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« . The onjeptive“of éhih-thESig/is/éo examine how o
the poricy of’ Magyarization“in Hﬁngary weakened both '
Hungary and the whole Monarchy, how this policy qontri— o -

buted to the diminishing of Hungarian influence in

foreign affairs and hqw it isolated Hungary both:from - :

Vienna and the" national minorities in the Dual. Monarchy.(
. ! J C;"' -

~

€ o




. '»-._ /- T ' K] . . N
. . - '
J v el R - - . : N .
L’ . B ‘ . . — . ‘ -
'-_ ~ ® .—-«’* - L. LY - “e
$ ™ . R . . - "v . .
- i M
, , | = . .
\ _I/ + . ‘ ¢
. ! L] g . .
. . / e
¢ | : .
L N L] {
v ’ - - °
" / “ ! N h
[ - . .
. . . CONTENTS . , :
4 Fi » \. . . &
—! v : - . a M ' ﬁ -
. . / ’ . - t - ,
. ] . ‘ - i
B i ) . - cat . . . .
| R e ,
o V. ‘' Page ’ .
. . ge .
Chapter I - 1 e
-~y i .
) . h .
! NG J S *
M b II, ° ' 3 0
" [l ‘ . ! . ..
¥ . N III . .. -
- ( \ . ) R v 6
& ) - . M ' - N
. Iv : . . ’ '
’ L . . o ' q 10 :
.
» /) Pl v M . ! - ~
> L3
' i 14l -
< oa s’ d VI Yt
" v - .19 LI t .
. . - . . - R ' . il .
~ o .. - VII - " ~ ot 24 °. '
* .ﬁ P st N h b A L >
T . . e ! -VIIZ o . L.
.
. . ‘ 5 by . -
» ) ; IS . ’
. P 9 N{Q 3 . . '
, . < - r-‘; — . IP' )
- R x B ,/‘ s ‘ \ ’
- N A ' -
~
. ' ’
- -
RS - o . 55. I - S
& [ . . ) -~
) ' . P e
' g N
. -
- N ¢ 2]
. ‘ ’ ‘ ~ (‘,* ) ‘ " .~ .
oy . ) ) 3 , ~ y - ' . . . -~
- - - - 3
. .
1 '
4 - 1
! . ' vo. -
. L. ~a S ¢
¢ . N , R » . . }
?
- . “ee .
0 ’ .
. ,
. ) * o
.
. r . v ,‘wgf - *
»
- . [ , f"‘f‘r 4 . -
" . . .
- R . » . ) .‘ C . Y
“ ] ! . . !L"*~ .
. R 2
. .- . . " - s ’oo
‘ . K L? R * . ! N ' N o - '
) - . T . ﬁ' i
ST o , .
- . , 5 L - . .
PR . ’ . .
? : v ' Ay . -
. » P -
N ! r Q - .‘-
N - .' .
. r
N v L " ° * \
' ' N ! . * °
. . - e . . °
. . - , . R \ '
. ‘ " - - o
a . b \ -~
— » [ "
. .. .
a—— o N ~ . f
¢ R R v —— . ——t_____ | i



*The purpose of “this paper is’ not to write the
history of Hungary between 1867-1914, nor even to dis—’
cuss the nationality question in Hungary, which was:

R " the most important issue of the period but rather “to .
~¢. » " focus on the problem of how.the hungarians intended ‘
to use the\ﬁual Monarchy and its foreign policy for. s
the one purpos% on their mind - Magyarizationﬁ' The o
}COnnection between foreign and d8mestic affairs is K
. well known; it was pushed to the- extreme by the Hun-
"{ " garians.. 'Hungarian influence on the foreign policy. -
. '/ of the Monarchy varied at times; however, it is safe '
to say that it was strongest shortly after the consti-
> tutional compromlse Qf 1867 and under the‘tenure of
Andrassy as,Minister of Foreign Affairs. It gradually,
& ; declined in later years, and particularly rapidly,after

.1906. Growihg domestic dffficulties within Hungary .

o . - enabled Vienna to ignore their’ particular interest.

' . Hungas}, obsessed with Magyarization, With the iéea” '
' L4

'of'creating,a'"Hungarian Empiré" and constantly fighting

T .+ & two-front war against her national minorities and ' ‘;

N Vienna, foun herself in, a_ complete cul de sac in 1914,
) ' going to war to avenéé"‘the assassination of Archduke
Franz.Eerdinand, the Hungarians' arch enemy. yistory
could have meant one thing only: =a change to a E;ESEEIiss\

- r): . P -, )
system. The pofnt I wish to emphasize'is’that the policy
L - : * ° v
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- of Ma_gg}a:;'ization not only aln.{ena‘t'e,d the national minor-

) ., ities in Hunéar);, b"ut, -in effect, also br/ought a’fsout’ a L ’

e stalemate for Ht&ary as far as 'the Empire's foreign '
. affairs were concerned, contributing latgely to the’ ‘
- . 7 L4 ‘. . . M .
; ; charge by independentist politicians and historians . | ¢
. -+ who described Hungary not as one of the-"ruling" nations. o
L] »
i o - but as a glorified colony within the dualistic systém. o .
| ' ; ; - ’ : ¢ ‘
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. ﬂhere is a general agreement among historians -4
L ' : . that-the years between '1867-1914 represenﬁed the, most = | -, ’

SR, fruitful‘and most settled-years of modern Hungary'é
~ ¥ L. ' ) . - . .
. stormy historyi Furthermore, there is a general agree—

ment that, in spite of all their progress, the Hungarians Co-
were really unable to make good use of these peacefulp

e’

_ years and avoid the disintegration of their country

?' - in 1918 the reason being the inability of both Vienna

AL

‘and Budapest to solve the nationality question.. While

.~did nothing, the Hungarian answer was an aggressive

<

-

effort at Magyarization of'the pational minorities. . N

A ¢

. ’Thenf of course, in spite of the constitutional compromise
. 3 . 4
S of 1867," the Hungaf}ens were unable to see the Dyal .
Mdharchy as one unit w1th a common interest. Théir ; ,

only interest was that the Habsburg Empire shouid act -

()

according to Hungarian interests in economic and foreﬂ;n//

. affairs: a classic example of Hungarian unwillingness

L]

'to think .even in economic terms of’ one unifie

,

the development of two "great" ports on, the Ad atic

state was

. , Sea. 'Vienna developed Trieste, linking it by raik to

sa

Vienna. The Hungarians wanted their own port and developed

A\

Fiume, connecting it to Budapest with a railroad, via

,Zagreb.(l) . ‘ . A
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domestic considerations. | = |

] : X \ e .
/ - 4
- ! N
L3 ) g
In foreign affairs, the Hungarians igf}sted upon‘a close '
alliance with the new Gefmany - mainly for domestic ' e X' .

o y :
_reasons,- to keep Vienna in check - and an uncompromising

hostility towards Russia -~ also essentially based on

. t T Q.
In the first decades of the nineteenth century,

Russia gradually Became tHe "arch enemy” in tne eyes of ) ®
the Hungarians. From the 1820 s onward, the liberal -
Jgenerations saw.Czarist Russia as the- buiwark of reaction,
the bastion pf the hated 'Holy Alllanﬁe,' In 1830, during T
the Polish nevoit against,Ruseia, Hungatian publigq opinion .
fwas'dnanimonsfsmon the side of the Poles and all kinds

' rd

of unrealistic schemes'were devised which might help

,th (2) Then, as the national ccnscioysness of the

3
~various Slavic minorities began to grow, the Hungarians ®

discovered the- hand of Russia in this nationalism " the

R

actual fact that Russia had no part at all in the early ‘9

staqes of nationalrsm was conyeniently overlooked by the ' ‘

\

Hu garlans.

The proof that Russia’was the enemy came ‘\\
in° I§49 w1th the, decisive Rus31an 1ntervention.to defeat : *

- - N

the Hungarian Revolution. Thus, from 1867 onward the

Hungarians did everything in their power to prevent any .
p -

alliance between Vienna and Russia. Furthermore, aqcoxrd- -

ing to the Hungarians, Habsburg diplomacy should block |

any close co-operation between Germany and Russia

\,

nd this '

b L a P S 3
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pro—German, anti-—Russian foreign policy should also
ensure friendly relations with the British Empire. ;.
- Unfortunately, in the next forty years, the Hungqaria.ns
‘were as slow to realize changes in the outside world
as in domestic. arfaatrs. It was only in the sp‘ring of
1914 trhat they finalisr realized, yvith growing alarm,

what a dangerqﬁs. posi{:ion the Dual Moln‘archybhad sg:e'ered
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zs From the turn of the nineteenth.century, -the
» ' " -

Habsburg Empire was in rapid decline. Its essential
weakness was revealed during the Napoleonic Wars al-
thdugh'ﬁetternich managed'to restore ,the Empire's pres-

{

tige for a generation afte® Napdleon's defeat. The
events of 1848 again showed how fragile the Habsburgs'
domain was. While they managed to defeat the Italian

and Hungarian revolutions with considerahle assistance

o

" from Russia, after 1848 it was downhill all thé‘way. .

The moment for the Hungarians cameﬂffter the defeat

Pg

,at Konigratz in 1866.

Y

The Hungarians responded with a remarkably)\

e

‘united oassive resistance. to the defeat of their revo-

utionary war of independence in 1848-49. By the early

1860's ( it became clear that Vienna was getting tired

3

and was ready to make concessions. \
- : %
Ferenc Deak was Minister of Justice in 1848 but

.

resigned when conflict with Vienna became inevitégle and

so avoided the véngeance of the Habsburgs. He emerged

as the spokesman of“thevsullen Hungarians. When it be-

_came possible, Deak summarized in a famous, newspaper

article:in the Bpring of 1865 the minimum demands of.
. ‘ : o
the Hungarians. The article became generally known as

4 . ’
the May Programme of 1865. Deak, in essence, insisted

“
.. ) N

-

+




b

on the validity of the revolutionary April'conetitdtion
* f
of 1848. He admitted, however, that the April laws * -

could be hqdified. He"insisteq'upon'Hungary's'equaliEy

*with the Cis-Leithanian provinces.' Comhon dffairs we e
@ . ‘ A .

