
 
 

 

ABSTRACT 

Natio Hungarica: The Struggle Between Cultural and Political Nationalism in Hungary 1867-

1896 (Under the direction of Dr. Noah Strote). 

This paper challenges recent developments in the scholarship on Hungarian Nationalism which 

has depicted the nationalism of ethnic Magyars as being entirely of the exclusionary variant. 

Such an assessment problematically ignores the importance of inclusive, political nationalism 

during the dualist era in Hungary. Inclusive nationalism was key to bringing stability to a multi-

ethnic realm. Non-Christian and non-Magyar identities were supported so long as they did not 

call for separation from Hungary or the overall imperial apparatus. During this era, the term 

óHungarianô did not have an ethnic or cultural connotation but a political/civic definition. This 

concept was called Natio Hungarica. It was the policy of the Liberal Party during its tenure as 

the ruling party. However, despite their best efforts, exclusionary ethnic Magyar nationalism was 

a constant threat during the later years of dualism which led to a break-down of the Natio 

Hungarica system. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

É Copyright 2024 by J§kob Ware 

All Rights Reserved 

 

  



 
 

Natio Hungarica: The Struggle Between Cultural and Political Nationalism in Hungary 1867-
1896 

 
 

 
by 

Jákob István Ware 

 
 

 
 

A thesis submitted to the Graduate Faculty of 

North Carolina State University 
in partial fulfillment of the  

requirements for the degree of 
Master of Art 

 

 
 

History 
 
 

 
 

 
Raleigh, North Carolina 

2024 

 

APPROVED BY: 

 

 

_______________________________                       _______________________________ 

Dr. Noah Strote                                                                     Dr. K. Steven Vincent 
Committee Chair 

 
 
_______________________________                       

Dr. Verena Kasper-Marienberg                                  



ƛƛ 
 

DEDICATION  

For my Aunt Györgyi, my grandfather Jerry, my mother, and numerous others who have all been 
places of comfort and guidance. 

 

  



ƛƛƛ 
 

BIOGRAPHY  

I am Jákob István Ware, a North Carolina State University graduate student. My studies are 
focused on Modern European History in Central-Eastern Europe. I have an interest in state 

formation, the emergence of nationalist movements, and the status of ethno-religious minorities. 
This has included a focus on the emergence of the Hungarian state in the nineteenth century, the 
history of Jewish and Muslim minorities, and the implications of nationalism in modern Central-

Eastern Europe. 

  



ƛǾ 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Introduction ................................................................................................................................... 1 

Chapter I: Terminology and Historiography ............................................................................. 9 

The Concept of Natio Hungarica.............................................................................................. 12 

Historiography........................................................................................................................... 17 

Chapter II: The Leadup to the 1867 Compromise................................................................... 32 

The Need for Compromise ........................................................................................................ 39 

Chapter III: The Framework of Natio Hungarica ................................................................... 42 

The Usage of Inclusive Political Nationalism in Hungary........................................................ 44 

The Croatian-Hungarian Settlement and the Nationalities Law ............................................... 46 

The Tisza Government .............................................................................................................. 51 

Reforms of the Tisza Era ........................................................................................................... 58 

Modern Criticism of Tisza and the Liberal Party ...................................................................... 64 

Divisions within Exclusionary Magyar Nationalism ................................................................ 68 

Conclusion................................................................................................................................. 71 

Chapter IV: The Position of Jews within Hungarian Nationalism ......................................... 74 

A Brief History of Judaism in Hungary .................................................................................... 77 

1882: The Tiszaeszl§r Affair and the Jewish Question ............................................................. 81 

The Ist·czy-Wahrmann Duel..................................................................................................... 83 

1883: Acquittal in the Tiszaeszl§r Affair ................................................................................... 91 

1883: The Rosenburg-Batthy§ny Duel ...................................................................................... 93 

Conclusion................................................................................................................................. 98 

Chapter V: The Romanian Aspirations for Representation .................................................. 102 

The Presence of Romanians in Hungary ................................................................................. 104 

The Issue of Religion in Transylvania..................................................................................... 106 

The Blaj Pronouncement ......................................................................................................... 109 

Reactions to the Blaj Pronouncement ......................................................................................115 

The Transylvania Memorandum ............................................................................................. 124 

Reactions to the Transylvania Memorandum.......................................................................... 131 

Conclusion............................................................................................................................... 134 

Chapter VI: Art and Nationalism at the Millennium Exhibition ......................................... 140 

A Brewing Culture War ........................................................................................................... 143 

The Confluence of Art and Nationalism ................................................................................. 149 



Ǿ 
 

Themes in Hungarian Art during the óBoldog b®keidŖkô ........................................................ 151 

Gyula Bencz¼r and Ćrp§d Feszty............................................................................................ 154 

Conclusion ................................................................................................................................. 170 

Bibliography................................................................................................................................ 176 

Primary Source Bibliography.................................................................................................. 176 

Secondary Source Bibliography .............................................................................................. 180 

APPENDICIES ......................................................................................................................... 190 

The Blaj Pronouncement Translated ....................................................................................... 191 

The Transylvania Memorandum Translated............................................................................ 192 

 



 м 
 

Introduction 
On July 23rd, 2023, Hungarian Prime Minister Viktor Orb§n gave his yearly speech at the 

B§lv§nyos Free Summer University and Student Camp1 in BŁile TuἨnad2, Romania. Previous 

speeches at this event by Orb§n have drawn criticism due to his comments about the mixing of 

races and nationalities and the championing of the current illiberal political system in Hungary. 

During his 2023 speech, Orb§n described the effects of the Hungarian 2011 Constitution to 

strengthen Hungary as the ethnic-Magyar homeland. 

ñIf you read the Hungarian Constitution, you will see that it is centred on the óweô. The 
Hungarian Constitutionôs essence, its founding premise, is that there is a place that is 

ours: our home. There is a community that is ours: this is our nation. And there is a way 
of life ï or perhaps more precisely an order to life ï which is ours: our culture and our 

language. Therefore in the Constitution our spiritual starting point is that the most 
important things in human life are those which cannot be obtained alone. This is why 
óweô is at the heart of the Constitution. Peace, family, friendship, law and community 

spirit cannot be obtained aloneé Therefore, the Hungarian Constitution is a constitution 
of communal ties, which seeks to strengthen these ties, and therefore stands on the 

ground of a culture of strengthening. Liberal constitutions do not describe a world of 
attachment, but of detachment; and they do not seek to affirm something, but to reject 
something ï in the name of individual freedom. Our Constitution, however, affirms the 

place where our children will live as being our homeland.ò3 

The ñweò mentioned by Orb§n are ethnic Magyars both inside and outside Hungary. Since 2011, 

the Orb§n government has positioned itself as the leader of the Magyar-world in determining 

how Hungarian history should be interpreted. It also established itself as the protector of all 

Magyars ï including those in neighboring countries. This has included the supporting of Magyar 

cultural associations abroad and lobbying in favor of the well-being of ethnic Magyars. 

 
1 It is known as the B§lv§nyosi Ny§ri Szabadegyetem ®s Di§kt§bor in the Magyar language and as the Universitatea 

de VarŁ ѽi TabŁra StudenѿeascŁ ĂB§lv§nyosò in Romanian. 
2 It is referred to as B§lv§nyos in Hungary. It is a spa resort town in a county in Transylvania that is 70% ethnic 

Sz®kely-Magyar. 
3 ñSpeech by Prime Minister Viktor Orb§n at the 32nd B§lv§nyos Summer Free University and Student Camp,ò 

Speeches and Remarks, July 22, 2023, https://abouthungary.hu//speeches-and-remarks/speech-by-prime-minister-

viktor-orban-at-the-32nd-balvanyos-summer-free-university-and-student-camp. 

https://abouthungary.hu/speeches-and-remarks/speech-by-prime-minister-viktor-orban-at-the-32nd-balvanyos-summer-free-university-and-student-camp
https://abouthungary.hu/speeches-and-remarks/speech-by-prime-minister-viktor-orban-at-the-32nd-balvanyos-summer-free-university-and-student-camp
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According to Orb§n, the 2011 Constitution was the beginning of a new era, ñwhich has 

spiritual and economic foundations.ò4 As interpreted by the historian Paul Lendvai, this new era 

brought a reinterpretation of Hungarian history and politics: ñThe idea of an ethnic nation 

replacing the political one explains the change in the denomination of the country: the Hungarian 

Republic was renamed Hungary. The ethnic understanding of the nation was pronounced in the 

constitution and a central role was assigned to Christianity.ò5 

 During the 2022 B§lv§nyos Free Summer University and Student Camp, Viktor Orb§n 

stated that: 

ñSo, for example, in the Carpathian Basin we are not mixed-race: we are simply a 
mixture of peoples living in our own European homeland. And, given a favourable 

alignment of stars and a following wind, these peoples merge together in a kind of 
Hungaro-Pannonian sauce, creating their own new European culture. This is why we 
have always fought: we are willing to mix with one another, but we do not want to 

become peoples of mixed-race.ò6 

While this part of his speech acknowledges the highly mixed nature of the Carpathian Basin that 

includes Hungary and its neighbors, it puts forth the notion that the unifying culture of the region 

is dominated by Hungary. A Magyar identity is viewed as the natural product of mixing in the 

Carpathian Basin. This rhetoric, along with the 2023 speech, portrays the continued sacralization 

of an ethnic Magyar identity. This is a direct continuation of the 2011 Constitution where 

Hungary abandoned a definition based on political nationalism for one of cultural nationalism. 

