and Marxist class struggle, to explain and clarify the issues.202
The CWG’s program, the Hungarian Goal, contained eleven demands, beginning with the eternal Magyar aim:
an independent Hungary. The second set its sights on the creation of a strong state “because apart from God and
ourselves, we can not put our trust in anyone else.” Other demands were for government refor and a new
constitution that would ensure, on the one hand, the prestige of the country and the freedom of the person, while, on
the other hand, creating a balance between right and responsibility, between freedom and duty; the creation of a
welfare state; the creation of workers’ groups as advocate representative groups; protection for mothers and the
family; “equal pay for equal work for the working woman!”; quick execution of radical land reform and the resettlement program, thus, increasing the number of viable small farms and improving the situation of farm laborers;
a humane solution to the Jewish question, taking into consideration the true interests of the country; support for our
national education and the historical foundations of our Hungarianness, backing for Christianity and assistance for
its constructive works. The final demand was: “Magyar peace in the Carpathian basin.” 200,000 copies were sold of
the 100 page pamphlet discussing the CWG platform. Stressing the independence of the country, immediately after
the annexation of Austria, took courage and a sense of responsibility. Carrying out modern state reforms and civil
changes, fundamentally changing public opinion and moral rejuvenation presupposed the creation and development
of an all-encompassing, ethical movement. KALOT included some of the planks from the CWG platform into its
own.
The CWG did not wish to become embroiled in day-to-day politics, distancing itself from parties and party
interests, preferring, instead, to focus heavily on sports and cultural activities. At meetings, the topics of discussion
were social, economic, historical or arts related. The number of groups increased steadily. After the encouraging
results in Budapest and its environs, groups began to form in other towns and industrial centers. By the end of 1940,
the movement reached 413 groups with a membership of 15,051.203 The heads of individual groups were ordinary
workers, as were most of the executive. In each group, there was an advisor to the executive, usually the local
pastor.
The CWG organization had a media outlet from the very beginning, the first issue of the Catholic Worker
(Katolikus Munkás) was published in December of 1936 – initially as a monthly. Shortly, it was renamed to New
Social Order (Új Szociális Rendre), becoming the weekly New Order (Új Rend) from the spring of 1938. The initial
activities of the CWG, though, were a chain of cultural groups that operated under the aegis of the autonomous
parishes within the political and economic restrictions of the day. The CWG leadership soon realized that the
movement’s further growth, strengthening legal position and other opportunities would necessitate the sort of
change in direction that would prepare and entitle the CWG to take a leadership position in the fight for
improvements in the civil situation of the working class, in the entrenchment of their rights. To ensure these
prospects, the National Vocational Organization of Hungarian Workers (Magyar Dolgozók Országos
Hivatásszervezete /HSZ/) was created in the spring of 1939. The HSZ wanted to extract such an economic
arrangement in which employees and their families could live in human dignity. The vocational organization saw the
creation of a guild-type system as the vehicle to achieve this end.

3.11. National Vocational Organization of Hungarian Workers
The roots of the vocational organization reached back to 1936. At the same as the founding of the KALOT
movement, Father Kerkai and his collaborators also created the Industrial Workers Vocational Organization of
Szeged (Szegedi Ipari Munkások Hivatásszervezete) [in southern Hungary-ed.]. The founding of a new, Christianminded support group for wage earners was felt to be necessary due to the ineffectualness and staleness of most
Social-Christian unions and groups.
The HSZ (Magyar Dolgozók Országos Hivatásszervezete /HSZ/), officially launched in the spring of 1939,
was divided into three national divisions: mining, industry, trade; agricultural population; academic. At the
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organizing general assembly Sándor Meggyesi was elected as president, János Radzik as vice president for industry,
József Pörneczi as v-p for agriculture and Miklós Mednyánszky as v-p for the academic division. Secretaries chosen
for the three departments were István Vida, György Farkas and Tibor Kemény. This new organization supported the
use of confrontational means in the interest of self defense, if it seemed necessary due to the privileged situation of
the employers. The long-range plan of the HSZ was the complete erasure of any prerogatives of capitalists, creating
a peaceful equality between employers and employees. At the same time, it wished to create sense of cooperation
between capital and labor, based on the tenets of the Quadragesimo anno and offer a Christian humanist alternative
to the Marxist-Leninist model. The HSZ was independent of political parties and organized churches, unaffiliated
with any factions. Within five years, it swelled to a membership of 100,000. The organizational structure was
divided into 20 city or county secretariats; continuing education for its membership and functionaries was provided
by specialized courses at ten worker high schools.
According to the organization’s pamphlet of proposed activities, Worker high school curriculum, organization
and direction, the first year was completely devoted to the formation of a view of the world and the spiritual self.
The subject matter of the courses devoted to that end were: The lifeless matter, The living organism, The spirit, The
concept of society, its development to today, The development of Hungarian social and economic life, the worker’s
place within it, The current situation of the Hungarian worker, The society of the future, The spiritual and material
culture of Hungarians, Hungarian literature and arts, Hungarian history, Geography of Hungary, World history,
World geography, Human geography, The universe, Religion, and God. The second year was devoted to the
problems and questions of natural sciences, social sciences, law and economics, as well as general knowledge of
world history, world literature, music and art history, from both a world and Hungarian perspective. In the third
year, students were taught health issues associated with working and the culture of the physical self, the history of
Hungarian society and the Hungarian working man, workers’ organizations, the union movement, finance,
Hungarian civil and individual rights, geopolitics, the history of Hungary’s minorities, music and applied arts, world
literature, world history, the world history of the applied arts, philosophy, and world perspectives. School lecturers
came mainly from among the local intellectuals, many of whom undertook the educational challenge without pay.
The organization maintained itself from membership fees and the cultural funds of the appropriate government
ministries. One of the key supporters of the HSZ was prime minister Pál Teleki.
The vocational organization led various sized pay fights, and other actions, to improve the legal and civil status
of the working class. Before WWII, the biggest salary action organized by the HSZ took place in the Goldberger
textile factory in Budapest, where the workers voted to go on strike. A significant portion of university students took
a position of solidarity with the strikers.
The uniting of the Christian-Socialist union, begun by Sándor Giesswein in Győr, to the vocational
organization was a clear recognition of the multi-faceted productive work of the HSZ. Although there was
occasional tension between the national organization and the Christian-Socialist unions, the common fundamental
principles and the aims for the improvement of the civil status of the workers kept rivalries between acceptable
boundaries.