»

',to;be the Royal hduqehold, foreign affairs}'defence;' -

customs and trade'golicy; indirect taxation and Jeneral

o

"« principles of. commercial legislation. ah'the other side,

the Emperor-King was to appoint a mihistry responsible

to~the Hungarian Parliament and the territorial*integrity .

: of the Crown of St. Stephen (including Croatia) should

*

be recognizedﬁ I1f this demand was met, Parliament
should be sumhoned on the baeis of' the laws of 1848. (3)

For Vienna, this was too much. However,qggf;r Konigratz
there werefsééond thoughts at the court.

. : ¥, A
fulLy pavgﬂ his wayn

Deak skil-

As he emphasized{ "We are not

“ +*

asking more after Konigratz‘ Just the same that we

(4)

asked before". The compromise was finally achieved.

_On February~47 1867, Hungarians listéned amidst
rapturous a?plause at the great hall of the National
" Museum at Pest, to" the Rayal letter restoring the
© Hun gariah‘constitution and authorizing the formation .
of a ministry rea;onsible to a Hungarian parliament.(s) .
The new arrangerent w?ﬂ,an extremely complicated
one.‘ There was. ‘an, Austrian gqvernment in;Vienna, a

Hungarian government in Budapest which had no agthority

- ¢
" *

e e n e
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over "common" affairs, and,'after 1868, there was also

a Croat‘government inh Zagreb, subservient to Budapest.

\”While the settlement of 1867 did not-satisfy the exiled

revolutlonary hero, Louis Kossuth, and his numerous ’ B ‘

followers, the archltect of the arrangement Ferenc Deak,
did extract a high prlce from Vienna. Vienna paid this

at the expense of'other nationalities. One issue the
‘Hungarians in81sted upon was the territorial integrity

of St. Stephen s Kingdom: that meant the inclusion of\
Transylvania and Croatla in Hungary. In %ransylyania,
the,Roumanians.were shocked; they vehemently objected
and;gonsidered that Vienna had sold them to the Hungarians.
ﬁe Croats, who had aupported the Empire so energetically-
in l843 were also 1eft out in. the cold: Vienna'ihﬁorﬁed_

"

them that’they had to make their own arrangements '

directly with Budapest. After extremely difficult

) negotiat:.ons ‘Rn 1868, a Hungari.an—Croat settlement was

' reached The whole - arrangement, of course, was ex—

tremely fraglle. The ma]orlty of Hungarlans _never hld

w o

their dlslike of any form of subservience to Vienna and
the Croats even more openly expre8§eq their distaste

L

.for the rulers of Budapest However, it‘was'this con-

v

stitutional compromise whlch enabled the HabsbuXg Monarchy ‘

. N
“

. to survive for another fifty years. o o

‘The exiled Kossuth, Qf course, never stopped

blaming Deak and Andrassy for the missed opportunityf;

. -
e e e
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F According to him, an uprising in Hungary Ehortly after /

' Konigratz would have achieved its goal: an independent

' Hungary and . the collapse of the Habsburg Empire. Kosquth
, had all the quaIities of -a revolutioﬁary hero, including .
ot s L
' .that of being a dreamer. In 1866, there was no revolu—

tibnary mood in Hungary: - there is 'a big difference
between passive resistance and armed revolt. ‘The nation

was-tired. The compromise of 1867 was, undoubtedly, ;

A

quite an achievement from the Hungafian point of view.

Thus, there is a lot .to say“for the current re—examination

L . ) < *9 “
T g » of 1867 going on,apongst Hungarian historians. It was
& . not the comprom\‘e\,the constitutional framework, but

v {
the policies pursued by the Hungarian governments which

.

. ' contriButed so greatly to ‘the collapse of 1918.

\,—/\ R . . ' ' .
'
b .
' .
L] . LY ’
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. coherent natlonallty, although the various Slav peoples,
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A number of HEStorians, with sone justification, ——
rdescribe the arréng\ﬁbnts of 1867 as Viehna having taken

in the Hungarlans as partners of the Germane in a ruling

coalition. There were a number of reasons why ‘viehna

<

chose the Hungarians. They were numerically the strongest . °

taken together, far ‘outnumbered them, Their geographic
positjon put them in the oentre of the Empire, and

while some dther nationalities ¢e.g. Serbs and Roumanians)
may have wanted tO'break‘away and join their brothers

on the other 51de of the border, as happened with the
Itallans, thlS would not-have meant the end of the Empire;
Hungarten independence, ‘however, could be achieved only

on the ruins of the Habsburgs. Also, Vienna quite

erronegusly presumeo that while it had to sacrifice the

"less developed" Slovaks, Ruthens; Roumanians to the

a

/we . ' " .
Hungarians, the other two "developed" nations within the
Empire, the-Czechs and the Poles,'not living in Hunga-

. rian territories, would have noc objection to these new:
. /
. . P
drrangements. P /

-~

., Vienna was also.influenced by the failure of two,
previous efforts to strengthen the domgétic structure -of
the Empire./ By 1860, it waS‘clear that the centrali21ng

efforts of the Bach system! could not w&rk in the long run.

»
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The s&stem was rejected by 5}1 nationalities. . After the

fall of Bach, some feeble attempts were made tp«create .
: . .

a'séhi-federal#st state with a semi-autocrat in Vienna.
It ‘'was most strongly rejegcted by the Germans and

Hungarians. °

In the arrangements of 1867, ghe Hunéarians quitq.

.rightly considered one of thgirAbiggest gains to be the

territorial unification of historical Hungéry, together

.

with the re-establishment of a central government in -

Q

Budapest. 'In those counties where the Hungarians were

a majority, the will of .the Hungatrian qéntry was upheldf

at least in local matters, even{at the height of the -
. | o ' g
Bach system. . <

t

i\\_' The situation/was different where the Hungarians

were a‘minorityl\éﬁmetiwés a tiny minor{gy. In those

cases, the localuauthorities, sdbportedlhy Vienna,.pould
ignore or even oppasgse the Hungafian landl;;as and petty
nobi%itﬁ. This situation changed in 1867: Vienna gave

up its right to have any voice'@n domestic issued in -

‘territories considered to be part of historical Hungary.

The importance of this change was not lost on eisther the
Hungarians or on the other nationalities. Thus, while
Vienna had no véice in domestic Hungarian issues, the

Hungarians considered it very much their affair what ‘

happened in the Cis-Leithanian (Austrian part ofthe Empire.

- ~

‘D‘.

Neat




' The time for the Hungarians to interfere came ps .early

as 1871. The‘Emperer agreed to re-establish the Czech

‘constitution in a somewhat similai}&ay as the Huhgarian
A : ,

and plans were made to crown the Emperor as the King of

(6) The Hungarians objected and suc-

Bohenia in Prague.
ceeded fn blocking tﬁe plan. They felt that if the
Cgechs achieved'khe same status as the Hungarians, .there
was no wa& that the Croats ceuld'be héid;bqgk. ‘Dualism *
would be replaced with federalism, which was‘unaccepee
able to the Hungarians. This wae a remarkably short-
sighted policy. Certaiﬁly, there were conflicts between
Czechs and Germans in Bohemia andjﬁgravia Sut the govern-
ment‘inlvienna never had a "Germanization" policy. . The
Czechs héa/their cultural autonomy, with great achi%ve-
ments to show for it in the nineteenth century and they .
werg well represented bdgi in the Parliament of Vienna
a?d in the civil service of the Empire. Thé\EEech»-
aristocracy was wipeé out in 1620 and the years affer.‘
The eighteenth century saw the rapid growth of a Czech
middle cligs and when the 1ndestr1a1 revolution reached
the Habsburg territories, the main beneficiaries were
the Czech provinces which had both the material and®
the human reso;fces. At‘the turn of the century, the
standard of living, the level of education and the

%

quality of life in general in Bohemia and Moravia was

far above that of semi-feudal Hungary, yet the Czechs -
q

n .
\
.,
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’

the fact that they had no influence on the policdy/of .the’

\ .  whole Empire, particularly i.n fo‘reign affair The
o \mass desertion of Czech soldiers in World War I demon- -
strated their regl feelidgs. /'I‘hus, while the\ Hunﬁgarians,‘ ' .
" . . J . . o .
. ' by accepting:a compromise in 1867, helped to save the .
\ . ‘ N o . 1]
y Empire, the rigid insistence in the ensuing years to
maint;_ain Dualism essentially weakened it. '’ Ty
Y . . .
. ) Lo %, . : .
3‘ . ) ﬁ
; - \ o
] ‘ ' -
e. ’
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.-‘ L The\haéiono}ity fuestion and'Mag;orizatioo '
‘T;aturélly were not new issues in 1867. They were veéry
real issues already in the 1840‘s‘aod they explodea inl
.e 1848. | Kossuth and his fg}lowéfs, representing the Ppetty
| nobility, the intelligentsia (most of whom/ériéinated
-in the petty nobilit&) and a very small bourgeoisie,
ware pushing for the abolitlon of serfdom and other
- liberal democratic reforms as well as for the establish-
. .ment of a pure Magyar state. The anit-feudal reforms
dig not appear to ?e much difforent from those Ef‘some .
oq theﬂSiovak and Croat leaders'’ reforms, such as
.Kolla;,'Stqr or Gaj. gowever, &ﬁile‘all of these groups
. wanted similar reforms and all were opposed to Vienna
' and the ideology of the Holy.Alliance, naéionalisme
tore fheh apart and in 1848, Vienna would suc%essfolly
mobilize toe nonJMaéyar nations against the Hungarian
fevolutio;t It is intéE;;ting to note that when, in
“the 1840's, the obligatory use of the Hungarian lanouége
. and the forced Magyarization were’ﬁﬁt on the agenda in
the Hungarian Diét by the petty nobility, some @pgnages,
consorvative, always faithful to Vienné, andlggsehtially
cosmopolitan, pointed out how dangerous and unrealistic

this programme'was.(7) ] . . 1 ' .

Io— . o . [P . - N s e vede i e o




S ' . When Viepna, in 1867 had to choose the Hungarlans
i, «
over the other nat%d/aliiies, Magyarlzation got itg

I . . I
. -

_gecond chance. . ‘ y

: Hungarian histoE;ans often introduce the pfoblem

as the sabotage of the liberal .nationality 1aw of 1868.