 
4 Ibid 
5 Paul Lendvai, The Hungarians: A Thousand Years of Victory in Defeat, 3rd ed. (Princeton: Princeton University 

Press, 2021), 492 
6 ñSpeech by Prime Minister Viktor Orb§n at the 31st B§lv§nyos Summer Free University and Student Camp 23 July 

2022, Tusn§df¿rdŖ [BŁile Tuĸnad],ò Ambasada Ungariei BucureἨti, accessed August 27, 2023, 

https://bukarest.mfa.gov.hu/rou/news/speech-by-prime-minister-viktor-orban-at-the-31st-balvanyos-summer-free-

university-and-student-camp-23-july-2022-tusnadfuerdo-baile-tusnad. 

https://bukarest.mfa.gov.hu/rou/news/speech-by-prime-minister-viktor-orban-at-the-31st-balvanyos-summer-free-university-and-student-camp-23-july-2022-tusnadfuerdo-baile-tusnad
https://bukarest.mfa.gov.hu/rou/news/speech-by-prime-minister-viktor-orban-at-the-31st-balvanyos-summer-free-university-and-student-camp-23-july-2022-tusnadfuerdo-baile-tusnad
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Since the Revolutions of 1989, Hungary and its people have struggled to define 

themselves. This historical reckoning culminated with the 2011 Fundamental Law of Hungary 

where the new official historical interpretation of Hungary as an ethnic nation was implemented. 

The struggle to define Hungary as either a nation with a foundation in political nationalism or 

cultural nationalism has cast a long shadow over the nation. In the context of modern nation-

building, the Orb§n government has tried to selectively identify Hungary with only parts of its 

history. The 2011 Fundamental Law marked the 1944-1990 years as an era without national 

sovereignty where Hungary was deemed as being entirely under the control of outside, foreign 

forces.7 The Orb§n government has portrayed Hungarian, and therefore ethnic Magyar, history as 

a quest for freedom from interfering external forces: 

ñOne of the main heroic attempts of the Hungarian nation to get freedom was launched 
against the Habsburgs in the middle of the 19th century, crushed by Russia, the army of 
the Tsar of Russia. They helped the Austrians because we were in the winning positioné 

And the Russians were invited by the Habsburg and they crushed the freedom fight here 
in Hungary. Thatôs first. Then they occupied us in the Second World War. And then when 

we tried to get rid of their yoke, in ó56 they crushed us again.ò8 

The underdog, freedom-fighting Magyars have been mythologized in Hungarian media and 

culture. However, a great portion of this myth is purely myth. The 1956 Uprising was a 

spontaneous rising with no central leadership where numerous factions attempted to be seen as 

the voice of the people.9 As for the 1848 Revolution, the rebellion deeply divided Hungarian 

society with many soldiers, reformers, and national minorities siding with the Habsburgs over 

 
7 ñHungary 2011 (Rev. 2016) Constitution,ò Constitute, accessed September 30, 2023, 

https://www.constituteproject.org/constitution/Hungary_2016. 
8 ñInterview with Viktor Orb§n by Tucker Carlson,ò Speeches and Remarks, August 29, 2023, 

https://abouthungary.hu//speeches-and-remarks/interview-with-viktor-orban-by-tucker-carlson. 
9 Lendvai, The Hungarians, 3rd ed., 449 

https://www.constituteproject.org/constitution/Hungary_2016
https://abouthungary.hu/speeches-and-remarks/interview-with-viktor-orban-by-tucker-carlson
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fear of revolutionary radicalism.10 Unfortunately for the Orb§n government and the Hungarian 

public, there is immense nuance to these historical events.  

 To understand how contrasting Hungarian nationalist movements arose, it is beneficial to 

examine the first major instance of Hungarian nation-building. It was here that the conflict 

between inclusive political nationalists and exclusive cultural nationalists heightened. This was 

with the 1867 Austro-Hungarian Compromise and the years of a dualist structure in the empire 

that lasted until 1918. Just as Hungary after 1989 struggled to define itself, the Hungarian state 

from 1867 to 1918 found itself at a historical crossroads. This was brought about by the 

nationalist and liberal movements of the nineteenth century where multi-ethnic states like the 

Austrian Empire struggled to maintain internal cohesion in the face of movements and factions 

that each had their idea of how the empire should be run. Some, like Aurel C. Popovici and 

Oszk§r J§szi, lobbied for reform through constitutional devolution and federalization of the 

empire. Radicals of the time, like Lajos Kossuth, pushed for complete separation from the 

imperial framework.  

To examine how the Hungarian government attempted to forge a nation built on the 

concept of inclusive political nationalism, the thesis will examine various documents and events 

from the years 1867 through 1896. This thesis will present the case that the historical events 

leading to the present were not a linear pathway that produced the modern Hungarian 

nationalism wielded by the Orb§n government. There was a recognition in the nineteenth century 

that Hungary could not exist solely as a state for ethnic Magyars due to the highly mixed nature 

of the nationôs population. As the post-1867 Hungarian state engaged in nation-building, it 

 
10 Istv§n De§k, Beyond Nationalism: A Social and Political History of the Habsburg Officer Corps 1848-1918 (New 

York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1990), 8 
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needed to account for the desires of ethnic Magyars and national minorities. While the state was 

dominated by an ethnic Magyar elite, accommodation with minorities was a continual national 

strategy. Due to this need to account for non-Magyars, Hungary incorporated an inclusive, non-

ethnic definition of the term óHungarianô to create a political identity that crossed ethno-religious 

lines. This was Hungary under Natio Hungarica, a concept that originated from the Medieval 

Hungarian Kingdom that sought to bind the kingdom together through a collective, non-ethnic 

definition of óHungarian.ô  

As Hungary engaged in nation-building and sought to reach an accommodation with its 

minorities, exclusive Hungarian nationalism slowly gained ground. This was at the expense of 

the inclusivity of Natio Hungarica as ethnic Magyar nationalists defined Hungary as the 

homeland of the Magyar people. According to this variant of nationalism, it was the mission of 

the Hungarian state to assimilate its non-Magyars and to promote a singular Magyar identity. 

Later, this included elements of Christian nationalism where it was asserted that the ideal 

inhabitant of Hungary was a Christian Magyar. While the dominance of the Liberal Party in 

Hungary did allow for the propagation of the Natio Hungarica idea, inclusive and exclusive 

nationalists constantly squabbled. By the 1880s and 1890s, exclusive nationalists became more 

overt due to a rise in antisemitism and the slow decline of the Liberal Party. This thesis claims 

that exclusive Magyar nationalists gained ground as ethnic Magyars became dissatisfied and 

alienated with the Liberal Partyôs accommodation with minorities. This thesis is in opposition to 

Paul Lendvaiôs assessment of the era as a period of Magyar ñblindnessò and ñmegalomaniaò.11 

While modern Hungarian nationalism is synonymous with a Christian ethnic Magyar identity, 

this thesis makes the point that minorities like Jews and Romanians felt themselves as a part of 

 
11 Lendvai, The Hungarians, 3rd ed., 297-299 
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the Hungarian nation. In contrast to the words of Viktor Orb§n, there was not always a singular 

culture present in Hungary. During the dualist era, a plurality of cultural identities was 

encouraged as long as it was within an overarching Hungarian political identity. 

The nearly thirty years that are covered by this thesis were a period of intense 

administration and legal reform that had immense consequences for Hungarian society. 1867 was 

chosen as the starting point as that was the year when the Austrian Empire transitioned to a 

dualist structure which produced the Austro-Hungarian Empire. 1896 serves as the end of this 

thesisô scope as that year was selected for the Millennium Exhibition to celebrate the supposed 

one-thousandth anniversary of the Hungarian state. 

Chapter I of this project focuses on the historiography of Hungarian nationalism along 

with terminology definitions. This chapter will describe the interest in evaluating Hungarian 

history and nationalism after 1989. It will also be made clear which parts of Paul Lendvaiôs work 

on Hungarian history that this thesis has qualms with. Chapter II provides a brief overview of the 

1848 Hungarian Revolution with the lead-up and aftermath discussed. The Revolution became a 

mythologized event viewed by Magyars as an uprising against Austrian tyranny. For national 

minorities, the Revolution marked a manifestation of their greatest fears ï the creation of a 

Magyarcentric state that jeopardized the fates of non-Magyars. The shadow of the Hungarian 

Revolution loomed over the 1867 Compromise and the years that followed with Magyars 

demanding the Revolutionôs demands to be met. Non-Magyars sought assurances for the 

protection of their rights.  

Chapter III focuses on these assurances that were created to legitimize the new Hungarian 

state by creating a pluralistic society under the concept of Natio Hungarica. This marked a 

befuddling era of modernization that included the preservation of select feudalistic institutions. 



 т 
 

During this period, the Nationalities Law of 1868 was passed to codify Magyar and non-Magyar 

rights as being equal. Administrative reforms were undertaken to eliminate feudal-era privileges, 

centralize the state, and redraw the nationôs counties. This chapter will discuss actions taken from 

1875-1890 by the Hungarian government while it was under the tutelage of Prime Minister 

K§lm§n Tisza. Tisza sought a middle ground in appealing to Magyars and national minorities. 

This would lead to an emboldening of the exclusive variant of Hungarian nationalism that sought 

the assimilation of non-Magyars. 

Chapter IV focuses on Hungarian Jews, particularly during the 1882 Tiszaeszl§r Blood 

Libel Affair which brought the politicization of the Jewish Question. Despite the highly 

assimilated nature of Hungarian Jews, their avoidance of mentioning religion in politics became 

impossible in the 1880s. During the antisemitic agitation of this decade, the politician GyŖzŖ 

Ist·czy founded the National Antisemitic Party that explicitly viewed Jews as a foreign threat 

within Hungary. Ist·czyôs demagoguery led to a pistol duel with the Jewish politician M·r 

Wahrmann. This duel became sensationalized in the newspapers. It was a contributing factor to 

the rise in dueling by Jews who took to the sport to defend their identity as ñHungarians of the 

Israelite Faith.ò12 

Chapter V focuses on Romanian attempts at securing autonomy. Romanians were the 

largest minority group present in Hungary under dualism. This chapter utilizes the 1868 Blaj 

Pronouncement and the 1892 Transylvania Memorandum to show that despite their 

mistreatment, Romanians continued to feel that they were a part of Austria-Hungary. Both 

 
12 Mary Gluck, ñIntegration and Its Discontents: Humorous Magazines and Music Halls As Reflections of the 

Ambiguous Transformation of Budapest Jews Into Magyars of the Jewish Faith,ò in Polin: Studies in Polish Jewry 

Volume 31: Poland and Hungary: Jewish Realities Compared, ed. Antony Polonsky, Fran­ois Guesnet, and Howard 

Lupovitch, vol. 31 (Liverpool University Press, 2018), 245-246 
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documents built the case that Romanians were loyal subjects who wanted to uphold the existence 

of both Hungary and the empire. These documents cited numerous compromises and 

accommodations that had been made between Vienna and Romanians as proof of loyalty and 

precedence for autonomy. Unfortunately for the Romanian cause, their appeals led to outright 

punishment as the Hungarian Parliament decried their demands as treasonous. The rejection of 

the 1868 and 1892 Romanian demands was a case of Magyar demands being upheld at the cost 

of minority demands to maintain the Hungarian state. This shows that the more exclusionary 

type of Hungarian nationalism had become more politically powerful. 