The national organization presented a detailed program at the end of 1939, stating the vision and demands of
the three classes. Their five objectives were:
1. Recapture the Hungarian worker from “the anti-national and Christ-less road”;
2. Reawaken in the worker a pride in a vocation, lead them to the creation of a new economic order based
on national interests, instead of class war;
3. Prepare for vocational and guild groups through the training of the workers;
4. Provide strong advocacy for the workers, free from politics but supportive of the family and the nation;
5. Laws and regulations appropriate for vocational society must be demanded.
The leaders of the HSZ voiced the above five demands, based on the concrete results of the three classes, as
opportunity or need arose.204 The importance of the organization can best be illustrated by the fact that the HSZ was
banned twice: by the Arrow Cross (nyilaskeresztes) [Hungary’s neo-Nazi party-ed.] at the end of 1944, and by the
Communist at the beginning of 1945.
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Prime minister Pál Teleki was a supporter of the programs of the ‘Hungarian Goal’ and the national vocational
organization. As a statesman and educator, he valued the studied goals of the three movements (KALOT, CWG,
HSZ), to stregthen the Catholic view in their members, increase their human and humane abilities and sense of
national pride; further, that they strove to broaden the general and technical knowledge of the workers, thereby lay
the groundwork for the renewal of the government apparatus, economic life and the rejuvenation of society. At
Teleki’s instigation, the Hungarian Social Peoples Movement /HSPM/ (Magyar Szociális Népmozgalom) was born
in 1940, coordinating the KALOT, CWG and HSZ. This new group acted as an umbrella organization, with the long
term intent to spread and strengthen its influence by amalgamating further organizations. First to join were the
Prohászka circles of Upper Hungary. The joining of the Alliance of Catholic Girl Groups, the Sheaf, and the
Catholic Young Workers movement was in progress.205 The all-encompassing action program of the HSPM was
published at the end of 1940, which stated specific demands for social, political and constitutional reforms.
Prime minister Teleki was well aware of the growing threats represented by Nazi Germany. Hitler was at the
zenith of his power due to his military and political successes. He applied more and more pressure on his ‘allies.’
Teleki was certain that only a well founded moral resistance could ensure success against the growing influence. He
saw the crusial foundation of this spiritual resistance in Christianity, primarily in the Catholic Church, in patriotism
and in a national consciousness. All three spiritual and moral values and behaviors were rooted in the Magyar
millenial past, being the strongest source of resistance in times of peril, especially when the existence of the nation
was at stake. Thus, it was not by accident that both KALOT and CWG wanted to cooperate and develop, on a
Christian basis, with the autonomous parishes. Together with the similar thinking Protestant brethren, they fought
with actions, with deeds, against the threatening danger. Their results were proof that the ‘new paganism’ – as
National Socialism was called in Hungary – could be effectively countered.
Achieving their aims was doubly difficult for the organizers of KALOT and CWG. The were faced not only
with the Leftist views of the socialist unions but also the reservations and mistrust of the workers toward the
churches, primarily the Catholic Church. The attitude of the workers was not without some foundation. The image
of the ‘high clergy’, the many bishops and leading Catholic personalities with their Baroque-feudal attitudes and
lifestyles rightly drew criticism, mistrust and rejection. These circles’ struggle for worldly power resulted in the
neglect of their appointed tasks – the teaching of Christianity and the tireless spreading of the Word – made the task
of task of disseminating the truths of Christianity among the workers, spreading the teaching of Catholic sociology,
significantly more difficult. Only by being aware of these circumstances are the achievements of KALOT, CWH
and HSZ show their true value, dimension and significance.
Through the ‘Hungarian Goal’ program, notable results were achieved in the service of a modern Christian
humanism. The Hungarian Social Peoples Movement, with more than 700,000 members, could have emerged as a
significant political entity in the process of Catholic rebirth. It was not by accident that the First Secretary of the
Hungarian Communist Party, Mátyás Rákosi, launched violent attacks on these movements in early 1945 and
demanded their dissolution.206

3.12. International events
International events and outstanding achievements in sports contributed to bolster national pride and tacit
resistance. Some of the more notable events were: the celebrations and events scheduled during the so-called Saint
Emery (Imre) year, 1930, to commemorate the 900th anniversary of the death of Prince Saint Emery, the son of
Hungary’s first king; the IV. World Scouting Jamboree hosted in 1933 (more on it later); the XXXIV. World
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Eucharistic Congress in 1938, held in commemoration of the 900th anniversary of the death of King Saint Stephen,
the apostolic founder and first king of Hungary. For Hungary, these were significant events both on the world stage
and at home.
In 1930, the Saint Emery year, events were scheduled all over the country from April to November. There were
religious celebrations (people’s crusades, religious processions, pilgrimages, etc.), commemorative sessions at
academies and scientific institutions, international conferences, statue dedications and unveilings, and other cultural
homages. Official guests and lecturers came from 12 countries (Belgium, Germany, France, Holland, Italy, Austria,
Poland, Switzerland, Spain, Czechoslovakia, the Vatican and the United States). At the gala events, seven cardinals
were in attendance: the papal legate, Cardinal Sincero, Bourne (Westminster), Faulhaber (Munich-Freising), Hlond
(Gnesen-Posen), Pfiffl (Vienna), Laritone (Palermo) and Serédi (Esztergom). Among the Austrian guests were Ignaz
Seipel, Leopold Kuntschak, Johannes Messner, Friedrich Funder, Friedrich Schreyvogel, Alma Matika-Seitz.
Among the highlights of the 1930 celebrations was the eucharistic procession on August 19 by the Danube
River, on whose banks a crowd of 600,000 followed in reverence and national pride, followed by the traditional
Procession of the Holy Right Hand [the mummified right hand of King Saint Stephen-ed.] on the following day, this
time with 800,000 devotees in attendance. Both events were powerful demonstrations of Hungarian Catholicism,
along with a compelling stand behind the statehood vision of the founding king, and his son, who was held up as the
model for Hungarian youth. The repeated sympathy and approval expressed by the visitors doubtlessly raised
Hungary’s international stature and contributed reducing Hungary’s international political isolation. The ceremonial
orators and speakers encouraged the Hungarian Catholics on continuing the spiritual and religious renewal.207
In the mid-30’s, European Catholic public opinion was that the World Eucharistic Congress, scheduled for
1938, should again be held in Europe. In acquiescing to those wishes, Budapest was named as the host city. The
Congress lasted from May 25 to 30. One of the decisive factors was that the date fell in the 900th year of the death of
the first Christian king of Hungary and the country wished to commemorate the date with special festivities. When
the site of the 1938 Congress was announced at the XXXIII. Congress in Manila, no one suspected that the date,
May, would put Budapest into an especially significant position of world-wide interest – a mere two months after
the annexation of Austria by Germany. In light of this significance, Pope Pius XI named Cardinal Eugenio Pacelli
papal legate. The importance of the event was further signified by the attendance of 14 more cardinals: Gerlier
(Lyon), Hinsley (Westminster), Piazza (Venice), Goma (Toledo), Kaspar (Prague), Tappouni (Beyrouth), Fossati
(Turin), Verdier (Paris), Hlond (Posnan), van Roey (Brussels), Dougherty (Philadelphia), Kakowski (Krakow),
Ascalesi (Naples), Serédi (Esztergom), 37 archbishops, 196 bishops, as well as a number of noted personalities of
the Church.