- Whlle it is true that the Hungarian bureaucracy consis-
tently sabotaged this law, it is doubtful that even the
1strlct app{icatlon of the law would have made much

(8) Certainly, the law f

difference in the long run.
&« - - -

gdaranteed the nationalities cultural.autonomy in linguis-

v

.tic and educational matters, but only on a local level.

The language of)the national%}iee\oeuldxﬁe used in ) .
y " A I

muriiecipal and county administratioh. 'The law did not - -
hide the centralizing-character of the Hungafian state.m C
The official language of the central adminlstratlon

was Hungarian. A knowledge of Hungarlan was required

to practiee law or medlclne anywhere in the Hungarian

Kingdom. Furthermore, it is often p01nted out that ’

although the language of admlnistration in Vienna was"

German, in the Habsburg admlnistratlon, non-Austrlans _
(mainly Czechs, Poles and Hunganaans) were always well . ‘
: represented even in the highest posts. In Hungagx; non-
Hungarians were to be found. only at.the,lowest level of

the bureaucracy and even there only in limited numbers« - N

.On-the other hand, it must be explained—that this fict .




. \ ' ° .
wa's connected-with the position of thQ:German and Hun— - —— —

. garian landuages. ﬁarge numbers of Gefméng were living
all over Ehe Habsburglterritories. «gwkman was the langlage

of commerce not only in the Monarchy but allhover South
' < ) , .
- ~ East Europe even in territories under Turkish rule and

L] ‘ ! ’ »”

also in the Western‘and Baltic protince; of C%a;ist

Rnssia. ‘Most impottant, it was the ianguage of the'

German Emplqp, the strongest pOwer on the continent.

In contrast Hungarian - a dlfficult andxgtrange language ; .

was absolutely ‘useless -outside the’ Hungarlan Klngdom. L

—ThualwgggggxampleJ an educhted young Slovak was quite.
. . v Al

willing to learn German but ‘was opposed to.learning

Hunbarian, both on emotional and practicai grounds.
. -«

: * The firstlgpngar;an governments after 1867 -were ,

quite convinced that with the skilful adoption of a
stlck and carrot" policy the small educat%d strata of

. the nationalities could be agsimilated and this would

almost automatlcally be followed by the "Magyarlzation"\

[ 3

f the peasantry. Both the spirit and the practice of

the nationality law of 1868 made 1t clear that the "room

A -

atuthe top could be reached by not only learning Hungarian

.

but by becomlng a. Magyar in Splrlt as well. ,By the turn -
. . of .the century, however, the Hungarians realized w1th'

alYarm that the natlonal con801ousness of the mlnorltles
+~—— ' did not diminish but,, on the contrary, increaaed. It was

qﬁite‘clear that the doctora, teachers ana lawyers of , . -

[}
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‘sacrifices to keep their national identity and to . .

% L B
NS S
1 \ » - - 17°
\ S >
o 4 :
« y‘ .
the national minoriti'es were not interested in a Hun- " .
t .

garian "career" ;but were willing/gi/make substantial .

indgctrfnate the peasantry with the same feelings.
Thus, the“Hungarian Pr;;z\ninistér,-nezso Banffy, ad- :
mitted in 1899 that since the only way to survive was

through a\uﬁilingual ﬁagyar state this must be acﬁieyed
‘ L4

Is

either voluntarily or by coercion. . The stick gradually
replaceé)the carrot. In this spirit, the school laws . o
of 1908 were enacted. Thig law made it obligatory to .

teach Hungarian as a subject in all’elementary schools.

.

In all schools where 50% or More of the children_weré
Hungarian, the language of general instruction must L,

be Hungarian. Where the Hungarian enrélment was between.

. .

20% and 50%,,instth;ion should be in Hungarian, de-

pending on local .conditions. if’éip law made it diffi- .
' v 9 - .

R o SN

cult to get a pon-Hungarian educ;fion’on an'elemenfary\

level, it made it almost impossible on % high school or -
university level. The only relief the minorities got

was that the law was often sabotaéed by 'non-Magyar' s -

(9)

local officials. (ﬁDespite all of this, Magyariéation

- : [ )
was a complete failure, with the exception. of the Jews.

The Jews fleeing from Czarist Russia found relative

— P

.~ .
freedom: in the Habsburg Empire. In Hungary, the Jews .

were first emancipated in ié48. Although this law was
- PN . .

. o~ A .
repealed after the defeat of the revolution, it was

. ° »

A




reinstated’without any difficulty in 1867: As early as
) ‘ .
1870, the.Hungarian Jewish community split ihto an ,

orthodox and a modernneolog faction.ijo) The orthoda*//
Jews intended Eo'keep the Jewish national traditipons

while the neoldg faction claimed that "Jew" was a religion
. . . . : ! s /
~aike Catholic, Greek Orthodox or Protestant and that

their nationality was Hunéarian. Gradually,. as a grow-

ing number of Jews reached a prominent position, mixed

s ’ M

marriages and/or accepting the Catholic rellgion became

-

quite commonplace. A}though there ﬁére sporad&c anti-

semitic outbursts, it is Justified to consider the years

4

1867-1914 as the golden era of Hungarian Jewry. Their °

" voluntary Magyarization greatly. contiibuted to the one

’

area where Magyarization was a relative success, namely

in the laréer cities. . .
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foreign minister after being the Prime Minister of Hungary
+ , <

o ' 19
' - n .
' . ‘ . , .9’ R . .
. V]; . o . . . . L1
. v e o C- - ‘/v
T . ~ e s “
nge stock of the. Hungarians was high in Vienna
. , E ’ ¢
in the first few years following 1867 and understandably
so. After Konigratz, it was the accommodation of the -
) > t
:Hungarians which gave the Empire a new lease on life.
According to the new constitution, Hungary was an in@e-\, .

pendent étate;'however, military and foreign®policy were ™
tremted as common a}fairs with the other part of the

Empite. The first test came in 1870. At the outbreak . .

df the, Franbo—Prussian Wax, some circles in Vienna
Wanted to join France in a‘yar against Prussia as revenge. ‘F .

The Hungarians vehemently objected and blocked any such

(11) .

adventure. Their victory against the war party was .

made ea51er by the fact that the Pru531ans might have < v

easily won a two-front war against France and Austria.

k3

It is signiidcant that Andrassy was the ‘only Hunga-
rian foreign minister between the. years 1867 and 1914q(1,} .

serving from 1871 to 1879. Andrassy became the Emperor's

«

for four yvears. He went to Viepna openiy and unashamedly‘ -

to represent Hungarian interests. As his son wrote about

him: . , ’ . : ®
"Andrassy, was an out agd out Hungarian . . .

He entered the common stro-Hungarian )
service not out of a hyphenated (i.e. Austro-- .
Hungarian) patriotism, but because he .
believed he could be useful to the Hunga-

rian half of the Dual Monarchy." (13) .
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It was in the interesﬁihand sentiments of the
Hungarians that Andrassy set the Monarchy firmly on the .

path of a pro-German and anti-Russian course. While he
)

A Fh&ready wanted to resign for personal reasong in 1878 ) e

" after the Berlln nggress, he stayed in office to esta~

\ <
blish a firm two-partner alliance between the Monarchy - -

and the new Germany which automatically delegated Bis—

marck's hope for an alliance between°Auatria, Germany

"n»’. o

‘and Russia to second place. The day after the ‘treaty

~

with Germany was signed, Andrassy did resign. N )
'Y

The‘domiﬁant problem under Andrassy'sftenure was ‘
the Eastern question. By 1875, Eugopean Turkey and the

Balkans were in ‘full revolt.. For a while it appeared o ' .

that’ the Turks might master the situation but -then the

P

Russians interven and by-January, 1878, they were at
the doors of Con tipople., They forced the Turks
\to sign a devastating peace treat& at San Stefano.

\This was naturally alarming news for the Monarchy.‘ At

. -~

the subsequent Berlin Congress Andrassy managed, with L.

N )
] .
.

the close co-operation of the British, to cancel most
of the Russian gains of San Stefano. Bismarck tried

' des ately to mediate between his two éllies, Austro-
Hungary and Russia but, in the final analysis, he had
to support the Austro-Hungarian view. Thus, the Bélgigs-

became, not a Russian domain, but were divides into
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"spheres of influence" between Russia and the Moparéhy.

Undoubtedly, the Berlin Congress was a great diplomatic
7 % : P

victory for the Monarchy. Without any serious fight,(l4)

unlike .Russia, it managed to increase its influence on

. - -_— .
the Balkans. In a smaller way, Andrassy managed the.
' C : . N ' '

. .
same as Metternich; in-spi of its essenti?%iweakness

he maintained and feven streng-

, )

and the nilitary defeaﬁ A

" thened the great powef status of the ﬁdnarchy. In spite

of this, Andrassy was ‘not happy witb the Balkanldeveloé-

ments. He knew that if Turkey, "the sick man of Europe" .

died, the Monarchy would be the next on the "sick list".

He certainly would héve preferred to‘ﬁaintainathe status
quo. This was not, héwever, how Vienna saw the situatién;
the Emperor and'his clase advis&rs 6p§n1y hpped for "
territgrial gains ip'ﬁhe Balkans to offset the lossei
in Italy. -

Andrassy, representiggathevHﬁngarian interests,
was fighting hard against the desired anﬁexatioh of |
Bosmia-Hercegovina. From a Huﬁg§£ian poin£'of view,
any extension of teﬁrippry was undesirable, because
the. annexation of Bosnia-Hercegovina would just crea@é
tﬁé pressure to attach it to Croatia and so the Kiﬁgdom
of Croatia should become a third équal partner in,éhe
Monarchy. | — )

¢

Andrassy's position was extremely difficuli: the

Tufkish‘rule had collapsed aad:.the Christian revolt in

~
w7
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A enable Vienna to follow,

1875 in Bosnia had started after Franz Joseph's visit

to Dalmatia. Really, the gquestion was‘yhether the

territory’ﬁould go to the Monarchy or to Serbia. A . )

. compromise was £ina11y reached. "The territory was

occupied by Austro—ﬂungary but it nominally continued

* 'to be under Turkish rule.