Lastly, Chapter VI focuses on the 1896 Millennium Exhibition as a public display of 

inclusionary and exclusionary nationalism. This is accomplished by examining two of the major 

paintings that were displayed during the several months-long event: Gyula Bencz¼rôs Budav§r 

visszav®tele 1686-ban [The Recapture of Buda Castle] and Ćrp§d Fesztyôs A magyarok 

bejºvetele [Arrival of the Hungarians]. Bencz¼rôs work was in favor of an inclusive, pluralistic 

identity that included the entire Austro-Hungarian imperial structure. Fesztyôs work supported 

the idea of Magyar supremacy and exceptionalism. This chapter will also detail the shifting 

politics of the 1890s where the power of the ruling Liberal Party waned in favor of exclusive 

Magyar nationalists. 
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Chapter I: Terminology and Historiography 
 For this thesis, the term óMagyarô will be used to describe ethnic Hungarians as distinct 

from their German, Romanian, and Slavic neighbors. The term óMagyar languageô will be used 

to describe the language of ethnic Magyars. When the term óHungarianô or óHungarian peopleô is 

used, this denotes the inhabitants of the Hungarian half of Austria-Hungary regardless of ethnic 

affiliation. The terms ódualismô, ódualistô, and ódual monarchyô refer to the 1867-1918 era of 

Austria-Hungary. Unless specified, when the term óHungaryô is used, it refers to the historical 

territories within the Lands of the Crown of Saint Stephen as a constituent territory of the 

Habsburg Monarchy. 

 The boundaries of the Lands of the Crown of Saint Stephen are as defined by the 1867 

Austro-Hungarian Compromise. The territories constituting the Lands of the Crown of Saint 

Stephen stem from the Middle Ages. A portion of these lands passed to the Habsburgs in 1526 

with the entirety gained by 1699. Before the entry of these territories into the Habsburg family, 

the realm consisted of the Hungarian crown which held the Croatian crown in a personal union.13 

In 1526, Hungary underwent a three-way division after an Ottoman victory at the Battle of 

Moh§cs led to the death of the Hungarian king Lajos II Jagiellon. His death led to a succession 

crisis. The Habsburgs ruled what was known as Royal Hungary and Croatia in the north and 

west; the southern and central regions became part of Ottoman Hungary, and the east became the 

semi-independent Principality of Transylvania.14 After the Great Turkish War (1683-1699), 

Ottoman Hungary and Transylvania were annexed by the Habsburg Monarchy. Transylvania was 

granted autonomy and considered separate from Hungry proper until the 1867 Compromise 

 
13 Lendvai, The Hungarians, 3rd ed., 40 
14 Peter H. Wilson, Heart of Europe: A History of the Holy Roman Empire (Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of 

Harvard University Press, 2016), 149-150 
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subsumed the region into Hungary.15 From 1867 until 1918, Hungary was composed of the 

Kingdom of Hungary and the subordinate Kingdom of Croatia-Slavonia (see Figure 1).16 

Throughout this thesis, the terminology óexclusive nationalismô and óinclusive 

nationalismô will be used. These definitions have been inspired by Iv§n Vit§nyiôs (1925-2021) 

works on how the definition of who was considered Hungarian varied. The term exclusive 

nationalism pertains to the definition of Hungarianness as a product of being born in an 

ñauthenticò family where the parents, grandparents, great-grandparents, etc. were ethnically and 

culturally Magyars.17 Due to this, the individual could be considered a ñthick Hungarianò as they 

had Magyar roots stemming from several generations. This is in opposition to ñthin Hungariansò 

 
15 Lendvai, The Hungarians, 3rd ed., 286 
16 Herr Ziffer, The Map Shows Administrative Division of Austria-Hungary. Cisleithania, Governed by Austria, Is 

Shown in Red; the Lands of the Crown of Saint Stephen, Governed by Hungary, Are Shown in Green; the 

Condominium of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Which Was Governed by Both, Austria and Hungary, Is Shown in Blue., 

December 28, 2012, December 28, 2012, Own work, 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Cisleithania,_Lands_of_the_Crown_of_Saint_Stephen,_Bosnia_and_Herz

egovina.svg. 
17 Iv§n Vit§nyi, ñDoes a Homogeneous Conception of Nation Exist? A Typology of National Identities,ò in Beyond 

Nationalism? Sovereignty and Citizenship, ed. Fred Dallmayr and Jos® M. Rosales (Lanham: Lexington Books, 

2001), 20 

Figure 1: Map of Austria-Hungary where Hungary and 

Croatia-Slavonia are highlighted in green. 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Cisleithania,_Lands_of_the_Crown_of_Saint_Stephen,_Bosnia_and_Herzegovina.svg
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Cisleithania,_Lands_of_the_Crown_of_Saint_Stephen,_Bosnia_and_Herzegovina.svg
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who are only recent in the acquisition of the Magyar language and customs. As noted by Vit§nyi, 

these definitions of ñthick Hungarianò and ñthin Hungarian,ò are rooted in the blood and soil 

variant of nationalism.18 This dichotomy itself lent itself to a cycle of assimilation and 

subsequent othering of those who had been assimilated as being non-authentic Magyars as they 

were considered ñthin.ò The process of óotheringô, in identifying segments of society as not 

belonging especially occurred during times of crisis. The wave of antisemitism in the 1880s was 

a product of economic, nationalist, and societal tensions. This is why some exclusive nationalists 

like the antisemite GyŖzŖ Ist·czy (1842-1915) specifically targeted Jews even though Hungarian 

Jewry was heavily integrated into Magyar society. 

At the state level, exclusive nationalism seeks to quash other forms of identity through 

assimilation, cultural genocide, or ethnic cleansing. It also lends itself to political 

authoritarianism with enforced discrimination and assimilation. During the 1890s and early 

1900s in Hungary, members of the Opposition like Count Albert Apponyi (1846-1933) who 

sought to erase minority identities attempted to force assimilation with draconian education laws 

that limited minority language lessons. This process was dubbed Magyarization as it sought to 

erase non-Magyar identities and replace them with new Magyar ones. Magyarization utilized 

societal pressures to disadvantage non-Magyars. This was done to encourage the adoption of the 

Magyar language, Magyar names, etc. As will be shown later in this thesis, this process was seen 

by nationalists like B®la Gr¿nwald (1839-1891)19 as a civilizing mission. Exclusive nationalism 

removed the autonomy from the individual as national belonging was viewed as a fact 

determined at birth. 

 
18 Ibid, 20-21 
19 Not to be confused with B®la Iv§nyi-Gr¿nwald (1867-1940) the painter. 
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Inclusive nationalism is the opposite as it restores the autonomy of identity to the 

individual. It is not oneôs familial history that decides their identity but the choices of the 

individual. At the state level of Hungary under dualism, this was represented by the acceptance 

of a pluralistic society where different ethnoreligious groups were viewed as part of the umbrella 

term óHungarianô. Inclusive nationalism is a political form of nationalism in that the common 

point of identity that the people of a nation can rally around is partly based on the civic values of 

the state. Unlike the authoritarianism of exclusive nationalism, this leads to support for 

democratic institutions. For Hungary post-Compromise, this was with a limited democratic 

system that allowed representation for Magyars and non-Magyars in economic, judicial, and 

political matters. This preserved Hungary as a unitary state where there were no ethnic regional 

autonomies but a universal set of rights for its citizens. This unitary state of Hungary where its 

inhabitants were viewed as a part of a pluralistic political state is described by the term Natio 

Hungarica. 

The Concept of Natio Hungarica 

 Natio Hungarica was a concept in opposition to the traditional concept of the nation-

state. This concept was based on the idea of a political nation drawn from the feudal tradition of 

the Kingdom of Hungary.20 It is important to note that Natio Hungarica was not a term explicitly 

used in the nineteenth century as it had given way to the terms óHungaryô and the óHungarian 

nation.ô However, this term has been selected for use in this thesis as a term to indicate a 

Hungarian state based on political nationalism to unite its diverse ethnoreligious population. This 

definition is different from the modern interpretation of the Hungarian state which, since 2011, is 

 
20 J·zsef Zolt§n Fazakas and K§roly Kisteleki, ñTransylvania in the Habsburg Empire and the Austro-Hungarian 

Dual Monarchy (1690-1918),ò in Constitutional History of Transylvania, ed. EmŖd Veress, Studies in the History of 

Law and Justice 25 (Baltimore, MD: Springer, 2023), 277 
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based on a purely ethnic notion. Natio Hungarica indicates a Hungarian state the concept of 

Hungarian identity and belonging was not solely for ethnic Magyars or those who had 

assimilated. The political inclusivity of Natio Hungarica recognized ethnoreligious differences in 

Hungary and promised equality across these boundaries as citizens of Hungary. This definition of 

Hungary was a regional indicator rather than being affixed to ethnic origin. An example of the 

Natio Hungarica in action was the 1868 Nationalities Law which brought sweeping minority 

rights and assurances of equality. This will be described further in Chapter III. 