Regent Miklós Horthy, himself a member of the Reformed Church, received the papal legate – the later Pope
Pius XII – with exceptional deference. The head of state, with his Catholic wife, prime minister Béla Imrédy and the
Catholic members of the government were visibly present at a number of events. Unfortunately, it had be noted,
with some trepidation that, among the church and lay notables of the world assembled in Budapest, as among the
pilgrim masses, the official representatives of the German and Austrian Catholics were absent.
The official speakers, even the cardinal legate himself, repeatedly spoke of the millenial battle fought by the
Magyar Christians against their enemies. “This mission of Hungary still exists today, Hungary must remain the
protective bastion of Christian civilization and peace. In Europe, force and false creeds are on a rampage,
endangering harmony among peoples and the necessary cooperation in the service of human advancement. The
Hungarians of the present are as much the bastion of Catholic culture against the anti-Catholic violence and the
attack of the false doctrines, as in the past” wrote Count Dalla Torre, editor-in-chief of the Vatican’s paper,
Osservatore Romano.208
On May 29, Sunday, the cardinal-legate celebrated Mass on Hero’s Square in Budapest in front of half million
people. After the High Mass, Pope Pius XI addressed the gathered masses through radio. In the afternoon, a
grandiose procession from the Basilica of Saint Stephen to Hero’s Square brought an end to the XXXIV World
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Eucharistic Congress. The closing speech by Cardinal Pacelli, in German, had to be broadcast from the building of
the Budapest radio station due to a passing storm. His speech was aired by every radio station in Europe – with the
exception of Germany (and Austria). The cardinal alluded to the then-current political situation: “It is not the
Church’s mission to take a stand in purely worldly affairs and expediencies, in relation to various systems and
methods, which may come into consideration as solutions to today’s problems. The service of truth and global
promotion of brotherly love precludes any restriction, rigidity or partiality of its mission. If, however, some strident
voices repeat – even embroider – earlier false tenets and attempt to bring about the deliverance of the individual and
the community without Christ, in fact, opposed to Christ, then the hour of Eritis mihi testes (be my witnesses) has
arrived. Then everyone, who stands on Christ’s side and see in him God’s final word to humanity, has the sacred
duty to combat these false advances and, out of love and without fear, come to the protection of the concept of
Instaurare omnia Christo (renew everything in Christ). … Lord – continued Cardinal Pacelli –, make each of us a
witness, a professer of faith, an apostle of love. Make all those who assembled here in Your name, and those who
are united with You in spirit at this solemn occasion, willing and able to confront the revolution of clenched fists
with the peaceful transformation of hearts and thus light the fire of brotherly love, which You brought to Earth, in
this present turbulent storm. Allow peoples to realize again that which unites them, according to Your will and
divine commandment, instead of that which separates them as men. Give them, and all those in whose hand rests the
power to guide their lives, the strength bring about a justice which is even, balanced and honorable, it being the firm
foundation of a real and lasting prosperity …”209
Hungary and its capital was at the center of world news for five days. During these days, the Hungarian people
demonstrated to the world its devotion to Christianity, its willingness for peace and its hospitality. From a political
and international view, the XXXIV. World Eucharistic Congress in Budapest was an imposing and brave
demonstration against both totalitarian ideologies – National Socialism and Bolshevism –, which threatened the
values and achievements of the Christian West.210
Also worthy of mention is the meeting in 1936 held in Budapest of the committee for intellectual cooperation
of the United Nations. Within its framework, timely questions regarding the humanism associated with educating
man was also discussed. Many of Europe’s outstanding intellectual personalities were present, Béla Bartók, Karel
Capek, Georges Duhamel, Thomas Mann and Paul Valéry. The émigré Thomas Mann spoke on behalf of the ‘other
Germany,’ who raised his voice in defence of the values of humanism. (Exactly a half century later, the European
Cultural Forum was meetin in Budapest on October 15 – 25, 1985, with the cooperation of the 35 signatories of the
Helsinki document. The topic: better cultural understanding and cooperation in Europe.)
Hungary’s international stature, and the pride of the nation at home, was greatly bolstered by the extraordinary
success of the Hungarian athletes in the 1936 Berlin Olympics. Of the 51 countries represented, Hungary placed
third, after Germany and the United States, with 10 gold, 1 silver and 6 bronze medals.

3.13. Youth organizations
The Foederatio Emericana [named after King Saint Stephen’s son, prince Emery-ed.] was the most extensive
and influential youth and social organization in inter-war Hungary. Its motto was: Back to religion, back to the
heritage of Saint Stephen, to Catholicism. The Emericana gathered the Catholic students of Hungary – and graduates
– in an organization modelled on Germany’s Burschenschaften. The founder, in 1921, was the Cistercian abbot Illés
(Elias) Bitter. The organization and spiritual guidance of the association was in the hands of Elemér (Elmer)
Schwarz, a university lecturer, also a member of the Cistercian order. The Emericana was organized into companies,
each made up of the students of the various regions of the country. The organization had religious, social and
welfare goals but first and foremost, it labored to provide moral and financial support for its members, to make
practicing Catholics of them. The Foederatio Emericana had a membership in excess of 16,000 in 1941. The chief
editor of the Emericana, János Kalmár, in 1942 published a summary of 55 companies.
The Emericana had excellent welfare institutions, such as boarding facilities and cafeterias at colleges, to ease
considerably the tuition, room and board problems for students from modest circumstances. Needy students could
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also apply for clothing and money allowances. Former Emericana students (seniors) could assume active roles, with
their wives and daughters, within the confines of a company. Thus, they could offer effective aid in social
readjustment to the rural students flooding into university towns. Furthermore, some seniors had excellent contacts
among the administration figures. With their help, finding jobs or securing promotions also became easier for
members of the association.
The Communist and ‘fellow traveller’ press – often the civil press, as well – tried, and to a degree tries even
today, to stamp, with no differentiation, all the religious, social, cultural, welfare and political bodies of the Catholic
Church as conservative and Right-wing.
The actions of the Catholic organizations and their institutions truly reflected the wealth of modern ideals and
actions on behalf of religious renewal and their political goals. This fact was not surprising. The Catholic camp
made up 64 percent of the population in 1930, meaning 5.6 million believers; in 1941, 65.7 percent of the population
(6.1 million) declared themselves as Catholics. The influence of the Church extended to every social strata. At the
same time, it became the recipient of their often divergent political, social, welfare and economic problems.