The .paradox 'of the situation | ,

was that‘only the Mochammedaps became ‘loyal subjects of . - .
. \ ¢ N g . .. - .

o
v,

Vienna. ' ) . “ ‘ .2

£,

The cornerstone of- An&rassy s foreign policy and
the legacy he 1eft behind him was the German alliance.

Andrassy looked upon it, domestically, as a way of

strengthening the Magyar position in Vienna and, diplo-
& - - - . .

R 9 oo e
matically, as the- tool which would isdlate Russia. He ‘could

-

L2 §
not, of course, forésee.the day when Britaih and Russia

would settle their differences.‘ Also, he could hardly

a
\

.

have seen that in thirty years the M?narchy C] relation— .
ship with Germany would deterioigte from a valua@le
alliance 1nto a conmlete dependence,,but woufg Stlll
in the shadow of Germany, an : -
.;ggressive foreign policy which was completely alien‘ -
to Hungarian interests and sentiments. . T - . ]
The gradual Iéssenimgtof Hungarian influence on ‘
Vienna's foreign policy'was quite ‘visible by- the turn é

v L
.-of the century. As Vienna watched the domestic diﬁfi-

~ o~

culties of the Magyars in the Kingdom of Hungary, she

managed to act more and more independently of them.




Furthermore, Hungar:.an public opinion had only a negative

£
attitude toward foreign affairs. They had no, poe:.tive )

' programme but raised violent objectlons if thfy feit‘

-

that Hungarian i{\terests were endangerede Thus, while

.
their influence‘decl‘inedm, ,they did manage tp force the o
- B N N a
.. resigndtion of Andrassy's ,8uccessors, Kalnoky's in 1895
" an@\Goluehowski's in 1906. (15) ©
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The most iﬁportant single event in the.relaéidh-

" ship bet&eeh Vienha and Budapesé in.the years,1867'£o
1914-w%s the constitutioﬂal‘crisis of 1906. Itskgg}ution
also resulted in an accelerating deéliﬁe of Hungafian Yo

inflyence on foreign affairs. its origins go back to

1

was on constitutional line The permanent government-

_ the’ two-party é&sfem estabt:shed in 1867. ’The division .
party, the party formed by the Constltutlonal Compromise
of 1867, qu calledithe Liberal party; the oppositlon
?aslihe party’ of the exiled hero Louis Kossuth and was

. known as the fndependé;tist party. The franchise, the
geographical distribution of seats and the open inter-
feréhée by the government, not so °*much by pressuge as

by corruption, seemed to ensu;e forever the rule of the

Liberal party. The much heralded change &rom a ‘feudal

Parliament to a modern,parliaméntary*sygFém in 1848

meant much less in Hungary théﬁ'anywhere else.

. One person in foﬁfteen in Hungary was a nobfeman

Hﬂ‘and thus had the right to vote althod%h quite a few qf.

- them were poor;r than some of the well-to-do peasants.

In péntrast, in Bohemia one person out of 828 belonged

to the nobility.

s Priscilla Robertson points out, in
England before the reformg of 1832, there was only one

. : \ : . .
person out of 24 eligible to vote; even in the United States,




. peasants in the country and the small bourgeocisie middle -

" "autonomy and constantly complained that Budapest did not

P A B
only one peraon.in\f{ght was -an eligible voter. (18)
Thus, "feudal"” Hunggry did not fare éo badly. However,
the extension of the franchise based on educational
andfinancial limitations changed iittle in the Hungarian’

parliamentary life. Some well to do and "middle" -

:class in the city gained the right'to vote.

The systeﬁ, often called "phony Parliamentarianism",
seeméfgly operated in éuch a way as to maﬁff?t impossible
forfthe governing Liberal pé&ty to be deggated. In the
elections of January,llgos, HOWéver, éhe impossible . .
happened:’ the Liberals were defeéted by an oppbsitiqn'

coalition led by the Independentists. While this was
unexpected it should not‘have come as a shock. The
government was gradﬁally losipg its power base,from
the 1890's, growing number of important peliticai
'figgres drifted into the oppositi®n, particularly in the

last few years under the rule of Prime Minister Stephen

Tisfa. It was economic developments within'the Empire,
however, which ga@e the most serious impact to the

discontent. One irony of the period is that -Vienna

-~

~always found it easier to deal with the Czech bourgeoisié
,

o

than with the Hungarian gentry.

. The Hungarians jealously safeguaided their internal

have the same influence on common-affa%rs as Vienné;

P

. - Te e e e et
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however, when it came to Ehe_distributioa of the burden
for the buddet for the same common affairs, they quickly
pointed out that Hungary'was less than half of the tetal
Empire,\both in populatidn and in gross national produét.
Follow1ng the depression of 1873, a remarkabl; rapid
1ndustr1al expan31on took place in the Monarchy.\ However,
both Vlenna apd thevforelgn capltal concentrated thelg
efforts on those parts of the Empire where the best’
natural, human and financ¢ial resources-were already
'available, namely in the Czech provinces. While the

expan81on of the ralerad network did help industrial

d?velopment in Hungary for the flrst three decades

~f6110wing 1867, the Hungarian ru11ng classes were

essentially happy playing the role of food suppller to
the reet\pf the Empire, this in spite of growing protests
from ‘the weak Hungarian bourgeoisie. It was‘already
¢lear before the turn of the century that Hungary was
falling further and further behlnd'the German and Czech
provinces in economic development. Then came the
agricultural crlsls\yhlch had a disastrous effect on

L)

the prlce structure of agrlcultural products in relatlgp

to, 1ndustr1a1 gbods. It became :eminently clear that

the Czech and German capitalists completely domlnated
the Hungarlan markets. Voices defending Hungarian
industries became louder and louder, expressing them-

selves in the concrete demand for an independent Hungarxian

26
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national bank. The ruling Liberal party

strictly to the arrangements of 1867, wa

accept these demands.

:

/adhe;iﬁg

unable to

This, led to its defeat in

.0f Hungarian in the Army command, the estaﬁlishment of

a reﬁerkably united show of passive resistance.’
.resistance.

" gervice.

1905. v

)

January,
It is interesting to note that the victorious
opposition leaders, at their first audience with the
Emperor, asked for much less “than their original pro-
graﬁme, namely complete indegendence d}th a personal
(17) theiuse

union. Their three major demands were:

a Hungerian National .Bank and a separate;HUnga;ian e
tariff zeee.‘ The Emperor f;atly refused.
a new government consisting of Hungarian civil setvants
faithful to Viepne, headed by a gungarian general of

the common 9rmy. ‘The Hungarian Parliament quic}ly

passed %'no—confidence vote. After some hesitation,

He appointed _ _ -

the Hungarlan Parliament was dispersed by military force

using, 81gnif1cantly, an army unit of Roumanian soldiers.‘

‘As in the 1850's, the Hungarians responded with
The
Hungarian-speaking counties formed the core of the’
They refused to éollect and pay out the

. | . -
taxes and also refused to recruit the men ipnto army

in allisegments of the Hungarian égciety, against all

/

(18)

Also, a fairly successful boycott was organized




.

L
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industrial articles manufactured in the Austrian part
" of the Empire. It was at this dangerous moment that -
the Vienna-installed government threatened to extend

. the franchise with practically no limitations, and
' (19)

introduce the secret ballot. The Hungarian ruling

classes became, truly alarmed. A radical changé in the

-

franchise would be the end of the Huﬁgarian Parlia-
' | 4

mentary system as the gentry knew it and liked it. '
3

A Parliament where the noh-Magyars might be a majority
aﬁd where the working class would be represented was ‘
. _ ", AN
unacceptable. This-would mean the replacement of ( )

lgeni-feudal demogracy with real bourgéois democracy."(zo)

In no time at all, the Hungarians were willing to give

N

up all their demands to save the syétem. The Emperor, -

afteg making soﬁe meaningles éoncessions conce;ning

fhe use of gungarian in the army, could appoiht a new

"Constitutional" goverﬁmentff.om the Independentist

party and its allies. The.question of change in_ the

‘electoral systeh was conveniently forgotten. The crisis

was thus aJerted, with a complete defeat of the Hungarians.
Outmanoevered by Vienna, thé new government turned

even mo;g vehemently against the nationalities than had

thei¥ prede;essors. Magyarization tufned more.and morif

into open oppression., It created no new Magyars - only

enemies. ° 4 ’ . \




,

" the solution of the consti;utional c¢risis of '190‘5—1906

“In 1906, Aehrenthal became Foreign Minlster and Conrad

even considered federalist ideas which demanded the

. » . vIIn ' S

Three .factors cbntgributééd to the serious decline
. » ‘. Y
of Hungarian influehce on the foreign affairs of the . '

Mox}ﬁ}chy in the last period bétween 1906-1914: first,

revealed the extreme weaknéss of the Hungarian position.
. R ]
It showed again that the ruling gentry needed the frame-

work of the Monarchy as much, if not more than Vienna Loe

needed them in order to keep.the Empire together.

[

Secondly, 1906 marked the start of the grdwing .

influence of Archduke*Franz Ferdinand, the heir apparent. -

‘

Prev:.ously working through his small Military Chancellery,

he was concerned only with military affairs. As his

[}

Chancellery started to grow,' however, he took a more and

more active interest in both foreign and domestic affairs.

von Hotzendorf, Chief of Staff. Both men were close to,
Franz Ferdir;and. The heir appa{:ent had definite igeas
on 'how to save the Monarchy; he w‘anted to replace Dualism
with Trialism, creating a third South Slav couhtry within‘

the Monarchy, with Zagreb as its center. Later on, he

rearrangement of the Empire along the lines of race.and

(21)

,,tdpography. The biggest gbstacle’ to this plan were

the Magyars. There was not much love lost between the

. - N




" was guick to point out ‘that the Magyars had freely con-

| .
.Spixied wi’ch the enemies of the House of Habsburg in the

.\

Hunga_rian% and Franz Fefflinand. During the long battile

to introduce Magyar as a language of army commarid, he

pas‘{: {with ‘Cavour J.n/185° and w:Lth Bismarck in 1866)

o
and-wexre’'continuing to do so, evertheless, they )aad

been rewarc’ed for.this at the exkense of other nation- .