The term Natio Hungarica originated in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries as an 

indicator of belonging to the Hungarian nation based on geographic origin.21 There was no ethnic 

connotation to this definition. The term served as a means of political unification for the multi-

ethnic kingdom. The scope of Natio Hungarica was detailed by the humanist scholar and 

archbishop of Esztergom Mikl·s Ol§h22 (1493-1568). Ol§h was of mixed Romanian and Magyar 

descent.23 In his treatise Hungaria, Ol§h described the Natio Hungarica as the home of twelve 

nations: 

ñThe territory of the Hungarian kingdom contains in our time diverse nations, [namely] 

Hungarians, Germans, Bohemians, Slavs, Croatians, Saxons, Sz®kelys, Vlachs, Serbs, 
Cumans, Jaziges, Ruthenians, and most recently Turks.ò24 

Of the people mentioned by Ol§h, there were two groups of ethnic Magyars, the 

Hungarians and the Sz®kelys. The Germans and Saxons he mentioned pertained to different 

waves of German settlement after the Mongol invasions in the twelfth century. The Saxons were 

 
21 Leslie S. Domonkos, ñThe Multiethnic Character of the Hungarian Kingdom in the Later Middle Ages,ò in 

Transylvania: The Roots of Ethnic Conflict, ed. John F. Cadzow, Andrew Ludyani, and Louis J. Elteto (Kent, OH: 

The Kent State University Press, 1983), 41 
22 Ol§h is also referred to by his Latin name Nicolaus Olahus and his Romanian name Nicolae Valahul. 
23 The term óOl§hôis an archaic Magyar term denoting Romanians and Wallachians. In Mikl·s Ol§hôs case, it meant 

óof Romaniaô or óof Wallachiaô as his father was a Romanian. 
24 Domonkos, ñThe Multiethnic Character of the Hungarian Kingdom in the Later Middle Ages,ò 42 
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the Transylvanian Saxons and the Zipser Saxons who were part of the first wave of settlement in 

largely rural areas. The second wave of Germans settled mainly in Western Hungary along the 

border with the Holy Roman Empire and in urban centers.25 The term ñBohemiansò pertained to 

the Slovaks with the label applied borrowed from the Kingdom of Bohemia due to the Hussite 

Wars. The terms ñCroatiansò and ñSerbsò are self-explanatory. The term ñRuthenianò pertained 

to the Eastern Slavs of Sub-Carpathia who became the modern Rusyn and Ukrainian peoples. 

The term ñSlavsò referred to Slavic peoples who did fit the previous Slavic definitions. This was 

applied to pockets of Slavic settlement in Transylvania and Slovaks who had moved southwards 

into urban centers.26 The term also included Slovenes and the Ġokci in southwestern Hungary. 

The terms ñCumansò and ñJazigesò referenced nomadic peoples who had settled in Hungary. 

While these groups were granted autonomy that lasted into the 1870s, they rapidly Magyarized 

themselves to the point of there being only a handful of written examples of their original 

language.27 Lastly, the terms ñVlachsò and ñTurksò referenced the Romanians and the 

encroaching Ottoman Empire respectively. By the 1867 Compromise, most of these groups, 

except for the Cumans and Jaziges who had assimilated themselves, and the Turks who had been 

forced out, still existed in Hungary. 

According to Mikl·s Ol§h, there were both ethnic and linguistic Magyars in Hungary 

alongside many other communities of ethnic groups that he described as ñnations.ò Essentially 

there were two definitions that the term óHungarianô was applied to. The term represented both 

ethnic Magyars and non-Magyar inhabitants within the borders of the Kingdom of Hungary. As 

this was the Middle Ages, this definition only included those who held power within the feudal 
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structure of the kingdom. These individual nobles, bishops, and burghers who were a part of the 

feudal elites were Hungarusðmembers of the Hungarian nation.28 Natio Hungarica bridged the 

gap between ethnic Magyar and non-Magyar elites through a shared allegiance to the Hungarian 

crown. This description of Natio Hungarica helped set the seeds for inclusive Hungarian 

political nationalism in the nineteenth century where non-elites were slowly considered to also 

be a part of the national consciousness.  

With the various national awakenings of the early nineteenth century and the Hungarian 

Reform Era (1825-1848), it became clear that there were two competing definitions of the 

Hungarian state. There was the separate notion of the Hungarian state as the home of the ethnic 

Magyar people and the idea of the Hungarian state or Natio Hungarica existing as the political 

and legal unity uniting the multiethnic Lands of the Crown of Saint Stephen.29 The first 

definition of a Hungarian state is synonymous with Hungary existing solely as the homeland of 

ethnic Magyars. This was the stance of exclusionary Magyar nationalists who hoped to 

Magyarize non-Magyars. The second definition became the position of inclusive Magyar 

nationalists who hoped to unify the state politically by recognizing the geographic constraints of 

Hungary were a homeland for Magyars and non-Magyar peoples. In the years leading up to the 

1848 Hungarian Revolution, non-Magyars were increasingly sidelined to the point that many 

sided with the counter-revolutionary Austrian forces. When the 1867 Austro-Hungarian 

Compromise was negotiated, the contingent of the negotiators who were Magyars knew that 
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provisions were needed to ensure non-Magyar support. To gain this support, the inclusive 

nationalism of Natio Hungarica was officially wielded by the Hungarian state. 

Hungary after the 1867 Compromise became a unitary state where equal political rights 

were guaranteed. This system was codified with the 1867 Austro-Hungarian Compromise and 

the 186830 Nationalities Law which guaranteed political rights and equality before the law.31 

Natio Hungarica and inclusive political nationalism had seemingly ówon.ô However, Natio 

Hungarica never described a federated Hungary, and neither did Hungary ever become a 

federation. Natio Hungarica represented a politically united state that recognized its multiethnic 

nature by deeming all inhabitants within its geographic confines as political Hungarians. This 

was a shift away from a Habsburg-style policy of denationalization as a plurality of identities 

was accepted and encouraged. A citizen of Hungary could be both an ethnic Romanian and a 

political Hungarian along with being an imperial citizen within the overall empireôs framework. 

In the decades after the Compromise, the nature of what the Hungarian state represented 

continued to be debated by inclusive and exclusive nationalists due to the rise of Magyar and 

non-Magyar nationalism. Natio Hungarica in the nineteenth century marked a transition away 

from maintaining regional autonomies based on feudal privileges to that of a unitary, 

constitutional state.32 It was an attempt to engage in serious nation-building in Hungary by 

creating a Hungarian political entity to unite ethnic Magyars and non-Magyars into a unitary 

state. 

 
30 A similar act of passed in 1849 in the wake of a lack of national minority support for the Hungarian Revolution. 

This was passed too late to make any difference as the revolution was defeated later that year. It was resurrected in 

1868 with additional provisions. 
31 Fazakas and Kisteleki, ñTransylvania in the Habsburg Empire and the Austro-Hungarian Dual Monarchy (1690-

1918),ò 281 
32 Ibid, 280 
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Historiography 

In works that describe the entire breadth of Hungarian history, Paul Lendvaiôs (1929--) 

work The Hungarians: A Thousand Years of Victory in Defeat has been one of the more 

ambitious forays in presenting Hungarian history. Unlike the other publications that will be 

discussed, it has received the most updates through new editions and has been translated into 

more languages. These successive updates have tied the book closely to current political 

developments in Hungary. It was first published in 1999 in German as Die Ungarn. Ein 

Jahrtausend Sieger in Niederlagen.33 It was then translated into English and re-published in 

2003.34 Lendvaiôs work was not the only new work on Hungarian history that came out at the 

turn of the twenty-first century. With the end of Communism in Hungary, several new books 

were published due to better access to Hungarian archives and a desire to re-evaluate Hungarian 

history. 

Mikl·s Moln§r (1918-2003) published his A Concise History of Hungary first in French 

in 1996 and then into English in 2001. L§szl· Kontler (1959--) published his work A History of 

Hungary: Millennium in Central Europe in 1999 in English.35 All three works were published 

near the anniversary of the Magyar conquest of the Carpathian Basin.36 Each of these three 

works was aimed at a largely non-Magyar audience. They were the first works published on the 

totality of Hungarian history since the Revolutions of 1989, the process of democratization of 

Hungary, and the transition to a market-capitalist system. From these three authors, Paul Lendvai 

 
33 Paul Lendvai, Die Ungarn. Ein Jahrtausend Sieger in Niederlagen (Munich, Germany: C. Bertelsmann Verlag, 

1999). 
34 Paul Lendvai, The Hungarians: A Thousand Years of Victory in Defeat, 2nd ed. (Princeton: Princeton University 

Press, 2003). 
35 Daniel M. Pennell, ñThe Hungarian Idea at the Millennial Crossroads,ò East European Politics and Societies 19, 

no. 3 (2005), 495 
36 1996 was deemed the official year for Hungaryôs 1,100th anniversary. However, it is tentative whether the arrival 

of the Magyars was in CE 896, 899, 900, or some other year at the turn of the tenth century. 
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will be engaged with the most as he continues to work in the field of Hungarian history. Moln§r 

died before he could engage further in Hungarian history and Kontler shifted his focus to the 

Enlightenment in Germany. 

Of these three authors, Kontler is part of a younger generation separate from the other 

two. Kontler was far removed from the societal pressures and historical events that were 

experienced by the other two writers. Kontler had not been forced to flee Hungary. Lendvai and 

Moln§r left Hungary for Austria and Switzerland respectively after the 1956 Uprising. These two 

authors belong to a historical generation that included historian Istv§n De§k (1926-2023) as their 

experiences were shaped by the Second World War, the subsequent Communist takeover, and the 

failed 1956 Uprising. Their experiences greatly shaped their historical viewpoints. 