Differences, as a result, are noticable within individual organizations and institutions, such as among the Catholic
students. The Saint Emery colleges and students of the Saint Emery circles – mainly the offsprings of well-to-do
families – saw and felt the political and social problems in a different light from the Emericana members, who
mainly came from poor, or at least modest, families and lived in more modest student housing. It was, thus,
understandable that these students were more in tune with the ideas and problems presented by the Voice of our Age,
Vigil, KALOT, CWG, HSZ, the settlement movement, the populist writers, than the various groups of the ‘Saint
Emerys.’
A significant part of the young members of the Emericana supported the demands for land reforms, published
rural sociographic studies, joined the camp of reform Catholicism, and demanded moral rejuvenation and ‘a
reasoned progression’ of changes. They unequivocally rejected both forms of totalitarianism (National Socialism
based on racial theory and Communism based on class struggle). These young people wanted to enlarge their store
of general knowledge. For example, masses of them participated in the high-quality lectures of the Catholic Summer
University, begun in 1933, and the association’s social courses.
Although the Emericana did not officially take part in the March 15 commemorations in 1937 but was
represented at the March Front protests in the garden of the National Museum. The large number of Emericanas
were easily recognized by their distinctive green hats. Even a majority of the organizers were wearing them. The
protesting open meeting went well (as recounted earlier), the listeners applauded enthusiastically after the speeches
by Lajos Zilahy and Géza Féja and the 12 point platform of the March Front. Similar protest meetings cum
commemorations were also held in other university cities. The members of the Emericana took an active part in the
organizing of these protests, with the exception of those in Debrecen, the capital of Calvinism. The mutual contacts
and debates between the various student organizations eventually led to some of the student in the Saint Emery
colleges and circles to express an interest in the problems of the age. They began to express views over the existing
circumstances, assuming more responsibility for solutions to the social problems. They were not loath to take part in
protests organized in conjunction with other student organizations, either.
At the end of the 30’s, the Emericana supported the policies of Béla Imrédy, which were popular throughout
the country at the time (the Eucharistic World Congress, the First Vienna Arbitral Award, etc.). Imrédy was held in
high esteem, as a committed Catholic, an excellent financial expert and representative of foreign affairs oriented
towards England. The radical shift in his views created great disillusionment in Emericana circles, too. The greatest
political achievement of the Emericana was that it could keeps its members distanced from the influences of both
National Socialism and its Hungarian variant, the Arrow Cross Party. It fought with equal conviction against the
dangers of Bolshevism, also. Hence, it was not coincidental that when Interior Minister László Rajk banned about
1,500, mainly religious, organization in July of 1946, the Foederatio Emericana was among them.211
The Turul Association was a politically active group, represented in about 70 universities and colleges. Each of
the groups enjoyed extreme independence, with only loose ties to the center. They enjoyed widespread support from
the government but were also under strong influence from the same. The Turul organization was run by a central
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command, under a chief commander. The leading functionaries of the Turul Association were, in part, high ranking
political functionaries – some parliamentary representatives, some in the upper echelons of public administration.
The Turul Association was primarily a ‘home’ for Protestant students. Members had an especially strong sense of
nationalism and national pride, under the influence of Dezső Szabó. The majority of the membership leaned towards
the political Right, but there were some among them who counted as Liberals, as conservatives and as Leftists; there
were a good number who expressed sympathy with the populists. Some of the populist writers supported the Turuls
who who sympatized with them against those who relied heavily on government support. For a short period, the
writer János Kodolányi edited the newspaper of the Turul Association, the National Guard (1939-1940).
A comradely association, similar to the Turul Association, was the Hungária Association of Magyar
Technicians (Hungária Magyar Technikusok Egyesülete), which was for the students of the technical university. Its
organization was according to the subjects being studied. The politics of the day played only a minor role in its
activities [like engineers everywhere-ed.]. A number of Hungária members were also members of other student
unions, as well.212
The medical faculty students had their own Csaba Benevolent Association (Csaba Bajtársi Egyesület).
Aside from these, there were a number of smaller but extremely active groups, such as the Piarist Student
Union (Piarista Diákegylet), the Soli Deo Gloria, the National Széchenyi Association (Országos Széchenyi
Szövetség), the University Circle (Egyetemi Kör), the Saint Stephen Benevolent Union (Szent István Bajtársi
Egyesület). Of note were the umbrella organizations: Hungarian Ethnic Student Union (Magyar Nemzeti
Diákszövetség /MNDSZ/), the National Association of Hungarian College and University Students (Magyar
Egyetemi és Főiskolai Diákok Országos Szövetsége /MEFHOSZ/), the National Union of Catholic Students
(Országos Magyar Katolikus Diákszövetség), and the National Union of Protestant Students (Országos Magyar
Protestáns Diákszövetség). The MEFHOSZ was active with advisory activities, distributing social welfare, obtaining
and distributing train and theater tickets.213
The concept, Regnum Marianum, was associated with two of the most productive Catholic youth programs: the
best known scout troop in Budapest and an extremely active Congregation of Mary group. A group of Catholic
religion teachers formed a ‘work group at the turn of the century in Budapest to be able to work intensively with the
young, especially high schoolers, in their spiritual and religious education. The private initiative became a
productive movement with the support of Church persona, among them Ottokár Prohászka and Bishop Count
Gusztáv K. Majláth. Count Majláth purchased the house at 50 Damjanich Street and made it available to the
Regnum Marianum. There were dormitories, lecture rooms, a large hall with a stage, kitchen, other facilities and a
playground in the garden. The four storey house also gave home to some teachers of religion. One afternoon each
week, the members of the Congregation met, on another afternoon, the scouts. The majority of the Congregation
members were scouts and vice versa. The doors of the house were always open to interested parties for personal
talks.
The Regnum was dedicated to encourage religious experience, to bolster a Christian view of the world and
Hungarian nationalism. The wealth of human values and technical capabilities of the priests and other outstanding
coworkers of the Regnum Marianum ensured a rich opportunity for the scouts and congregationists to enrich both
their characters and knowledge under the tutelage of these pedagogues. Through the tutoring of such people, whose
solid faith, well founded knowledge and modern social understanding, the Regnum Marianum acquired social
importance. Still, it was more valuable in the developing Catholic rejuvenation, as well as its contributions to the
religiosity of the Catholic intellectuals and middle class.
Among the youth organizations, the scouting association was of exceptional significance. The scouting
movement was begun by Lord Baden-Powell in 1907 in England. At the urging of Dr. Aladár Szilassy, the
Reformed Youth Association of Budapest formed the first scout troop in Budapest three years later. Shortly
afterwards, the two best known scout troops in Budapest were formed: in the Piarist college and the Regnum
Marianum. They were in existence until their final prohibition in 1948. The Hungarian Scouting Association was
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formed in 1912 by Alajos Izsóf, Béla Megyercsy, Gyula Papp and Sándor Sík. Their official paper was the Physical
Education for Boys (Ifjúsági Testnevelés).