3

alltles, who were staunchly loyal to the Imperial’ cause.‘
= . . \
In a. letter to Max Vladimir Beck onﬁ\ugust 28, 1905,

[

he wrote: ‘ .

“Again and again I come bagk to the

conviction,

which I shall

O on expressing

as long as I live,

that the) s6 called

simply d

and that every Hungarian, b
a prince, a cardinal, a tra
peasant, a hussar or a stab
t revolutionary. Every one o
precisely what the most ras

. says". (22)

\ ' decent Hungarian'

es not exist,
he a minister, w
&pan, a
e boy, is a
them thinks
ally Deputy

-

The'third'factor contz.*ibut]'gg;\[’c’oh the -decline of
Hungarian influence was the general disinterest of

Hungar,ian public opinion in foreign affairs. The only

issue after 1867 whish excited and divided ungarian
iub'lic opinion and the political part‘iés was\the relation-

hip to Vienna; later or, added to this were the growing
. - -,

difficulties of the nationality question and, after the '
turn of the century, the rapid growth of the soctialist . S
movement, all domestic issues., The only fixed poin

foreign affairs was the hatred and fear of Russia.




' preceding 191'4; it became abundantly clear that the

-interest was'making‘the Monarchy safe for the Magyars;

" was under constant attack in the Hungarian press. When

\
i - '
)

It was only in the spring of 1914 ,t’hat the Hangarians,
f_ullirl }ealize;i' the precarious diplomatic position of
the tMclniri‘archy. As it'turned out, the Germanxglliance.
did not serve‘as' a counterweight to Vienna but coxéi:i-
buted to the complete' isolation of the Monarchy; its
vv‘eakma;ss made it a satellitte"of Germany épd alienated!
the British, a develollamént completelir contrary to

Hungarianvinterests and sentiments. In the decade.

—— -
- i

Hun'garians,\while trying to exert consifierab,lé in‘fluence'
in Vienna, had absolutely no foreign pé)licy. Their only
in the meanti.me, they neglected to help to maké Europe )
safe for the Monarchy. ‘

The last Hungarian "victory" in foreign affairs
was the resignation of Goluchowski in 1906, Dur,ing
that year, the 'Fo?eign Minister, Count Goluehowski,

L 8
he asked the new Hungarian Prime Minister Wekerle to
intdrfere, Wekerle flatly refused. So, in spite of th:e
Emggor's wish that he cont:ltnue, Goluchowski resigned.(23)'
He wa‘s sv;xcceeded by Alois Aehrenthal, a much wors:a choicé‘.
from the Hungarian point of view.
Goluchowski had a wdit~and-see attitude,' an inactive

foreign'poliéy, essentially being happy‘with the status

qﬁo.\ He managed to keep a detente with Russia, never:




also much

t

hoping for:anything better. —He tried,o maintain good _

relations with Britain and France. At the time of the

Moroccan c‘risis, ‘he gave only lukewarm support to Gern;any.‘
o Aehrenthal wanted to revi:taliz.e time Monarchy's
foreign policy. His gre;att dream was the revival of ti'le
Three Emperors' League. "As a close associate rof the
heir apparent, he was suspicious of the Hung&riaris and .
Py ~

ss sensitive than 'his predecessors to the

3 [}

-bitching of the Huﬁgarian Parliame;nt and press. -

Aehrenthal was sure that Aust#o—Hungafy‘s destiny

-

lay in South East Europe; howéver, this conviction made

3

any co-operation with Russia an impossibility. "I'he only™

serious attempt to come to an understanding at the

famous ‘Buchlau meeting between Aéhrenthal and the Russian

,fdi:eign minister Iz.volsky, aimost ended in a war.

Exactly‘whalt happened at I?uchlgu will pr?bably &
forever remain a major diplomatic mystery. The’ two men
weee‘togetl")er fbr‘six hours, and neither kept a record
of what was said. The crisis came on October 6, 1908,
when the Emperor Franz Joseph announced, out of ti‘ne kblue,
the formal annexation of Bosnia—Hercegoyinat. This
sudden act was a'direct !brea/ch' of the treaty of Berlin.

Aehrenthal took the "line that. Izvolsky, at Buchlat}

" just three weeks earlier, had agreed to the Annexation

*»

" in exchange for assurances of Augtrian support in the

’ .

-

e P -




matter of the gtréiés; Iivolgky dénied that there had ‘
been any agreement; it was one thing to agree to suppg}t
iustria\g élaim to Bosnia in principle, but he had no idea
that’Aehrenthai was contemplating immediate action; such °
action he ‘considered a deliberate:breach of faith and *
held Aehrenthal to be a liar and a rogue. It would seem
tha£ Izvolsky was cauéht naéping.(24) |
For a momént, the situation did-look dangerous.
-Serbia %nd Russia refused to accept the fait acpompii.
As it tuFLed out, hgﬁever, Germany was willing to suip- .
port the Monarchyruné8nditionally, while Russia and
Britain were more caétious in their support of Serbia.
The crisis was solved when, under the pressure of the

- great powers, Serbia, in a note dated March 31, 1909

and addressed to Vienna, accepted the annexation of'

B L

Bosnia by the Monarchy.
‘ This diplomatic "victory:.gf Aehrenthal completed
the isolation of the Mon;rchy, in the company OE Germany;
< In the twenty years’prgéeding 1914, éermany
rapidly increased its miiitary and economic\strength
while, diplomatically, it beéame more and more isolated;\s
Austria~Hungary sharea only the isolation;.it~5ecame notl
stronger but wqgker._
‘ The Hungarians were stréhgly opposed td the ,

anneXat;oh; however, they were impotent. If Andr;ssy,

' .
-as foreign minister, could not stop the occupation in

—

-,
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1878, Hungary was-even less in a‘posig§on to block the
“ ’ N , -
annexation in 1908. What bothered the Hungarians . -
. ' F
(@articularly was that the annexation might increase the

- pressure for a‘constituéional change from Dualism to ¢
Trialism with Croatia the third eomqé?ent. Unfortunately,
their objection to increasing the Slav populagion of the

. N
Monarchy was quite valid. As it turned out, Bosnia was ) f
a major troubi; spot in the Monarchy.

- . -
The change in status from occupation to annexation

o

changed nothing. The province continued to be governed 4
by the Common Finance Minister and there was no change .

in the population's attitﬁde either. The Mohammedans .

n

were divided: some waﬁ%ed/anification with Croatia
. " .

within the Empire, others wanted the unification of all”

7 .
were consgdstently loyé& to the,Monaqchy. The Croats

South Slavs - outside the Empire. The large majority off

Serbs, of course, wanted unification With Eheir brathers

in the Kingdom of Serbia. ) .- c
The loyalty of the Mohammedans was the resdlﬁ of

the conservative policy of Vienna. Under Turkish rule, .

\. 0 e
the Mohammedans were landlords and Christians were serfs. ' :

_While at first the Mohammedans awaited with apprehensioﬁ

v * . ' s « s
the arrival of the new officials from Vienna; it soon

became quite clear that they would do nothing‘to change

3

the social set-up of these 'provinces. Also, religious -
. -

[y

freedom and tolerance was strictly observed. In the

o ]
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~only elections ever held under Austro-Hungarian rule,
in 1910, Vienna managed to have a coalition of Mohammedans

and Croats to oppose and isolate the_Sérbs.(zs)

The two Balkan Wars in 1912-1913 marked the final
éxpulsibn of Turkey from Europe&and greatly increased
the power énd prestige of Serbia - a most unwelcome

“development for the Monarchy. At first, “Austr a—Hung;ry;

did not interfere; in the war and was content with trying
. ; \

"
\ W .

to establish independent Albania as a counterweight to
-Serbia and Montenegro. ' When, in the fall of 1913, Serbia
refused to-evacuate Albania,vthé Monarchy raised a wery
strong pf;test - fbr the last Eime successfully. Serbia‘
retreated. .7 : « 'k*
As the Monarchf's diplomaﬁic position wen;ffrom
bad to‘worse, the voice of the war Qarfy in Vienna, under
the leadership of Conrad von Hotzgndorff the.Chief of

Staff, became stronger and stronger. As a solution for

A r

both the domestic and international ills, the war party
was pushing for a preventive war, for the deséruction

of .Serbia. By the spring of 1914, the situation was
/.- . ' )

“truly alarming. It was at this point that Count Tisza '

made the last éeripus attempt to influenceJevents from

. o . (
the Hungarian side. - -

. _Tisza, a rabid nationalist and a staunch defender

of the status quo, Wwas also more farsighted than most

‘of his contémporaries. His paity.came to power again




*  threatened .the Magyar hegemony in Hungary.
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. self became Prime Minister.

" after Aehrenthad's death.in, 1911,

in Hungary in 1910 and in the summer of 1913, he him-

- -

He realized what a dangerous

-

position the Monarcly was in, a fact which aleo seriously .

- *:s
elearly,c
|
the Magyars could .not confinue to ignore the issues of

foreign affairs. 1In march, 1914, Tisza oresented his

Y
;e e e e 3
memorandum to-Berchtold, who be%ame‘Foreign Minister

&

Tisza realized that, after-the two Balkan Wars,

.
hd ° RS €~

the Monarchyfs situation had,become almoet ihtolerablé;
ho@ever, he argued that not war but a diplomatic re-
alignment of the Balkan states ﬁhocld be the solution.
.The;key“wae to first gethulgaria firmly on ‘the, side of
. The Monarchy should enter into an

the Central powérs.

alliance w1th Bulgaria against Serbia. The Macedonian’

question made Serbia quite ¥ulnerable. If Bulgarla

¢

could be reconciled with Greece and Roumania, it would

be possible to igolate Serbia diplomatically.(ZG)

¥The plan cou
Thp lfi ritl

a331stance, since Germany did have the economic and

\

of course, only work with active German

political power to/influence these smaller Balkan states.y

L s ¢

Tisza admitted that Roumania had become completely un-’

reliable as an ally and strong German help was needed

: there to regain any influende, what he did not mention -

I 4 ‘
was that this shifting of Roumania to the opp081te
O X . I~
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camp was mainéy the result of the treatment of houmahians
in Transylvania. In the spring of 1914, Vienna was,quite .~ .

nervous about an impending unificatien of Montenegro ’ 3

.
.

with Serbia. Tisza was not partiqﬁlarly-concerned; if

the lpng-range plan of isolating'éerbia would work,

the unification of the two small Balkam states had ho >
4 . A o
importance.’ ) 2R
Foreign*Minist?E Berchtold was, in geneial, closer ) -

to Conrad's War Party, but, under pressure from Tisza,

\ . . . Lo
he hesitated for the mo t. On June 26, 1914, he

X
" forwarded the Tisza mMemorandum, with minor modifications,

to the German Foreign Office. Two days later, a Serbian

nationalist, part of a plot, assassinated Franz Ferdinand
t - - .

and his wife in Saréjevo. ‘ .