Istv§n De§k, Paul Lendvai, and Mikl·s Moln§r each faced enormous hardships that led to 

them becoming refugees. Due to a shared Jewish heritage, De§k and Lendvai narrowly avoided 

certain deaths during the Second World War. While Moln§r was not Jewish, he was viewed as a 

political dissident for his leftist views and was subjected to a Nazi-forced labor camp.37 While he 

was not a practicing Jew, Istv§n De§k and his family had their property seized since they were 

assimilated Jews. De§k himself was forced into a Jewish Labor Battalion for several months 

before he and his family were able to go into hiding.38 De§k left for France in 1948 following the 

Communist takeover of Hungary.39 Lendvai and Moln§r also fled Hungary nearly ten years later 

in 1957. 

 
37 Mikl·s Moln§r, A Concise History of Hungary (Cambridge, United Kingdom: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 

i 
38 Pieter Judson and Marsha Rozenblit, ñIstv§n De§k (1926ï2023): In Memoriam,ò Austrian History Yearbook 54 

(2023), 196 
39 Ibid. 
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Lendvai was born to Jewish parents which led to discrimination in the 1930s and 1940s 

as restrictive laws were placed on Jews. He narrowly avoided deportation and certain death as he 

was a recipient of a Swiss passport.40 While he had initial success as a writer and journalist in 

Communist Hungary, he was imprisoned in 1953 for nine months for having been a Social 

Democrat.41 In February 1957, he left Hungary for Austria where he became a naturalized 

citizen.42 Mikl·s Moln§r left that same year for Switzerland after becoming disillusioned due to 

the repression that followed the 1956 Uprising.43 

Unlike Paul Lendvai and Mikl·s Moln§r, Istv§n De§kôs works on Hungarian history and 

the Habsburg Monarchy have a more positive view of the success of political nationalism. This is 

apparent in his 1990 book Beyond Nationalism: A Social and Political History of the Habsburg 

Officer Corps 1848-1918. According to De§k, military service was able to unite soldiers across 

the empire to the point that officers viewed themselves as ñdirect subjects of Francis Joseph than 

of the monarchy.ò44 The Austro-Hungarian armyôs extensive influence in politics, the economy, 

and society produced a sense of imperial unity across ethnic and social divides. As noted by 

De§k, this sentiment was especially strong among the emergent middle class.45 The military was 

an equalizing force that helped expand the middle class, elevate the lower class, and chip away at 

the power of the nobility through the ennoblement of members of the middle class.46 The power 

of the military to create societal cohesion was especially key after the 1848 Revolutions and the 

1867 Austro-Hungarian Compromise as society was deeply divided due to nationalism and an 
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urban-rural divide. Even at the time of the Hungarian Revolution, an equal portion of Magyar 

officers remained in Habsburg service compared to those who left to join the revolution.47 De§kôs 

work successfully shows how military service created a collective, political nationalist identity 

among the Habsburg Monarchyôs many subjects. De§k helped to dispel myths common in 

Hungary regarding the popularity of the monarchy. His work also set off a renewed interest in 

Habsburg military history which has continued since the 1990s into the present. While he 

acknowledges that there were conflicts in Habsburg society caused by ethnic strife, the role 

played by Magyarization has been overemphasized as the empire needed the cooperation of its 

diverse population to survive as long as it did.  

Regarding Magyarization, De§kôs most famous work is his 1979 book The Lawful 

Revolution: Louis Kossuth and the Hungarians 1848-1849 partly addressed this topic in his 

study of the Hungarian Revolution. Due to its usage of primary sources from the revolution, 

including numerous documents by Lajos Kossuth, the book became a classic. In the analysis of 

the Revolutionôs failings, De§k stated that the establishment of the Magyar language as the 

primary language of Hungary ensured a lack of minority support for the revolution.48 The fear 

felt by national minorities that they would be erased in an independent Hungary was also felt by 

the Magyars. As noted by De§k, this fear of erasure was felt by Magyar intellectuals influenced 

by the German philosopher Johann Gottfried Herder (1744-1803). According to Herderôs view of 

the nation-state and nationality, ñlanguage [was] the repository of a peopleôs tradition, culture, 

history, religion, wisdom, heart, and soul.ò49 As interpreted by Magyar nationalists, institutions 
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were needed to cultivate the Magyar language to ensure its survival and a justification for a 

separate Hungarian entity from Austria.  

This view influenced Magyar elites during the Reform Era through the creation of 

Magyar cultural institutions to defend against supposed encroaching German and Slavic forces. 

However, as shown by De§k, this led to a cleft between conservative reformers and radical 

reformers. Radical reformers like Kossuth believed Hungary needed to modernize both 

economically and culturally. Along with industrialization, this meant a primacy of the Magyar 

language with no regard for non-Magyars. As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the conflict 

between Istv§n Sz®chenyi and Lajos Kossuth best captures this conservative reformer versus 

radical reformer cleft. While Kossuth did change his opinion on minorities, it was too late. The 

minority concessions aggravated many Magyars.50 This foreshadowed the conflict that arose 

after the 1868 Nationalities Law where the desires of Magyar nationalists and non-Magyar 

nationalists had to be balanced. Overall, The Lawful Revolution: Louis Kossuth and the 

Hungarians 1848-1849 is a historical classic that correctly faults the failures of the revolution on 

the treatment of national minorities and the ambitiousness of Magyar revolutionaries in creating 

an independent Magyar state. With the later developments of the 1867 Compromise and 1868 

Nationalities Law, it is correct to assess that the Hungarian government recognized the needs of 

minorities. Even though the desires of Magyars and non-Magyars were not completely met as 

stated in De§kôs later work Beyond Nationalism: A Social and Political History of the Habsburg 

Officer Corps 1848-1918, a sense of political unification that crossed ethnic lines was partly met. 

De§k has a more positive view concerning the presence and success of inclusive nationalism in 

Hungary under dualism. De§k pushed back against the narrative of the Communist Era in 
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Hungary, which wrote off the Habsburg years as an era of feudal-capitalist oppression, with 

Hungary little more than a colony.51 

The narrative of Hungary existing as a colony, this idea stemmed from Lajos Kossuthôs 

anti-Compromise publications. In the rewriting of Hungarian history during the Interwar Era, it 

was further popularized by fascist Magyars who grappled with the effects of the Treaty of 

Trianon. After 1945, the colony narrative was picked up by the Magyar communists through 

their usage of so-called ósalami tacticsô to destroy the opposition. Slowly, they chipped away at 

the opposition by calling them fascists, imperialists, and feudal-capitalists, among other 

accusations.52 It was not until the 1970s that the colonial narrative was largely overturned.53 

Lendvai and Moln§r agree in their respective works on this conclusion. Their books diverge, 

however, on nationalism. Lendvai draws extensively from the Magyar politician and historian 

Oszk§r J§szi (1875-1957) in concluding that the entirety of Hungary under dualism could be 

described as the era of Magyar ñmegalomaniaò and ñtotal blindnessò to the minority question.ò54 

This conclusion also appeared in Lendvaiôs 2017 book Orb§n: Hungary's Strongman where he 

stated: 

ñThe notion of Hungarian exceptionalism, of Hungaryôs superiority to other nations and 

of a special mission flowing from this was official state doctrine from the Compromise of 
1867 (and despite the diktat of Trianon in 1920).ò55 

This generalization of Hungarian history and nationalism ignores the nuance of Hungary under 

dualism. It ignores the accommodation made between Magyars and non-Magyars. It 

problematically suggests a direct linear flow of history since 1867, characterized incorrectly as 
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being of pure Magyar megalomania or chauvinism. This distorts the study of Hungarian 

nationalism. To understand Lendvaiôs viewpoint, Oszk§r J§sziôs perspective must be understood. 

Oszk§r J§sziôs perspective was tinted by his attempt to reform Hungary into a federated 

structure. This movement of creating an ñEastern Switzerlandò ultimately failed with the 

dissolution of Austria-Hungary and the Treaty of Trianon.56 J§szi became further disillusioned 

with Hungary following the outbreak of a communist revolution in 1919 that was followed by a 

national-conservative counter-revolution. After that counter-revolution, leftists like J§szi found 

themselves accused of being communist-aligned and anti-Magyar. No longer feeling welcome in 

his homeland, J§szi spent the rest of his life in the United States. From abroad he watched 

Hungary slip further to the right with the rise of national-conservatism and fascism. Racial 

politics increasingly became a part of Hungarian politics along with revanchism directed at 

neighboring nations. J§szi viewed his experiences in conservative dualist Hungary as the direct 

prelude to the rise of the Hungarian far right. Thus, while he was hopeful during the dualist years 

for reform, his experiences led him to conclude that Hungary was doomed to become a state 

solely for ethnic Magyars at the expense of minorities. 

Paul Lendvaiôs incorporation of Oszk§r J§sziôs views into his assessment of Hungarian 

history was a product of his new life in Austria as a spectator of the Cold War who had 

experienced both fascist and communist oppression. With the rise of national conservativism in 

Hungary in the 1990s and 2000s, which was accompanied by antisemitism, Lendvaiôs criticism 

of Hungarian nationalism became cemented. Lendvai was the only one to directly address 

antisemitism and its roots.57 In the most recent edition of his book, Lendvai connects Hungarian 
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nationalism and antisemitism with current events and Viktor Orb§n (1963--). While Lendvai is 

right to show how unresolved nationalist tensions in Hungary continue to make themselves 

known, his work gives the appearance of a direct line of history leading to the actions of the 

Orb§n government. This itself is problematic as it inadvertently plays into the Orb§n 

governmentôs rewriting of Hungarian history to depict Hungary as a continual victim of outside 

forces with no autonomy.  