The genius of the scouting concept lay, then as now, in the universally acceptable fundamental idea of a strong,
healthy, valuable youth. The methodology – all activity initially carried out in small groups, the patrols – was of
pioneering innovation and worked to perfection. After the fall of the Hungarian Soviet, the Hungarian Scouting
Association was reestablished. In 1922, in Megyer, there were 2,000 scouts from 53 troops competing in a contest
[obstacle course and outdoor knowledge-ed.] between patrols. This was the year the Count Teleki was named to the
post of Chief Scout, a position he held for the remainder of his life, remaining a dedicated supporter of scouting
throughout his entire life. Girl scouts also found a place in the Hungarian Scouting Association, forming their
independent organization in 1922.
In the early 30’s, a group of rover scouts – over 18 years – took up an interest in sociography. They had their
own publication, the Young Hungarians (Fiatal Magyarság), aimed at the thoughtful young. It became the forum of
honest and open debates. The chief mover behind the publication and spiritual mentor from its beginning was
Sándor Sík. The successes of this youth movement were unmistakable. This was reflected not only in the growing
number of scout troops but in the integrating power of scouting. For the first time, apprentices, young workers, high
schoolers and older students lived and worked together in total equality within the parameters of scouting during the
inter-war period. The scouts worked unswervingly to break down the walls separating the religions, a problem that
created serious tensions in post-war Hungary.
The foreign contacts, good standing and sporting achievements of the Hungarian scouts were significant and
contributed to erasing the bitter remnants of Hungary’s foreign isolation. One of their outstanding achievements was
reached by hosting the IV. World Jamboree in Gödöllő. The camp, held between August 4 and 18, 1933, welcomed
26,000 scouts from 32 countries of five continents. The campers spoke 30 different languages and represented 14
religions; daily, 40 – 50,000 visitors saw the sights and events. During the Jamboree, 844 special trains were
dispatched to Gödöllő; the post office handled 319,476 items of mail. There were 1,516 radio broadcasts of and from
the jamboree; the camp newspaper, Hungarian Scout (Magyar Cserkész), was printed on 24 pages, in five
languages, with a circulation of 20,000.214 This global review, this marshalling of hosts, this meeting of peoples was
all the more a Hungarian accomplishment of great pride since this wonderful event took place during the Depression
and after the coming to power of National Socialism. The campers and visitors alike took away positive opinions
regarding the wish-for-peace and hospitality of the Hungarian people.
The significance of the scouting movement – in 1935, there were 50,000 registered scouts –, and the shift in
the international situation, posed new questions, for which the leaders of the movement had to find adequate
answers. Pál Teleki, Sándor Sík and Dezső Major suggested the path of ‘intensive introspection’ and a deeper
nurturing. Győző Temesi, Ferenc Farkas and Béla Kolozsváry, on the other hand, proposed an alignment to
international shifts and support of everyday programs. Moreover, they stressed that the Hungarian Scouting
Association was not only an institution of character building but also as a preparatory program to guard the
homeland.
The increasing pressure exerted by National Socialism was also felt by the scouting association. The extreme
Right-wing parliamentarian Imre Palló, launched an attack against the scouts on the floor of the House (Nov. 13,
1940). While Pál Teleki was alive, the Chief Scout provided certain protection for the scouts. The association was
also able to avoid being merged into the young militia organization, the Levente. The avid and active scout troops
established contacts with the Hungarian scouts active in the re-annexed parts of Slovakia, Transylvania and subCarpathia, visiting and camping with them. The most noteworthy achievement of the association during the 40’s was
the cultivation and proliferation of the folk movement, of Hungarian folk tales, folk art and folk dance. During the
40’s, a third of the scouts, or about 16,000 of them, belonged in some way to the folk movement. These activities
gave greater depth of patriotism to the population, clarified its sense of national identity and was able to counteract
significantly the effects of the propaganda directed from the Third Reich.
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After WWII, in June of 1946, the scouting association, along with countless other youth groups, fell prey to
Interior Minister Rajk’s decree of dissolution for 1,500 associations. The minister later changed the decree covering
the scouts and made possible a certain co-opted ‘fellow traveller’ existence until May of 1948.215
The Levente groups essentially came into existence as a result of law 1921/LIII, which decreed the need for
physical education. The law made it mandatory for every young male under 21 to become a member of the Levente
Movement. The movement’s goals were the raising of strong, healthy, productive and disciplined young men, the
development of their physical and mental abilities, their endurance and aptitude. Levente activities were led by
specially trained Levente instructors. Apart from physical education, their activities encompassed continued training
of the mind, as well. Law 1939/II introduced the requirement for the preparation for military service of all males
from age 12. It is undeniable that the Levente movement was semi-military in nature, yet, within the movement,
there were presented opportunities – in line with the original founding concepts – to take part in rich, varied and
useful programs of health, hygene and education.
The Levente movement, due to its universal coverage extending to every youth, was a vehicle of equality. Rich
or poor, city or rural youth were equally bound to take part in the program. Achievements were recognized based
strictly on personal achievements. As a result of the sports facilities created by the Levente movement (arenas,
tracks, swimming pools), the general popularity of of mass sports increased. Another gain was a certain increase in
the travel mobility of the young men of the villages when they took part in county sporting meets or military training
exercises. The lion’s share of the Levente movement, especially in the villages, was shouldered by schoolteachers
and church figures. This fact gave rise to the opportunity for increased mentoring of the young in religion and
patriotism, in hygene, history, geography, literature and the various folk arts. Of course, the attitude of the local
representatives influenced the effectiveness of local instruction as the attitude and support of the district Levente
commander.
With the parallel growth of Germany and the Hungarian Right-wing, their pressure grew as well on Hungarian
youth organizations. Significant forces urged the existing youth organizations to merge with the Levente movement
after the fashion of the Hitler Jugend, and the eventual re-education of the Hungarian youth in the spirit of National
Socialism. Due to the significant influence it wielded among the farming youths, KALOT was the target of
extremely active attacks.
A respectable amount of resistance developed against the unifying attempts which, with the definite support of
the Christian churches, took on added weight. With the backing of the synod of Catholic bishops, and the palpable
sympathy toward KALOT in the Levente headquarters, an agreement was reached between the Levente organization
and KALOT – signed on October 18, 1941 by Major General Béldy and Colonel Kudriczky for the Levente
organization and Jenő Kerkai SJ and Töhötöm nagy SJ on behalf of KALOT. The accord contained the following
ten clauses:
1. The KALOT leaders will encourage the interest of its field staff in service in the Levente movement.
The Slovak, Rusyn and Catholic South Slav (Croatian) sections will propagate the Levente.