. ) . - ¥
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Franz Ferdinand had\more enemies than friends in
; ' 'the Habsburg lands, ' At first, nobody thought that his ‘ 1
tragic death would unleash a World War. When Tisza

O visited Vienna for the funeral, he advised caution in . .

" the diplomatic stepé to be taken at Belgrade to find
(27) o

. and punish the conspirators.

} ' ) However, within days of th ssassin‘n, the ' , -
| War Party in the hilitary establishment nd in the ‘

‘ foreign mid{stry wént to work. The object was ////////
o ( dqgtruction of Serbia; the only diplomqtic step to be i '

B

undertaken was to obtain German support which should

thus, the famous Hoyos mission to Berlin and the blank )_-

cheque given by the Kaiser to the Austrians in full -

13

support of whatever action they might take. The issue o

———

of war first came up in the Council of Ministers for

" Common Affairs on July 7¢h. (28 rmigza str

it; he wanted a harsh but not unacceptabl

|
} \ ' . ;/////have been a guarantee that the War could Lé“iocalized;
|
f

X ~ ' +in Belgrade. For the, War Party, naturally, this was

o

‘ -
victory; they wanted a military victory to prove the

L , ‘ strength of the Monarchy. ' " -

l The day after the meeting of the Couneil of
- R . . . ,

Ministers, ?erchtold went to work on Tisza. In a private

b . | : B + -
’ . . . \ R 4
. T 6 8 b ’
4 ° .
o . 2
p
: .

red .
4
not enough. They, were not interested in a diplomatic ‘
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Jletter of Julyxgth,'heQemphasized thét‘"in Berlin an
<2 *

action of the Monarchy against Serbia is fully expected

and thatlgérmény would not understand why we .should o f

ne fégg,this opportunity of dealing a plowe. (22} mne . .
':// . : . .
_ -~ same| point was stressed in their two private conversa-
e — . X

- tions. Berchtold pointed out that unless the Monarchy

acted,’ she might be abandoned by Germany as an ally being N
more of a liabiiity than an asset. A number of histo- -
f . ~ rians claim tha% Berchtold intentionally overemphasized .
or even misrepresented the Germaﬁ position; some even A
! say- that he simply Tied to Tisza.- Whatever the case . ) g
might be, the argument was effective. Tisza ﬁnew'that
- if Germany abéﬁdoned the quarch&ﬁ its’dismemberment ° -
would be unavoidable. The German-speaking areas would -

]

mest likely be incorporated into the German Reich; the

Roumanians and South Slavs would join their co-nationals

outsade the Monarchy and "independent" Hungary would

become a small third-rate country dominated by its ) ' -
- ‘ .

L . powerful German neighbour. Therefore, Tisza approved -~

of the war plans, insisting on one condition only,.naqely,
that no édditionaliferritory with a Slav pépulation

would be added to—the body of the Mpnarchy.(3o)
Bérchtold"and Conrad agreed; This, of course, clearly
showed the hoééless position of the Habsbugg Monarchy.

The ‘reason for war was the destruction of Serbia; how-

ever, if no territorf could be annexed, how did they hope

-]
- . . - ' Ly
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to curb South Slav agitatioﬂ? It is fair to assume that
Conrad and Berchtold expected that, after the victory,
their "no anpexation" Q;omise could be conveqignﬁly
forgotten. IHovaer, adding more Slavs to the body of
the +Monarchy made no sense at all if its constitut%9n
was not changed to a fedeialist system: something “to

-~

which Hunganians'vehemently objected. Certainly, Vienna

did not expect a world war; their plan was to loca}ize

the war. It seems that only Tisza and, belatedly, the

German Emperor Wilhelm himéelf, realized that.this plén -

““ecould not work.

Tisza's _approval of a war which, no matter what

the outcome, could ohly'be unfavourable to the Hungarians
showed the essential impotence of the Hungarians in
 foreign affairs. Yet Seton-Watson, writing in 1915,
;cbpéed the Magyars and particularly Tisza and their
policy of national oppression, of being She "mainspriné;

*

of, the present war".(31) He further claimed that it was

Budapest and Berlin - "natural allies", according. to hi
. - ¥

. who blackmailed Vienna and forced her to askt in the

manner she did'in;1914.(32) It would see%.tbat Seton-~

Watson equates domestic oppression with an aggreéessive

foreign policy. This was certainf? not true in the

The oppressive policy of Magyarization
L] \ )

[ 1
did not need war; on the contrary, its only hope for
y - . e

3

Hungarian case.
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success would have been to maintain the "status quo"

'for at least a hundred years. Berlin~and Budapest's

blackmail of Vienna was exactly the opposite. The ' ’
- Habgburg court in 19L§ was not willing to give up its
éreat power statns, despite the fragility-of the Empire.
It was Vienna who presented Berlih with a fait accompli
and as far as the Hungarians were concerned, Vienna
knew that Hungary was not~at'a11 in a position to break
away frﬂom Vienna. ' :

While the years 1867 to 1914 were, on the one
hand,’"éood years; for Hungary, they were also years \w
of constant decline. In 1867, the Monarchy, in spite
of the defeat ot Ronigratz, was still a big power in
which the Hungarians were accepted as egual partners.

In 1914, she was a glorlfled satellite of Germany and
“while in 1867 the Hungarians could get what they wahted,
by“1914 Vienna had more freedom of action than ever

s

' before, simply by taking note of the domestic and
—economic difficulties of the Hungarian Kingdom.

The greatest weakness in Hungary was, of course,
created by the disastrous results of Magyarizatlon.
Tendencies to unite with their brothers outside the
Monarchy in order to form mew states based on'the identity
of the South Slavs ana C}echs and Slovaks, grew stronger

and stronger. Yienna watched this development with a
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« certain anxiety; however, she scrupulously adhered to
the 1867 agreement not to interfere in Hungarian domes+
tic affairs, but instead ﬁsed the Hunéariahg"difficulties
to uﬁderminé their influence in common affairs of the
Monarchy, particularly ﬁh.foreign affairs. Surely, in
the case of Czarist Rﬁssia, Vienna's foreign policy and
the Hungarians' sentiments &ere in harmony, but when
Vienna's policy alienated the Italians, which was‘éon—
trary to Hungarian sentiments, Budapest was impotent.‘
The war was a disaster for the Monarchy from day
one. It is an erroneous conclusion by~some historians
" that there was some vitality left in the body of the
Monarchy since it could withstand four years of bloody
warfare. It was German military might, the greats
victories of the German army, which enabled the Monarchy
to "hhn; on". As the war went on and the German army
had fo bail out their comrades-in-arhs more tHPn once,
‘which"they easily’managed, the.Monachy's compféte
dependence on Germany became more &nd more clear. It
was evident that a complete German victory might not
hold a tuch better future for the Monarchy thaﬂ would
a‘defeat. Thus, there were the clumsy attempts in 1917
to arrange a'comprohise peace. ‘
The €entrifugal forces of natiénalism were eat{;g
away the sgfengﬁh of the Monarchy for almost/a hundred .
' years. Neither tﬁé ofégn—practiced policy of Vienna -

!
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R .
ignoring the facts - nor'the policy of Budapest - opposing

nationdlism with;it8 own extreme chau;iqism, a forced

Mﬁgyarization - could solve the‘problem. Certaihly,

|
. tﬁﬁge were also strong centripetal forces which kept

the Monarchy together. Oscar Jaszi lists these as
follows: the dynasty, the aristrocracy, the Roman
Catholic*Church, the bureaucracecy and, finally, both

(33)

capitalism and socialism. The Magyar gentry had

nothing-t¢ do with any of‘thesé. The Magya;s: in spite
of‘being one of the ruling nations in the Monarchy,

were essentially a centrifugal force. They consi&ered

the dualistic arrangemenés of 1867 only temporary.

In the medQ;ime, the process of Magyarizgtiop should '
have strengthened Hungary to the point wﬁérg it could stand
on its own when the‘fhevitabig breakdown of the Habsburg
Monarchy ,came. . The purpose of Magyarigaéion was, as its
journalistic exponent, g/ktor Rakosi, explained to

create 30 million Hungarians who could stand on their

own in the -sea of Germans and Slavs., This, of ceurse,

was never more than a dream.
b
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The constitutional compromise of 1867 was viewed

by the Austriahs, and also by all the studies written

in Engiish, as being extremely favourable to the

. ' Hungarians

(

34) Hungarian historians, on the contrary,

both fight and left, were always very critical of 1867

and essentially supported the "independentist" position.

The right emphasized the bargain with the nation's

.

§

P ///A\ sovereignty while the left accused the men of 1867 £’
~N

abandoning the revolutionary Liber

aIJdemoc}atic ideal

of 1848, 1In Easte:n.Eﬁrope today - and nowhere stronge

' »

than in Hungary - ‘after the dayé of Hitler and'Stalin,

Ha

sburg Monarchy.

!

-

; ~ thTre is a marked nostalgia for the good old dafs of the
b

This nostalgia must contribute to

the more balanced and sophisticated approach emerging

in today's Hungarian Historiography. It is not the cém-

N promise but the missed opportunities for which the

Hungarian ruling class is criticized.
n 1

-, ]

The year 1867

, opened the road to the widening of capitalist develop-

. ments and could have been the starting point of a bourgeois

came institutionalized.

©

democratic society.