In the 2021 edition of his book, Lendvai directly addressed the 2011 constitutional 

redefinition of Hungary and its history as an ethnic nation rather than a political nation.58 This 

redefinition of the state was achieved with the new Fundamental Law of Hungary. The law was a 

new constitution rushed through Parliament in a matter of nine days without public input or 

Opposition support.59 The new constitution affirmed Hungary as an ethnic Magyar, Christian 

state. The crown of Saint Stephen became the holy symbol of Hungary with it becoming 

punishable by law to slander it. This was a reinterpretation of Hungarian history from 1944 to 

1990 as an era without sovereignty. This shifted the blame for the Holocaust and communist 

oppression onto outside forces.60  

After the new 2011 constitution, laws were passed to give passports to ethnic Magyars 

outside of Hungary even if they lacked permanent Hungarian addresses. They were also 

permitted to vote in Hungarian elections despite not residing in Hungary. They overwhelmingly 

voted for the ruling party Fidesz. According to Viktor Orb§n, these laws were enacted to 

facilitate nation-building.61 Conspicuously, June 4th was designated as the Day of National 
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Solidarity to mourn the 1920 Treaty of Trianon. Lendvai is correct to be concerned about these 

developments as this redefinition of Hungarian history erases Magyar's compliance with these 

unfortunate historical events. While there was resistance, the Nazi-backed Arrow Cross Partyôs 

rule from 1944-1945 and the Hungarian Communist Partyôs rule from 1947-1990 were not 

possible without support among Magyars. The designation of June 4th as a day to mourn the 

Treaty of Trianon continues to keep a century-old wound open. It has led to the weaponization of 

Magyar nationalism as a force to keep the current Hungarian government in power. It has also 

led to interpretations of Hungarian history as being solely an ethnic-Magyar experience rather 

than a cross-ethnic and cross-cultural experience. 

Lendvai is quick to condemn the ethnic, exclusionary nationalism of present-day 

Hungary, he does not offer a view of Hungary as a political nation to contrast a cultural 

definition of the nation. This undermines his argument as it is not clear what a non-ethnic 

Magyar definition of Hungary entails. This problem is exacerbated in the most recent edition of 

Lendvaiôs book. When the 2021 English version of his book is compared to the 2003 edition, the 

chapter ñEveryone is a Hungarian: Geniuses and Artistsò is omitted.62 This chapter was the 

closest that Lendvai wrote to describe inclusive, political nationalism in Hungary as he gave 

brief descriptions of historical figures who could be considered Hungarian even if they were not 

ethnic Magyars or had been born abroad to Magyar parents. It was no accident that the 2021 

edition of the book, the version that included two new chapters on Viktor Orb§n, omitted this 

chapter. While Lendvai claimed in the preface of the 2021 edition that he sought to ñavoid 

excessive partisanshipò, he is guilty of such partisanship with this chapter's omission.63 Lendvai 
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claimed that his position as a former political refugee who has lived in Austria since 1957 

allowed him to address Hungarian history truthfully without generalizations. He portrays himself 

as a nonpartisan authority on Hungarian history, as a Hungarian outsider. However,  his 

worldview is directly influenced by his experiences during the Second World War and as a 

journalist within Communist Hungary. 

While Lendvai rightfully criticizes the Orb§n government, his condemnation leaves no 

room for nuance as he completely ties Magyar nationalism to the current situation in Hungary. 

The chapter supported that inclusive nationalism made the point of showing how various famed 

Magyars were of mixed descent or considered to belong to multiple nations. With its omission, 

Lendvai marks Magyar nationalism as being entirely exclusionary with no place for non-

Magyars. This is problematic as it accepts that exclusive, cultural Magyar nationalism is the only 

existing form of nationalism. This plays into the desires of the Orb§n government by agreeing 

there is no nuance to a Magyar/Hungarian identity. This lack of nuance claims an individual 

cannot have a different ethnic identity and still be Hungarian. A person is either a Magyar, and 

thus a Hungarian, or they arenôt and belong to a separate nation. 

The only part of Lendvaiôs book that broaches multiple nationalisms and which has 

remained in all editions is his chapter ñZrinyi or Zrinski? One Hero for Two Nations.ò64 The 

chapter focuses on the nobleman Mikl·s IV Zr²nyi (1508-1566) who is also known by the 

Croatian form of his name Nikola IV Zrinski. Lendvai positions Zrinyi/Zrinski as an example of 

a Hungarus individual who was a part of Natio Hungarica. He viewed himself as a defender of 

Hungary while being a Croat nobleman. Zrinyi was a noble of Croat descent who held land in 
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what is now modern-day Croatia65 With this background, he still styled himself as a protector of 

Royal Hungary within a Habsburg-led monarchy against the encroaching Ottoman Empire.66 

Modern ethnic labels that call Zrinyi either a Magyar or a Croat cannot accurately describe his 

place in Hungarian and Croat nationalism. The presence of the Zrinyi chapter in the 2021 edition 

of the book without the ñEveryone is a Hungarianò chapter gives the impression that being able 

to claim to be a part of Hungarian while being a non-Magyar was only present in the past. This is 

a highly partisan argument to make. 

Zrinyiôs role as a Croat nobleman defending both Hungary and Croatia as a part of the 

Habsburg Monarchy against the Ottoman Empire places him as a part of the Natio Hungarica. It 

makes him a Hungarus (a Hungarian) rather than a Magyar since he was not an ethnic 

Hungarian. While Lendvai is correct in positioning Zrinyi as a Hungarus, he explains that 

concepts of Hungarus and Natio Hungarica became displaced after 1848 with óHungarianô 

gaining an ethnic connotation to only include Magyars. Lendvaiôs interpretation leaves no room 

for nuance as it assumes an individual can only maintain one identity even if they have a mixed 

background. This interpretation plays right into the rhetoric employed by Orb§n and the Fidesz 

government in the present where only Magyars are considered true Hungarians. Having a mixed 

ethnic background is impossible to avoid in Hungary as the population has always been 

historically mixed. This was true for Hungary before the Treaty of Trianon and after due to an 

increasingly interconnected world. A plurality of identities should be the expectation and not the 

exception. Otherwise, the autonomy of the individual is worryingly removed and they are forced 

to only identify with a singular ethnic group and/or nation. 
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The historians Horst Haselsteiner (1942-2019) and Peter Sugar (1919-1999) agree with 

Lendvai in arguing that the Natio Hungarica concept became insignificant after the 1848-1849 

Hungarian Revolution.67 In their view, Natio Hungarica was negated with the 1867 Compromise 

as the Magyar language became the primary language of governance.68 This ignores the 

allowance for other languages to be used in the administration in counties and municipalities that 

had non-Magyar populations. This sentiment typecasts Magyar nationalism post-1848 as being a 

uniform movement that maintained a narrow categorization of what made an individual 

Hungarian. This generalization is false as Magyar nationalists were split into a multitude of 

camps regarding the fate of national minorities. In his study of Slovak nationalism within dualist 

Hungary, Alexander Maxwell attacks this typecasting of Magyar nationalism. He notes within 

the Slovak autonomy movement in Hungary, support for both Hungary and the existence of the 

empire continued until 1918. Even during the 1907 Ļernov§ Massacre where policemen opened 

fire on Slovak protestors, Andrej Hlinka (1864-1938), who led the Slovak autonomist movement, 

affirmed his loyalty to Hungary by stating he hoped, ñthat the day has come when all 

nationalities of Hungary may freely work for freedom, equality and brotherhood.ò69 Hlinka did 

not support separation from Hungary and the empire until it became clear the empire was 

collapsing. He was committed to Slovak autonomy, a struggle that he continued to fight for once 

Czechoslovakia was established. As noted by Maxwell, this affirmation of Slovak loyalty to 

Hungary was present within Slovak literature. The Slovak writer J§n Kalinļiak (1822-1871) 

specialized in folklore overtly declared his Hungarian patriotism in his book Milkov hrob70 where 
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the main character declares, ñMy dear Maria! My love for you is great, but even greater is my 

love for the Hungarian homeland.ò71  

Until it was clear the empire was in collapse due to the First World War, national 

minorities in Hungary and the empire did not agitate for separation but for reform. In the 

situation in Hungary, this is proof that the inclusive nationalism of Natio Hungarica continued to 

exist as minorities viewed themselves as belonging to an ethnic nationalist identity and a political 

Hungarian identity. Natio Hungarica was not a dead concept after 1848. The identities of 

Hungaryôs inhabitants were layered, they were not singular identities but a multitude of layered 

ethnic and political identities. To state otherwise is to graft modern identities onto the past to 

describe vastly different circumstances. 

Recent scholarship on Polish and Ottoman nationalism has shown that there is a recent 

recognition of the power of inclusive, political nationalism as a force that played a role in nation-

building. Brian Porter identifies this in his 2000 work When Nationalism Began to Hate: 

Imagining Modern Politics in Nineteenth Century Poland. Porter shows that Polish nationalism 

that emerged after the final partition of Poland-Lithuania was a force for inclusion as it included 

non-Poles and was the dominant force until the 1863-1864 January Uprising in Russia. Jews, 

Lithuanians, Ukrainians, and other peoples played prominent roles in Polish nationalism due to 

nostalgia for the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth.72 This was because the Commonwealth was 

comparatively liberal to the autocratic Russian Tsardom. The division of Polish nationalism into 

an inclusive and exclusive camp only occurred after armed uprisings had failed. This led some 
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Poles to conclude that independence could only be attained through the modernization of Poland 

to prove to the world that the Poles were a civilized people.73 This process of so-called civilizing 

came through enforcing a uniform Polish cultural tradition to transform the Polish peasantry and 

non-ethnic Poles into a uniform population. This meant a separation from any Commonwealth 

nostalgia as the unity and disciplining of the population were seen as the key factors in attaining 

independence and progress in the Social Darwinist sense. Despite the growth of this movement, 

the inclusive strain of Polish nationalism continued until the Interwar years when it became clear 

that the Commonwealth could not be resurrected. The Interwar years were also when Natio 

Hungarica largely died as Hungary became a state with a majority ethnic Magyar populace. 