2. The KALOT will present its annual plan to the Levente National Headquarters (Levente Országos Kp.
/LOK/)
3. The KALOT will make its populist schools available for Levente leadership training.
4. KALOT will make its central staff available to write program and advertising material for Levente.
5. KALOT, as a religious organization, will institutionally direct its members toward Levente units.
6. KALOT will share with the Levente units, through LOK, the material collected for the Hungarian
Programme Central, founded by KALOT.
7. KALOT will assign a co-ordinator with LOK.
8. KALOT will omit sporting and exclusively patriotic events from the programs at its grass roots groups.
At such events, KALOT members will attend as part of Levente units.
9. KALOT undertakes to enforce strict reviews that, according to its by-laws, local units refrain from
even seeming involvement with current politics.
10. KALOT is free to engage in all activities allowed by the by-laws, as sanctioned by the Interior
Ministry.
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The pact enabled the almost-unhindered continuation of KALOT’s work – having had to cede only the
handling of sporting activities to the Levente. The leaders in LOK admitted that the creation of patriotic feelings,
mindset and ideals among Hungarian youths was best left to well trained populist pedagogues. This realization made
possible the utilization of a large number of KALOT-school trained educators. The third point of the pact
relinquished the KALOT schools, with their teaching and educational staff, for use as Levente leadership training
facilities. Through this point, KALOT actually gained a means of passing on its experience, view of the world and
reformist plans to the attendees of the three-week Levente courses.
An impressive, and valiant, affirmation of the cooperation between Levente and KALOT was the attendance
of a Levente troop, under the command of Major General Alajos Béldy, at a public Mass celebrated on Hero’s
Square. Those present, including the national director of youth militia training and physical education, all took
Communion. This affirmation was repeated by the general and a Levente troop in Weimar, where they all attended a
Catholic Mass. This behavior was a convincing public demonstration against the ‘new paganism,’ no less than a
Béldy address, delivered at a youth educational congress in Vienna, where the national director spoke of the
necessity of religious-ethical instruction. These events and demonstrations undoubtedly contributed to the strong and
effective stand taken by the KALOT young men, the scout and Levente troops against the inciting campaign from
the extreme Right and the Hitler Jugend agitators sent to Hungary from Germany. In the end, though, it was thanks
to this development that the vast majority of Hungarian youth did not take a significant role in organizations of
either the extereme Left or the Right.216
The writer and newspaperman, Iván Boldizsár, observed in 1934 in the periodical Hungarian Youth (Fiatal
Magyarság) that the youth of Hungary did not take a position on either the Left or the Right but were merely present
on both sides; the young of Hungary tend toward the Right in spiritual and intellectual matters, in its beliefs and
politics, while orienting toward the Left in its economic and socio-political concepts. With this general statement,
Boldizsár legitimately portrayed the orientation of the majority of the young people. It must, however, be stressed
that the concept ‘Right-leaning,’ in the inter-war period, essentially meant having a strong national identity, while
‘Leftist orientation’ was a cypher for demands for social reforms.
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Epilogue
This study wished to treat Hungary’s situation and important events as they happened between the two wars.
Beside a critical analysis Hungarian society, its political, economic and cultural development, the study mainly
strove to present those spiritual trends, reform ideals and movements (populism, Catholic rejuvenation, KALOT,
CWG, HSZ, youth organizations, etc.), whose aim was the fundamental reform of Hungarian society, the
accomplishment of greater social justice and the creation, through peaceful means, of parliamentary democracy.
The study shows, with supporting facts, that, in the realms of socio-politics, culture, economics and education,
significant results and concepts were born. The forces of reform denounced social shortcomings, effected a change
in perception, achieved effective activities and fought for the creation of important legal forms. A few of the
outstanding members of the different branches of the sciences, literature, music and the arts were noted by name,
with the intention of providing evidence that the pre-conditions were present for growth, creativity and enrichment
in those areas.
Hence, it is not too bold a statement to make that, between 1935 and 1944, intellectual debates and initiatives
regarding the necessary and achievable reforms for the present and the future reached such an intensity and
comprehensiveness as to be without precedent in modern Hungarian history, the years between 1945 and 1948
excepted. Still, the attempts at reforms, the outstanding achievements, general accolades at international events and
sporting victories could not, in their entirety, disguise the fact that serious problems awaited solutions in inter-war
Hungary. The study, in presenting the developments, the reform movements and their accomplishments, wished to
demonstrate the untenability of the false, one-sided or intentionally negative picture painted of these years by
Communist politicians, historians and reporters. The ‘official’ view of the social and economic backwardness of
Hungarian society of the day, after comparison with the developmental levels of the other countries of the region,
needs to be corrected.
The levels reached in quantity and quality of agricultural production, in comparison with neighbouring
countries, are in no way an embarrassment. Especially noteworthy were advances in cattle breeding, increased milk,
meat, vegetable and fruit yields, improvements in the quality of grains, and the creation of a canning industry
(Globus Industries). Important official initiatives were made in support of the quantitative and qualitative
improvements, as well as to better the circumstances of the largest social class, the farmers. Beside the concentrated
support of the populist schools, there was substantial growth in the number of agricultural schools, special courses
and student attending. County and district agricultural agents were sent to dispense advice. They initiated or
supported various activities (animal husbandry, breeding registries, new ways of selling milk and milk products, the
creation of cooperatives, etc.). These were all intended to prepare for, and gradually execute, a well-planned land
reform, a more equitable distribution of national revenues, besides quickly improving the situation of the farming
class. The cited initiatives were meant to show that, under certain conditions – knowledge, hard work, adequate
financial backing – small and medium farms could compete with large farms in every respect. Furthermore, the
increase of independent and viable farming units was an extremely important political and socio-political
requirement, as well as in the national and social interest. A vital farming population could most effectively ensure
the dependable rejuvenation of both the upper and middle classes.
In the area of industrialization, the growth in electricity generation was especially significant. In 1921,
Hungary generated 276 million kilowatts of power, quadrupling to 1 billion kilowatts by 1938; in 1929, there were
3,500 kms. of transmission lines vs. 12,000 kms. by 1938; by 1938, 71 percent of the population lived in an
electrified home. The years following WWI saw the electrification of the Vienna-Budapest railway. Besides
pharmaceutical products and lightbulbs, the Bánki-Csonka motors enjoyed an international reputation, along with
the Déri-Bláthy-Zipernovszky transformers, electric and diesel railway engines (Kandó), gas turbines (Jendrassik)
and the products of the “Gamma” factories. The proportion between heavy-industry, light-industry and agriculture
(36 percent-26 percent-29 percent) proceeded favorable and essentially reflected the natural resources of the
country.217 The discovery of extensive bauxite deposits made possible the creation of a significant aluminum
industry, the discovery of oil fields the creation of a petrochemical industry.