Instead, the semi-feudal system be-

(35) )

The men of 1867 - Deak,"Andrassf, Ebtvds - still

. belonged ts the revolutionary generafion of 1848. Deak

and ES6tvos were ministers in the government of 1848 and

AN

Andrassy served the revolution to the very end as ‘its

. +

~
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Ambassador to ?aris. They énvisaged the gféaéion of a

liberal Hungary and hoped to move the country tewapd'
democratic progress. It was with the next generation

which cdme to power in 1875 with Koloman Tisza (father

of the better-known Stephen Tisza, Prime Minister at |
‘ 1

the start of World War I) that the essentially reac-
tionary_chgracter of the Hungarian ruling classes be- o J
came quite apparent. Serfdom was abolished in 1848

i

but the big latifundium was éntouched. The class of
"free" landless peasants, agfarproletariats, were created.
In the next fifty years, the poor ;obility "gentry"
rapidly. lost it; iand while in some parts of the country
an independeﬁt smallholders peasant class, who might ‘
Se called Kulaks, was growing. However, the backbone of

©

Hungarian agriculture remained the large estates of the

~aristocrats. By the 1890's, the adgrarian socialist

- movements started to gain strength. It was in 1895

that a gentleman in the Hungarian Upper Chamber suégested

" that the government should import Chinese coolies against

the striking haryest workers. — .

' Industrial develop@ent, strongly heiped by the o
boom in railroad building, was dominated by Germans and
emancipated Jews. The "iandless” gentry occupied all
the positions.f;om top to bottom in alllthe various

levels of government. This gentry dominated the public. 3

life of the country. They knew only two issues: the




\ , Constitutional problem and the Magyarization o?-the
nétio@giities. They showed a complete ignorantce and
disinterest in foreign affairs. Thus, those who were

the leudest nationalists opposed both Vienna and the N

minorities, contributing greatly to the gradual’

..

: ) aiminieking of Hungarian influence in the international |
affairs of the Monarchy. In a straﬁge way, this was.

a voluntary aﬁandonment of national sovereignty and -~
| ; interest. |

‘ Magyarization was seen as the.only way to strengthen

Hungary's position in the Monarchy and also to hide the
country's social ills; it was a complete failure. It
contributed strongly to the creation of the Czecho-

} . .
Unddubtedly, these were also artificial creations sp a

|
ﬁg@ . | slovak and Jugoslav idea and their respective states.
P
i certain extent, rlddled with their own nationallty
problens. o

3 One of the Hungarians' mostgirrational acts was
. ' ‘ "to refuse any concessions froﬁ the territories of ét.
- Stebhen's Kingdom. When, in early 1915,NViennalcon—
;_F fj sidered buying Lf% Italian neutrality by territbfial

. concessions from regions which were not part of the °

Hungagian Kingdom, the Hungarians were totally against 1
'it. Tisza threatened to resign. The implication was
cYear: if Itéi& could be'boughg off by territorial

concessions, the next move would be the partition of

~

] . @
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uTransylvania to pﬂacate the Roumanians at Hungary's
expense. The Hungarians faxedimuch worge at the end.
The establishment of borders on a clear-cut hational
basis is an 1mpossib111ty in Eastern Eu;ope. At Trlanon,
however, it was the Hungarlans who were forced to sign A
\a peace treaty leaving milllons ofXH:ngarians on foreign
soil and establlshing a small Hungary with over 90% of = = -
the population being Hungarian, and having only a small
German and Slovak minority. ¢ -
How far must the historian go back to the origins
of nationalism? Did the conspiracy of certain Hungarian.
aristocrats against the Habsburgs!}n 1680 have elements
of nationalism? Was nationalism an issue in the war
for independence‘petween 1703-1711, fought by the Transyl-
vanian Prince Rakoczi against the Habsburgs and supported
largely by the Hunganiﬁn nobility? ' These questions are
_open to dispute. By the éime of the french Revolution,
a literal renaissance was well underway in Hunganf an& -
by 1825, with,the foundation of the Hungarian Academy;
ndtionalism reached its grewn-up stage. B ~
Magyar. nationalism in the first half of the Ji
nineteenth century was part of a broad mode;nization
movement that came from the West. It helped the spread

of civiiization and, despite the country's feudal remnants,

it was socially progressive and libenal in outlook. TIts

) . ) N
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role changed, however, when it came into a tragic

. - |
clash with the nationalist movemeénts of the other people

in the region. c
\

The developgent of the other nationali ies‘was
. A

at least one generation behind and since nationalism

came to ether with the democratic and liberal ideals of

the French Revolution, it facilitatéd the completel

voluntary Magya}ization of thd best-PMucated ellements

» \ 1
of the qationalities. fThus, the mother of fthe| greatest

~Hungarian hero, Kossuth, was a Slovak who unde stood

hardly any Hungarian. The father of the,great national

and revolutionary poet, Petofi, was a Serb name

“Petrovic. By the 1840's, as the national conscqohsness

- A \
of the other peoplé grew,' voluntary Magyarizatio¥ - with

the exception of %he Jews - came to an end. In"848-49,

[

the nationalities ~ particularly the Croats an? the

Roumanians - fought gisthe side 6f_Vienna against |Hun-

garian independence. n 1867, Vienna changed side

It is estimated that, around 1800, within the

‘territories of the Hungarian Kingdom (including Crdatia),

33% of the population was Hungarian; according to
Hungarian statistics, this number was 47% in 1880 nd

grew to 54% by 1910. (36) However, while this growth of

Hungarian population, at least in the first period, was




"]

partly a result of the ;oluntary ﬁagyarization,'the
second period, during the times of forced Magyarization
was probably nothing more than wishful thinking onlthe
part of the Hungarian authoritles.

Was there an alternative method available to the .

) * . M .{“.

forced Magyarization in order to keép the territories )

‘of the Hungarian'Kiggdom'together? Oscar Jaszi tried i .
to argue strongly that replacement of -the German-Magyar -
hegemony (whether, in tact, such a thing ever existed fsw_ | -
: doubtful) by a genuJ.ne confederation, might have glven ‘ .

a different turfgto history. Furthermore, he claimed

that this~confederation could haveuacted°as a‘buffer :
" zohe between the Pan;German and Pan-Slav imperialistlc) ‘

(37)

tendencies. The Hungarians were certainly extreme

nationalists;~however, the'storyawas‘dffferent in the
other side of the Habhbn}g Empire and yet the end result-
was .the same. The Habsburgs were genuinely cosmopolitan;
tHey were anti-nationalistic; -there was no centrally-
oréanlzed, forced Germanlzation. Czechs played a ﬁpry{‘
important part in the Habsburg bureaucracy on all levels.
'The POllSh nobillty not only had its great University in
Cracaow, and a free hand to oppress its peasahts (Poles
and non-Poles) but Polish aristocrats always played a

leading role in the hlghest Qé{;:es of_Vienna. While,

in 1910, in the Hungarian parli ent there were 8 debuties




‘fepreseniing the nationalities among 405 members (the

¢ maximum.the& ever maﬂaged to elect was 27 in 1906), in ,\

the-516-seat Vienna assen®ly there were 185 éefmans,

i ’ 250 non~Germans and 81 Socialists not yet divided by

. 4 . - ngtionalities.(38)q All of this made no difference.

—— ~

The nationalities were ready to establish their nation

’ - -

' states. : o - o
i 1) K ’
f * Kossuth's plan of a Danube confederation, which
} ‘ . LI v
\//j, s " he worked out in exile and published in 1862, is often
AN \%

P oo “ presented as the alternate solutlon to Magyarlzation
T whlch would Stlil keep Hungary together. Again, how -
reallstlc was thls? Both Kossuth and the men of 1867

realized that Hungary could not oppose both the Habsburgs

e

"] . ’ : end the nationalities. Therefore, Deak and Andrassy

hd -

3 ' hoped to ensure Hungarian hegemony by making peace with
S Vienna. Kossuth opposed their concessions ‘to national-
o . ' independence and hoped to enlist the nationalities -~ who

) Aoppo ed him in 1848 - in a commo front against Vienna,
L . ’ 0__
7 still uhder a more subtle form/ef Hu9gar1an hegemony.

°

Thecnatlonalltles, however, as their consciousness grew,

- . .

S - = were opposed to both Vienna and Budapest. Their ultimate

goal was to.unfte with their brothers outside the
. o °  Habsburg empire. .

-0

The prohouhcements of the Roumanian deputies and
NN 2 " the Croat delegation in the Hungarian Parliament are

often used as arguments that a change to a federalist

-~
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system might have worked. For decades, the handful of

P

Roumanian deputies were fighting for the secession of

Transylvania from Hungary in order to become an equal
part of the Empire, in some sort of federalist system.
The Croats wanted essentially the same thing: complete

K

1ndependence from ﬁﬁdzggipfbut not from Vienna. Tne
repreSentatlves of the natlonal mlnorltles, of course,
were asklng,for the maxlnumlp0551ble under the circum-
_stances. It is almost certain that§these demands were
}fer short of their final goal. Nationalism reeched
its highest point in Europe in‘tne decades before 1914;
. ratlonal solutions were not the order of the day.
Among the many federa%?%t plans, the one pre-
sented in 1906 by Ahtel L. Popovici, a Roumanian }rom
Transylvania, received the most attention, hav1ng
gotten a favourable reception from-the Archduke,Franz ‘

Ferdlnand.(39)

Popovici wanted to divide the Monarchy
into fifteen federalist states. It is interesting to
note that his Hungary was"larger than the one estab-—
lished by the Treaty of Trianon and he also wanged to
divide Transylvanla to create a separate szekely state
for the Hungarian-speaking pountles. Of course, the
Hﬁngarians_were “dead against” the plan but, in all faire

ness, it must be said that there was very little 1nterest

’shown by the other natlonalltleS, elther.‘ .7

. r ‘ '
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Natiopalism, with its strong emotional impéct, does

act as an irtrational force. To the dismay of classical.
Marxists, national c¢nsciou$n§§s proved to be stronger than
class conscioushess. This was clear even beforé the

miserable failure of the Second Idternationale. Thé

Austrian 'socialist leader, Otto Bauer, ufged Vienna in .