In recent scholarship on the Ottoman Empire, Ussama Makdisi (1968--) presents 

Ottomanism in his 2019 book Age of Coexistence: The Ecumenical Frame and the Making of the 

Modern Arab World as an attempt to bind the many ethnic groups of the Ottoman Empire 

together with political nationalism. Similarly, to Natio Hungarica and Commonwealth nostalgia 

in Poland, there was a recognition that a collective identity needed to be imprinted across ethnic 

divisions to unite the nation as nationalism emerged. While the project of Ottomanism had an 

added focus on religious divisions, it sought to stabilize the empire with a collective imperial 

identity. Makdisi asserted that ñOttomanism was not predicated on an embrace of 

secularisméRather, it sought to recraft the relationship between religious communities into an 

allegedly national relationship.ò74 The movement of Ottomanism sought to push back against 

religious and ethnic fanaticism by producing a shared political entity based on the notion of a 

shared geographic position within the  Ottoman imperial institution. In theory, all peoples were 
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supposed to be equal before the law and allowed to have their own ethnic and religious identities 

as long as this was maintained within the framework of being a part of the Ottoman Empire. This 

reads very similarly to Natio Hungarica as Hungarian ethnic minorities were also allowed to 

maintain their cultural identities as long as they did not question the integrity of the Hungarian 

state. 
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Chapter II: The Leadup to the 1867 Compromise 
 To fully understand why the concept of Natio Hungarica was essential to the survival of 

the Kingdom of Hungary as a territorial entity, the 1848-1849 Hungarian Revolution must be 

examined. In the decades before the revolution, national consciousnesses formed among 

Magyars and other peoples within the Habsburg Monarchy. Previously, the Habsburg Monarchy 

used a policy of denationalization to integrate the non-German nobility. German and Latin were 

used in the administration of the empire rather than the vernacular of those they represented and 

governed. This policy worked well since many within the nobility could not speak in the 

vernacular of the people they ruled.75 In Hungary, this continued until the early nineteenth 

century when the reforms of Count Istv§n Sz®chenyi (1791-1860) began in 1825. This era 

leading up to the 1848 Hungarian Revolution is referred to as the Reform Era. 

After having served in the Austrian army during the Napoleonic Wars, Sz®chenyi traveled 

throughout Europe and the Levant for several years before returning to Hungary. After his 

travels, Sz®chenyi sought to reform the Hungarian economic and social systems as he found 

Hungary to be sorely behind advances in Britain and France.76 His founding of economic and 

cultural institutions along with his addressing of the Hungarian Diet in the Magyar language 

caused a great stir.77 He spurred others to action in using the Magyar language in the Hungarian 

administration. He also earned the watchful eye of Vienna as he was put under surveillance.  

Out of Sz®chenyiôs endorsement of the Magyar language, the arts, reformation of the 

bureaucracy, and technological advancement came a movement that led to the creation of a 

Magyar national consciousness that was wholly separate from the German Habsburg identity. Of 
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course, this cultural awakening was not solely confined to Magyars. The many other ethnic 

groups within the Habsburg Monarchy began to organize contrasting ideas of how to reform the 

empire in their favor while issuing competing claims to lands that were seen as a part of their 

homelands. Despite being a reformer, Sz®chenyi was loyal to the empire. His reforms focused on 

gradual social reform as he was concerned with violent upheaval due to the multiethnic nature of 

Hungary. Because he believed in gradual change, Sz®chenyi butted heads with more radical 

reformers like Lajos Kossuth (1802-1894). 

Similarly, to Istv§n Sz®chenyi, Lajos Kossuth was of noble origin though from the petty 

nobility rather than the magnate nobility. Kossuth desired an immediate change in Hungaryôs 

political situation within the empire as he agitated in favor of Hungarian sovereignty, an end to 

serfdom, the political enfranchisement of all Hungarians, and the Magyarization of the nation.78 

It was on the issue of the usage of the Magyar language that Sz®chenyi and Kossuth clashed the 

most. In a speech on November 27, 1842, Sz®chenyi warned that the recent laws that 

implemented the Magyar language as the sole language of the administration, education system, 

government, and parliament was an act of violence against non-Magyars.79 Unfortunately, 

Sz®chenyiôs influence had begun to wane by the 1840s in favor of Kossuthôs youthful energy. 

With the rise of liberalism and the outbreak of the 1848 Revolutions, Kossuth became the face of 

a new Hungary. 

The 1848 Revolutions were caused by a combination of Enlightenment ideals with that of 

liberalism and nationalism. While revolutionary France had been defeated decades prior, the 

ideas that it had stood for continued to live on. These Enlightenment ideals included desires for 

 
78 Seton-Watson, Nations and States: An Enquiry into the Origins of Nations and the Politics of Nationalism, 161 
79 Ibid 



 оп 
 

increased political representation, social justice, religious tolerance, and support for a secular 

state. In Hungary, inspiration was also taken from liberal movements in Britain and France. This 

manifested itself in demands for greater representation against the largely noble-dominated 

government. This was also a decisive rejection of political absolutism with a desire for the 

implementation of constitutional systems. Among the disunited states of central Europe in what 

would become modern Germany and Italy, nationalism also joined the mix of liberal sentiment 

and Enlightenment thought. Nationalism also played an immense role in multiethnic empires like 

Austria as demands for ethnic representation grew. In Hungary, this was made possible through 

the already-mentioned Magyar national awakening which occurred due to Count Sz®chenyiôs 

ideas for reform. 

The outbreak of the 1848 Revolutions began in France where King Louis-Phillippe was 

overthrown. This brought much fear to European monarchs who represented the old order while 

providing much excitement for those who desired an end to political absolutism.80 For the 

situation in Hungary, news of the radical events in France prompted calls by Lajos Kossuth for a 

true parliamentary system for both Hungary and the overall empire, an end to serfdom, and the 

end to numerous privileges afforded to the Hungarian nobility such as exemption from 

taxation.81 Kossuthôs demands were translated into German and spread throughout other parts of 

the empire.82 Combined with the efforts by other intellectuals and liberal revolutionaries in 

Vienna and other Austrian cities, revolution fervor gripped the populace which paralyzed the 
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imperial government.83 Kossuth and his allies took advantage of this by legislating a series of 

twelve points that became the April Laws.84  

It is important to note that the initial goal of the April Laws85 was to reestablish an 

autonomous Hungarian state ruled by a Habsburg king while also keeping Hungary separate 

from the other Habsburg holdings.86 The April Laws legislated by the Hungarian Diet were 

signed by Emperor Ferdinand (1793-1875). This caused a great commotion among the Austrian 

government as Ferdinand approved the laws without consulting his regency council. Due to a 

history of epileptic seizures, a regency council ruled for Ferdinand since his ascension to the 

throne in 1835. After revolutionary activity in Vienna was quelled, Ferdinand was forced to 

abdicate in favor of his nephew Franz Joseph I (1830-1916) by the regency council. With 

Ferdinandôs ascension, it was declared that the laws signed by Ferdinand without the consent of 

his regency council were invalid. The April Laws were then revoked.87 Outrage at the revocation 

of the laws, along with revolts by ethnic minorities in the kingdom who did not support the 

establishment of a Hungarian state, led to events spiraling out of control with Habsburg armies 

being dispatched to restore order in Hungary.88  

In the years that followed that revolution, the April Laws were held in high regard by 

Magyar nationalists with a demand for the restoration of the laws made during the negotiations 

of the 1867 Compromise. The April Laws became intertwined with Hungarian territoriality to the 

detriment of ethnic relations. For example, one of the laws demanded the integration of 
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Transylvania with Hungary. Romanian support for the Hungarian Revolution was low as they 

were not consulted on whether Transylvania should join Hungary. This theme of excluding 

Romanians regarding decisions about Transylvania proved to be a common theme in Hungarian 

politics of the nineteenth century. Overall support from Romanians and other national minorities 

for the Hungarian cause during the 1848 Revolution was low due to fears of Magyarization. With 

the recent legislature of the 1840s that further codified the Magyar language as the sole language 

of the state, national minorities fretted over what their fates would be in an independent Hungary. 

Due to this, noblemen like the Ban of Croatia Josip Jelaļiĺ (1801-1859) openly rebelled against 

the Hungarian revolutionaries and aligned themselves with counter-revolutionary Habsburg 

forces.89 

With the revocation of the April Laws and the outbreak of minority revolts, the 

Hungarian Revolution became a war of independence. Following a Russian intervention on the 

side of the Austrians, the revolution was crushed, and martial law was imposed. The revolution 

failed with a return to absolutism in the empire. While Kossuth managed to flee Hungary, many 

other revolutionary leaders did not.90 Following the quashing of all revolutions in the empire, the 

Austrian Empire entered a decade-long period of Neo-Absolutism where the empire was further 

centralized around Vienna, freedom of the press was curtailed, and the German language was 

enforced as the language of the administration. Following a defeat by France in 1859, the empire 

began to reform with a gradual easing of reactionary measures.91 
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In the wake of the revolutionôs failure and the era of Neo-Absolutism that followed, anti-

Habsburg sentiment was further stoked along with Hungarian nationalism becoming further 

radicalized. This radicalization included the rise of exclusivist, Magyar supremacist views that 

blamed national minorities for the revolutionôs failure due to the role played by Josip Jelaļiĺ and 

others who supported Austria.92 Lajos Kossuth realized too late that cooperation was needed with 

the national minorities of Hungary to bring meaningful change to the nation. This realization 

changed his opinion on Hungary from a cultural nationalist state based solely on Magyars to a 

state united by political nationalism in the style of Natio Hungarica. Unlike the later usage of the 

Natio Hungarica idea after the 1867 Compromise, Kossuth favored a federation over a unitary 

state in a future Hungary entirely separate from any Habsburg-led institution. During his exile, 

Kossuth attempted to broker agreements with Croat and Romanian nobles in the hope of inciting 

a rebellion to create a central European federation.93 Kossuth also courted France and Sardinia-

Piedmont to gain military support by suggesting an independent Hungary would serve as a 

counter to Prussia and support Sardinian-Piedmontôs claims to Italy.94 However, these 

negotiations failed and Kossuth lived out the rest of his life in exile in Turin.  