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The retail sector went through rapid expansion, as well. The network of retail stores in Budapest was on
complete par with any comparable European city. Of the 1941 population of Hungary, 48.7 percent worked in
agriculture, 34.9 percent in industry, mining, transportation and trade, and 16.4 percent in other fields. The cultural
and educational policies of the 30’s had further significant achievements as well, which this study has treated earlier,
supporting its conclusions with facts and figures.
The effective socio-political direction of the Bethlen government (József Vass, Minister of Welfare and Labor)
continued through the 30’s. Notable new achievements were the gradual introduction of the eight-hour work-day, –
and an aside that, until the end of WWII, Hungary had 20 official holidays other than Sundays – the provision for a
minimum wage, social insurance, paid vacations and an extension of advocacy (union) rights.
The National Public Health Institute (Országos Közegészségügyi Intézet /OKI/) was created in 1925, making
significant advances against infant mortality, infectious diseases and lagging hygene. In 1937, the government
mandated a public health expert to the staff of each county’s Vice-Constable (alispán, the elected administrative
head of a county), following it up a year later by naming a welfare counsellor to the staff of each county’s High
Constable (főispán, the Crown appointed head of a county). Their task was to discover the reasons for economic and
social tensions and recommend actions to be taken. Some of the noted socio-political figures of the era – worthy
successors of József Vass – deserve special mention: Lajos Esztergár, Farkas Heller, Béla Johan, Béla Kovrig and
Zoltán Magyary. The acme of socio-political activities was the creation, in 1940, of the National Folk and Family
Protection Foundation (Országos Nép- és Családvédelmi Alap /aNCSA/, 1940 / XXIII. tc.). Its aim was to ensure,
on an ongoing basis, opportunities for livelihood and respectable existence for those classes of society who required
assistance. Notable succeses were also achieved in the realm of public health. It is worth noting, other than what has
been presented previously, that during this short period, more than 100 hospitals were built; the number of hospital
beds was doubled. In the early 20’s, 250-270,000 sick people received hospital care; by the end of the 30’s, that
number had risen to 700-750,000.
Hungary’s population in 1920 was 7,990,202, in 1930 it was 8,688,319 (when 42.5 percent of the population
lived in towns larger than 10,000) and in 1937 it was 9,034,815.
During the 30’s, approximately 200,000 Hungarian tourists travelled abroad. In the same period, about 200,000
people spent their vacation at resorts in Hungary, half at Lake Balaton. By the end of the 30’s, there were over 6,000
sports camps, 1,300 active sporting associations with a combined membership of 120,000.
In 1937 Hungary, 16,474 associations of various types were active with a combined membership of 3 million,
representing about one third of the country’s population: 25.5 percent of the clubs were of an entertainment or
relaxation nature, 16.5 percent were special or technical associations, 9.6 percent were sporting clubs, 9 percent
were of an aid and assistance nature, 8.1 percent were cultural groups and 5.5 percent were artistic or literary circles.
The number of regularly published magazines and periodicals reached 1,477 in 1934, 1,358 of them in the
Hungarian language; the country had 86 daily newspapers. In the same year, 3,920 books were published. The
Budapest of 1936 had the following daily newspapers: Today (A Mai Nap), The Evening (Az Est), Budapest Gazette
(Budapesti Hírlap), Independence (Függetlenség), Evening Courier (Esti Kurír), Hungarian Evening (Esti
Magyarország), Hungarians (Magyarság), Fresh News (Friss Újság), Little Paper (Kis Újság), Hungarian Gazette
(Magyar Hírlap), Hungary (Magyarország), National News (Nemzeti Újság), New Generation (Új Nemzedék),
People’s Voice (Népszava), Neues Politisches Volksblatt, Pester Lloyd, 8 O‘clock News (8 Órai Újság), Pest Gazette
(Pesti Hírlap), Pest Diary (Pesti Napló), New Hungarians (Új Magyarság) and News (Újság). They were joined by
seven political weeklies: The Morning (A Reggel), Monday’s Diary (Hétfői Napló), Hungarian Monday (Magyar
Hétfő), The Morning News (Reggeli Újság), Freedom (Szabadság), New Furrow (Új Barázda) and Dawn (Virradat).
In 1925, there were 17,000 radio sets in use in Hungary, 420,000 by 1938; in 1923, there were 55,000
telephones installed, 126,000 by 1938.
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The transportation fleet of Hungary consisted of 6,415 trucks and 1,462 motorcycles in 1925, growing to
16,609 and 9,525 respectively by 1935.218 The average income in 1937 Hungary was $120US, as compared to $190
in Austria, $170 in Czechoslovakia, $100 in Poland, $81 in Romania, $80 in Yugoslavia and $65 in Bulgaria.219
Compared to the other eastern European countries, Hungary was in no way as ‘backward’ as to justify the
constant remarks regarding the tragic inheritance of Hungary’s past. Without a doubt, Hungary was more
agricultural than industrial but this was equally pertinent for Austria, as well. In fact, the Slovak populated areas of
Czechoslovakia were significantly more agricultural than the Czech areas, or Hungary as a whole. There, 57 percent
of Slovaks worked in agriculture, as compared to an extremely low 24 percent in the Czech territories. The
percentage of agricultural workers was lower in the Czech territories than in neighbouring advanced Austria.
Naturally, we can take the view that the agriculture-caused poverty in Hungary was more widespread, and that
the measure of industrialization was lower and more concentrated than in other parts of the region. Or, that
industrialization merely meant the rise in the number of trained workers. Yet it is a fact that the same developmental
process was active in every country of the region, or even more so, including the Slovak populated areas of
Czechoslovakia. We can take any measure of comparison as a basis (illiteracy, lack of land, primitive implements,
lack of protein or caloric intake), it becomes evident that on the scale of eastern European development, Hungary
scores a relatively high mark, second only to Czechoslovakia, according to all the indicators.220
Various intellectual and political reactions appeared in response to the increasing danger presented by the
totalitarian ideologies, especially National Socialism. We have mentioned some already. Of great significance were
the efforts made by the Christian churches for close cooperation. It was an attempt to create a consolidated position
in defense of faith, values and institutions, as well as a platform for the struggle against the influence of National
Socialism and Bolshevism.