1906 to use military force to put the Hungarians in their

. ' "
pPlace. The weak Hungarian Social Democratic Party allied

P

itself/with the'"Indépendentists“. In 1909, ;he Czech
'Social§§ts.broke away from Vienna and formed their own party
Nothing shows the irrationality of nationalism more

" than the Hungarian minority iﬁ the new Czechoslovakia. .
*In Czechoslovakia, the only democratic country of Eastern
Eﬁnope, the standard of living, the political rights and -
the quality of life was on an incompqrabl§ higher level
than in counterrevolutionary sémi—fascist Horthy Hungary.
Yet when the Southern part of Slovakia was returned\to

. Hungary, after Munich, with the help of Hitler and Musgolini

the Hungarians of the area greetéd this return with enor-
(40) ' '

mous enthusiasm.

e

‘Nationalism was a deterﬁiﬁistic force in the breaking

,up of the Habsburg Empire. Under its influence, the

Hungarians acted quite 1rrationaily, although'as pointed’

’

oué before, they had little choige. Their policies, some-

- times intentionally, but more of

.
~

jen unintent&opélly, contri-

buted greatly to the final collapse.

.

b

'

o ..

S




' 4

Degi and Andrassy were men possessing exceptional
political skiils. They managed to secure a position for
Bungary within the Empire which was far above her impor-
tance, her numerical strength or her ec;nomic power. Their
successors were unable to consolidate these gains. Fight-
ing constantly in a domestic two-froQ§ war, their policies,
which consisted only of stop-gap measures;'cquid do little,

to halt the gradual erosion of Hungarian influence. ‘Deak,

who died,nn 1876, was worriéd 1n the last years of his

»

"life, "quite justiflably, about the policies and qualities

of the men who were to succeed him.(4l)

Hungarian policy of the eighteenth and nineteenth
century which tried to re-establish a Hungary equivalent
in power and prestige with the mediaeval Hungarian Kingdom
which was‘vanquished in 1526 by the Turkimn onslaught,
was eﬁbolutely unrealistic~from beginning to end.

The Hungarian gentry liked to compare itself with its
British counterpart. The resemblance, if any, existed only
in form, never in substance. The Hungarian ruling classes
had none of the realism, politieal wisdom and understanding

of histor& which typified the British upper class. The

breakdown' of the Monarchy was inevitable but the end was

worse, for the Hungajians than it really ought to have been.

The responsibility y with the short-sightednees of the
Hungarian leaders who emerged after the "grand" genetation

of 1848 passed away. ) .
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In this respect, Jaszi's devastating criticism of

the repressive policy of Mggyarization, with the unreal-

3

istic dream of creating a unified Hungarian national state

" on the territories of the "historical” Kingdom, is quite

)

justified. Jaszi wrote:

"The nation ra# toward disaster and

the ghost of the nationality problenm,
which already in 1848 defeated Hungary

and led toward Vilagos, now in the
“World War raised its head again and drove ~
the country-toward Triénon." (42)

N

. o _
. - And it was the same "ghost of the nationality problem"

which allied the reduted Hungary with Nazi Gérmany in the

hope of regaining ‘the lost territories.
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It is an ongoing debate whether the Hungarians were

one of the”r/ ressed w1th1n the Empire or whether, through

the intricate setup of the Dual Monarchy, they exercised
a very considerable influence as one of the oppressors.

In reality, . they were both. However, as the bureaucratic

oppression grew in Hungary, replacind any form of persuasipn

in the process of Magyarlzatlon, Hungary's influence in
Vienna diminished and she certainly faced not a cultural

but an -economic oppression from the more advanced parts

of the Fmpire. In the end, she had to, fight a war which

she could only lose. The Czechs, granted, never had
much love for the war, but the Poles and Croats, as well
as the Hungarians, were fighting for the Monarchy, yet
they managed to appear at the 'end on the~side'of the
v&ctors, the only losers being the Germans and the
Hungarians. _
Thus, the policy of Magyarizaiipn ended not in a
failure but in a disaster. The mein conciusion must be
that Magyarization nas more than a failure to create new
Mégyars; it helped to undermine the foreign relations of
the Monarchy in gener@l, thus making it more and more de-

pendent on Germ&ny and it completely eliminated any free-

dom of action on the part of tge Hungarians in foreign

.iffairs. Without realizing it, they became the satellite

'
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of Berlin via Vienna. History moves through deterministic
forces, rvational and irrational, The Hungarians refused
to réalize this and they paid for it dearly.
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The Nationality Question in Hungary and °its v
Effect on the Foreign Policy of the Pual
Monarchx, 1867 - 1914. )

\

>

BIBLJ OGRAPHY
L W

-’ A
Bridge, F.R.: From Sadowa to, Sairajevo. The‘Foreign Policy of
Austria Hungary. (London, Routledge and Kogan, 1972).

Clayton, G.D.: B‘itain and the Eastern Question. - (Lohdon,
University of London Press, 1971).

Crankshaw, Edward: The Fall of the House of Habsburg. (New

York, Viking Press, 1963). N P
Fay, Sidney B.: The Origins o6f the World War. (New York,
Macmillan Company, 1928).
~ Geiss, Immanuél: July 1914. The Outbreak of the First World
War. (New York, Norton, 1967). .
Hanak, Peter: Magyarqgrszag a Monarchiaban. (Budapesgt,
Sondolat, 1975). Hungary in the Monarchy. Essays on the :
. Dual Monarchy. Some of them published also in English and 7.:'
rman.

Haraszti, Endre: The Ethnic History of Transylvan:.a. (Astor -
Park, Florida, Danubia Press, 1972).

Begedus, Iorant: KXet Andras_s_L Ket Tisza. (Budapest, Atheneum,
1927). (Two Andrassys, Two Tiszas). Conservative biography
on four leading Hungarlar} statesmen in the Dual Monarchy.

t

. K
Horvath, Zoltan: Magyar Szazadfordulo. Amasodik Reformneémzedek
Tortenete. 1896-1914. (Budapest, Sondolat, 1971). Hungary

at the turn of the century. The history of the second reform
generation. An excellent study on the cultural and social

life of the period. Also published in Germ;"n'.

Ignotus, Paul: Hungary. (London, Ernest ﬁnn, 1972).

Jaszi, Oszkar: The Dissolution of the Habsburg Monarchx.
(Universn.ty of Chlcago Press, 1929).

-~ - )

Kann, Robert: A Hlstol of the Habsburg Empire 1526- 1918.
(Berkeley, University of California Press, 1974).

Kann, Robert: The Multinational Empire. Nationalism and National

Reform in the Habsburg Monarchy, 1848-1918. 2 volumes. (New
York'sColumbia University Pgess, 1950). ' :

~ Y




[N

o~

. \ ; ’ .
I \\ -
e vt > " —— = - . VI, ;{_ _’.. -.\‘ o = ecomm————

‘The best Marxist attempt to write Hungarian history.

Mthe Great War. (New York, Howard Fertig, 1973). First pub-

‘Seton'ﬁatson} R.W.: Gérmans, Slavs and Magyars. A Study in’

1968) .. First published in 1916).

-/

Rarolyi, Michael: Hit illuziok nelkul. + {(Budapest, Magveto,
1977). Originally published in English: Memoirs, Faith
without Illusion (London, 1956). .

-« : .

Kiraly, Bela: Ferenc beak. (Twayne Publishers, Boston, 197§V.

Kovacs, Endre: Szemben a torténelemmel. (Budapest, Magveto,
1977). “Against History". A study of the nationality ques-
tion in Hungary. Quite nationalistic for a supposedly Marxist
interpretation.

Macartney, C.A.: The Habsburg Empire, 1790~ 1918. (New York,
Macmillan Co., 1969).

Macartney, C.A.: Hungary, & Shoft History. (Chicago, Aldine k
Publishing Co., 1966). ,

May, J. Arthur? The Habsburg Monaicﬁy, 1867-1914. {(New Yark,
Norton,c1951)

Merel, Syula Federatios tervek D&lkelet Europaban es a

Habsburg Mbnarcﬁia, 1840-1918. (Budapest, Sondolat, 1965).
"Federation Plans in South East Europe and the Habsburg .
Monarchy". Very (informative.

Molnar, Erik and Berend, Ivan: Magyarorszag torténete.
(Budapest, Sondolat, 1967). 2 volumes. “H%story of Hungary".

Robertson, Priscilla: Revolutions of 1848: A Social ﬁistorx.
(Pxinceton University Press, 1952). ?/,

Sandor, Vilmos: ipari feilodes Magyarorszajon, 1867-1900:
(Budapest, Akade xIaao, 1954) . "Industrial Development ..
in Hungary”. o ‘ 4 R

Seaman, L.C.B.: From Vienna to Versailles. (London, Methuen
& Co., 1955). ) ' :

Seton Watson, R.W.:;/ The Southern Slav Question and the
Habsburg Monarch (New York, Howard Fertig, 1969). First
published in TQI¥. oo ' ) : o

Seton'Watson, R.W.: Safajevo: A Study in the Origins of )

Tished In 1926.

theé Origins of the Great War. (New York,. Howard Fertliqg,

Sﬁgar, Peter and Lederer, Ivo: Nationalism in Eastern EurqE_.
_(Seattle, University of Washington Press, 1969} .

T

\

B e ——
T e M (L



A

B3

N

(-

Szaraz, Gyorgy" Egy éloité&let nyomaba :

1

1976). ."In Search of a Prejudice". A remarkably frank .
history of modern anti-semitism in- Hungary. "
Taylor, J.P.A.: (London,

Hamilton Press, 13517,

)

Tople. L. Victor:.

The HabsbuquMonarchy, 1809-1918.

The Rise and .Fall of the Habsburg Monarchy.

(Praeger Publishers, Inc., New York 1971} .

Wolff, Robert Lee: The Balkans in oug_Time.
Norton, 1967). s %

Zeman, %.A.B.:

oo

' (New York,

A Diplomatic Hiséof//;f.the Fl:st Worl& war.

(London, Weidenfeld and Nicolson,/ 1971).

N

~ 'S LY
- Q
e T ) ! H
o . .
-
a
&
. ~
< ’
a
o e
°
! oO
' 4
.
- 7
i . '
<
. Q
. e
~ “ . .
-t
"
o
'
- s -
r »
R -
P N
[ .
.
o
o : 4
»
o
-~ - B
o
?
o N '
- + - _ o
. [
> -
1b - » s, .
A @