The article by Béla Bangha in the February 1937 issue of the Hungarian Review initially elicited a tepid
response. Later, an exchange of ideas took place between Bangha and Reformed bishop László Ravasz on the pages
of the Hungarian Nation, and between Krizosztom Kelemen, archabbot of the archabbey of Pannonhalma and
Ravasz in the columns of Pester Lloyd. This was followed by the newsworthy personal meeting of the two
churchmen. Although these early dialogues did not lead to a rapprochement between the Catholic and Reformed
churches, they did result in a reduction in the heated arguments between them. Among the priests and parishioners,
but primarily the Christian yout organizations recognized the value and necessity of cooperation. As an example,
when the Word of Our Age (Korunk Szava) was banned at the end of 1938 due to German pressure – reported by the
Völkischer Beobachter with undisguised glee – the Protestant Review took a loyal position behind the Word of Our
Age.221
Intense religious education and training continued. Among the leaders of the Christian churches, a view
developed that only a Christianity in full knowledge of its values and obligations could develop effective resistance
to the dangers of nationalism and slanted world vision brought about by National Socialism. We can only offer
effective opposition if we are clear on who we are and what strengths and values we possess. It was in instilling this
belief that drove the efforts of KALOT, CWG, various Catholic associations, periodicals and newspapers, the
Catholic colleges in Budapest and Szeged, and especially the Summer University of Esztergom, led by Gyula
Szekfü. The periodical Present Age (Jelenkor), published between October 1, 1939 and March 15, 1944, played an
important role within the framework of intellectual resistance. The recognition of the dangers influenced the
Christian journals and newspapers in their choice of topics and content, no less than the speeches and public stand of
Church prelates, scientists, artists and cultural personalities. This recognition impressed its mark on the educators of
the church-run schools and educational institutes. The Catholic teaching orders viewed the propaganda emanating
from the Third Reich especially closely, as they had close international contacts with several Christian educational
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and intellectual groups, and were able to obtain more detailed information regarding the aims and methods of
National Socialism.
It also fell to the church-run schools to address the issue of recruiting Christian-thinking reinforcements in the
effort to rejuvenate the middle class and intelligentsia. To address this task, the major means was the assistance
provided to needy – mainly from the farming class – but bright children to continue their education. To enable this
option, and to make education in their schools available to the poorer strata, the teaching orders suspended their prerequisite that students must reside in residence. This enabled poorer students, whose parents could not afford the
cost of residence, to attend as day students.
There were other means of support than free tuition and cheap monthly transportation passes to encourage the
talented and industrious offspring of parents of modest means. Some residence accomodations were provided free of
charge, even in those run by the various orders or maintained by church associations. Furthermore, bursaries,
reduced residence costs, free room and board (in return for certain scholastic achievements) were made available.
The well-off families aided them with donations of clothes, free lunches and dinners. (Baron Móric (Maurice)
Kornfeld maintained a student cafeteria for 100 at the university of Pécs.) Of course, all these actions were far from
adequate to ensure that every talented child could be able to study, but it did signify a great deal of progress in those
days. It proved the awakened conscience, sense of responsibility of certain members of society and its institutions
and encouraged emulation by example. The uniform talent search, under official government aegis, began in the
1941-1942 school year. This opened further educational opportunities for the gifted children of parents with modest
means.
In March of 1938, after the annexation of Austria, the bearing and thinking of the patriotic intelligentsia
underwent a gradual change. The educators realized, in growing numbers, that the coming years will place more
demands on the current generation under their care than the formerly taught knowledge and technical know-how.
More and more educators felt it their duty to instill in their students, potential members of the middle class, beside
the official curriculum, the social concepts of problem resolution and a sense of civic responsibility. Within the
confines of teaching, they tried to point out the dangers of the alien ideas and ideologies, mainly in religion classes
but also in literature, history and personal discussions. They raised awareness of the countless unsolved problems of
society and the state, and urged their students to read books, periodicals and newspapers that treated these topics.
Undoubtedly, the form and content of these encouragements, these enlightenments, was of differing quality. Most
certainly, they were unable to arouse a long-term interest in them in many students – but they were successful in
raising an awareness of the existing problems in a good number. It was thanks to this ‘enlightenment’ that certain
concepts, e.g.- tolerance, social justice, liberalism, democracy, capitalism, socialism, National Socialism,
Communism, etc., slowly became part of the general vocabulary. In many schools, there were open discussions of
the effects, advantages and disadvantages of these ideas and systems in those countries where these were the
admitted, or at least tolerated, drivers of political and social life. It was debated under what sort of pre-conditions
could tolerance, social reforms and democracy, etc. be accomplished in Hungary.
The yearbooks of some schools often encouraged brave and critical, for the times, political and socio-political
thinking and encouraged a widening of intellectual horizons. The same objective was served by the relevant topics
of the annual theses. There were a large number of middle schools in Hungary where tolerance, democracy and
social justice were taught and their various forms were employed in practise. One example was the democratic-run
self-development circles, which made room for dissenting opinions, other religions and different mother
tongues.The open rationalization of punishments in front of a whole class, the use of modern educational methods,
and other such, all served this goal.
Meetings between the graduate students of Protestand and public schools showed that, among students
possessing a sense of responsibility and an interest in politics, there was hardly any difference when it came to the
necessity of reforms in Hungary. Differences of opinion only arose on the sequence and methods of execution. The
knowledge of local problems and the world situation – and the formation of a point of view – was acquired and
objectified during the student years; partly in special studies, partly in self-study groups. Seminars, debates,
newspapers, plays, exhibitions, literary evenings and all the various youth groups promised valuable knowledge and
intellectual enrichment formed the character, view of the world, social and political ideals and attitude of the crop of
20 to 25 year olds, as did the international situation of the time. War was ravaging Europe and the world. An
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increasing number of signs pointed to the probability that, after WWII, Hungary would once again end up on the
losing side.
The differences in intellectual, cultural and political thought influenced the hopes and ideas regarding the
realities of the post-war world picture. It was not by accident that two differing views emerged among the younger
generation, thinking in a political perspective and possessing a sense of responsibility, on the subject of possible
post-WWII Hungarian development. The representatives of one group agreed that, in all probability, the Danubian
region will become a part of the Soviet sphere. They strove by their actions to ensure for themselves a favorable
starting position for cooperation under a Communist influenced world. The larger group of the young, as in the
large segment of the population interested in politics, hoped for a peaceful, democratic and independent direction for
Hungary. They believed in the promises of the ‘Four Freedoms,’ the Atlantic Charter and the Yalta declaration.
Going even further – in their opinion – the creation of a free and independent Hungary was in the interest of the
western allies, too. The country, thus, could serve as liaison – as a bridge – being open to both East and West.
The student population thinking along this line toiled hard to prepare for an active and effective role in the
creation a free and democratic Hungary. Their hopes in this direction were fueled partly by their aspirations, partly
by their fear of the Communists and the Red Army. The fear was not without foundation. According to information
about the Soviet Union of the day, its internal developments and troubles, the news seeping out about the inhuman
terror regime of Stalin and last, but not least, the newsreels before a movie showing pictures of Russian events –
along with the personal experiences of the 200,000 Hungarian soldiers who served on the eastern front – all served
to heighten this dread and fear, as much as the atrocities committed by the Red Army during and after the war.
Those events, however, occurred after 19939.
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