As for Istv§n Sz®chenyi, he fell into a deep depression and retired from politics. From 

1856 to 1860 he briefly returned to writing to publish critiques of the Habsburg Neo-Absolutist 

system. He acknowledged the success of some of the revolutionôs goals, particularly the end of 

serfdom.95 At the same time, he placed the blame for more radical, violent elements of the 

 
92 Arthur May, The Hapsburg Monarchy 1867-1914 (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1966), 

35 
93 Seton-Watson, Nations and States: An Enquiry into the Origins of Nations and the Politics of Nationalism, 162 
94 De§k, The Lawful Revolution: Louis Kossuth and the Hungarians 1848-1849. 346 
95 Gyºrgy Spira, A Hungarian Count in the Revolution of 1848, trans. Thomas Land and Richard E. Allen (Budapest: 

Akad®miai Kiad·, 1974), 316 



 оу 
 

revolution onto himself while remaining adamant that gradual reform rather than radicalism was 

the answer to Hungaryôs place in the empire. During his time in an asylum in Dºbling, he wrote: 

ñNow a million good and happy men have become in part demons and in part victims of 

torture, and millions and millions of other beings will follow them. Horrible! And who is 
responsible above all for this happiness lost? Me, me, me for laying the foundation of the 
new Hungarian school.ò96 

This new Hungarian school that he referred to was the ideology of uncompromising exclusive 

nationalists who did not seek compromise with non-Magyars in the modernization of Hungary. 

This was the school of thought that also called for complete separation from the empire. 

Sz®chenyiôs later works condemned Magyar nationalists who agitated for the Magyarization of 

minorities while also condemning Austrian attempts to tighten control over the empire by the 

revocation of liberal reforms. Sz®chenyi continued to believe reform in the Austrian Empire was 

possible through the usage of political nationalism. This idea was extended to Hungary too by 

including all inhabitants and all ethnic minorities as part of an inclusive government like Natio 

Hungarica. However, as Sz®chenyi reached the end of life, he became more depressed over the 

exclusive nationalism espoused by his fellow Magyars. Despairing over the political situation, he 

committed suicide by gunshot in 1860.97  

Despite Sz®chenyiôs suicide and Kossuthôs exile, the nationalist ideals they stood for 

developed further without their direct input. Sz®chenyiôs notion of gradual reform and 

compassion towards national minorities played a role in gaining assurances for minority 

protections during the 1867 Compromise. As for Kossuth, his name was constantly invoked by 

opponents of Compromise and by those in favor of Magyarization even though he changed his 

views to be in favor of cooperation with national minorities. The 1867 Compromise sought to 
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create a middle ground between Sz®chenyiôs and Kossuthôs ideals by creating an autonomous 

Hungary that recognized and protected its national minorities. Out of this came the 

implementation of the Natio Hungarica of a Hungary where the identity of being Hungarian had 

a pluralistic, political connotation rather than an ethnic one.  

The Need for Compromise 

 For ten years after the revolutionary years of 1848 and 1849, the Austrian Empire 

engaged in an intensive centralization program. This was the era of Neo-Absolutism. In Hungary, 

the program of centralization eliminated the previous county system with districts that were 

closer in size to administrative regions in Austria proper.98 Bureaucrats from other parts of the 

empire were brought in to administer what the Austrian Minister of Interior Alexander von Bach 

called the ñformer Kingdom of Hungary.ò99 The German language became the primary language 

of the administration so bureaucrats from across the empire could communicate more effectively. 

This greatly incensed Magyar nationalists who labeled the usage of the German language in the 

administration of Hungary as proof of an attempt to erase the Magyar language. Since the 1848 

Revolutions, language had become a political issue. Regarding the usage of German in Hungary, 

the new administrators in Hungary were native Czech and Slovene speakers who spoke German 

for their employment.100 They were not a force seeking to Germanize the population. The usage 

of German as the language of governance mirrored the later usage of the Magyar language as the 

primary administrative language in post-Compromise Hungary. It was meant to streamline and 

centralize the bureaucracy. Of course, during the era of Neo-Absolutism, Magyar nationalists did 

not view it like this and feared a loss of identity through Germanization.  

 
98 Pieter Judson, The Habsburg Empire: A New History (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2016), 223 
99 Ibid 
100 Ibid 



 пл 
 

While most political activities were banned during this period, some of the desired 

reforms by liberal reformers from the revolutionary years were enacted. This included the 

establishment of a fully capitalist economic relationship that tore apart noble-dominated, 

antiquated systems.101 The education system was reformed across the empire, a unified legal 

system was implemented, and industrialization programs were enacted. Despite these successes, 

defeat on the battlefield at the hands of neighboring states and a mounting economic crisis due to 

passive resistance in Hungary and poorly managed industrial projects necessitated further 

reform.102 Austria became increasingly diplomatically isolated following the Crimean War 

(1853-1859) and the loss of wealthy territory of Lombardy following a war with France and 

Sardinia-Piedmont in 1859.  

After 1859, it was recognized in the Austrian Empire that the governmentôs popularity 

had to be reinforced. What began as a superficial sort of parliamentarianism led to regional 

leaders within the crownlands demanding greater representation. The issuing of the 1860 October 

Diploma attempted to solve this by empowering the aristocracy in the individual crownland 

diets.103 However, this did not satisfy politicians in Hungary as the 1848 April Laws were not 

recognized. Liberal-minded and non-aristocratic nobles across the empire were not satisfied 

either. The February Patent of 1861 was then issued to create a central parliament, the Reichsrat, 

to strike a middle ground between devolution to the crownlands and centralized rule from 

Vienna. This system did not satisfy all parties and was boycotted by politicians from Hungary 

and Croatia. The boycott was joined in 1863 and 1864 by Bohemian Czechs and Moravian 

Czechs who wanted further autonomy for their respective crownlands.104 Further negotiation to 
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mend the empireôs parliamentary system was dashed by the outbreak of war with Prussia in 

1866. The swift and crushing defeat that was suffered by the Austrian Empire ended the dream of 

a federalist Austrian unification of Germany. As the empire now teetered on the brink, a new 

system was needed. This was brought with the 1867 Austro-Hungarian Compromise.  

The Compromise was achieved with negotiations between the Austrian and Hungarian 

parliaments. Numerous concessions were required from both sides. This included the re-

implementation of most of the 1848 April Laws, however, the part of the laws concerning a 

separate bank and army105 were not included. Knowing that the various crownlands and the 

empireôs diverse population needed to be bound together to preserve the empire, the Compromise 

and the laws passed in 1868 sought to guarantee equality before the law across ethnic 

boundaries. They also sought to shore up the legitimacy of the entire empire by promoting a 

cohesive sense of political nationalism within the new dualist imperial framework.  
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Chapter III: The Framework of Natio Hungarica 
Following the 1867 Compromise, the Hungarian state wielded the concept of Natio 

Hungarica to justify its existence. This was through the promotion of an inclusionary, pluralistic 

Hungarian identity. With the passing of the 1868 Nationalities Law, all ethnoreligious groups in 

the nation were regarded as equal before the law. The law intended to promote a cohesive, 

encompassing Hungarian identity based on inclusive political nationalism. This strategy hoped to 

temper separatist nationalist identities by ensuring Hungary existed not as a solely Magyar-

centric state. The 1867 Compromise allowed Hungary to engage in the nation-building process. 

The previous revolutionary government of 1848-49 was too short-lived for any meaningful 

national building. Before the 1848 Revolution, previous administrations of Hungarian territory 

were solely concerned with the nobility rather than any sort of national building based on a 

national consciousness.  

Inclusive nationalism in Hungary was challenged following the Austrian repression of the 

1848-1849 Hungarian Revolution. The fact that many national minorities sided with the 

Austrians led to an increased Magyar distrust of non-Magyars. Some Magyar nationalists 

clamored for a redefinition of the nation as a state solely for ethnic Magyars. In this imagined 

state that was to exist only for the benefit of Magyars, exclusionary nationalists had contrasting 

visions. Some of these nationalists were in favor of assimilation while others called for 

expulsion. The Magyar nationalist B®la Gr¿nwald (1839-1891) was one of those who favored the 

assimilation of minorities. He asserted that it was, ñthe destiny of Magyardom to assimilate 

[national minorities], to absorb them into a superior people.ò106 In contrast, GyŖzŖ Ist·czy (1842-
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1915) was an antisemitic nationalist who favored the expulsion of Jews. In one of his speeches, 

he called for Hungary to enact a, ñéradical and final solution of the Jewish Question.ò107 

While Magyar chauvinists like Gr¿nwald and Ist·czy were vocal, they were sidelined by 

support for a more inclusive and accommodating society. While this system was not perfect, it is 

an incorrect assertion to call this the era of Magyar megalomania as said by historians Oszk§r 

J§szi and Paul Lendvai.108 Hungarian nationalism was not a monolithic, united front of 

exclusion. There is nuance to the notion of Hungarian nationalism. There were many varieties of 

how Hungarian nationalism presented itself. For much of Hungarian history under dualism after 

1867, an inclusive strain of nationalism was directly empowered through the ruling Liberal Party 

under the guidance of K§lm§n Tisza. 

With the 1867 Compromise, the two new halves of the empire each governed ethnically 

diverse territories where matters concerning nationalism and national identity were at the 

forefront. In the Hungarian half of the empire, the national minorities were concerned about how 

they would be governed in this new state. Previously, when a Hungarian state was proclaimed in 

1848, the fears by national minorities that they would be forcibly assimilated or stripped of their 

rights led many non-Magyars to side with the Austrian Empire. To ensure the support of non-

Magyars, the Hungarian state sought to codify the universal rights of its citizens. This included 

the recognition and protection of non-Magyars which was afforded by the Nationalities Law of 

1868. A similar law was also enacted in the Austrian half of the empire in 1867 to accomplish the 

same goals.109 While these laws were sweeping in codifying ethnic equality and allowing for 
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protected representation, they stopped short of turning the new state into a federation. In 

Hungarian nation-building after 1867, the term óHungarianô included non-Magyars as the notion 

of a Hungarian state was defined by territorial boundaries separate from ethnic Magyar 

boundaries.  

To ensure the loyalties of non-Germans and non-Magyars, care was taken by the Austrian 

and Hungarian governments to represent the interests of national minorities by partly satiating 

their desires. This policy, of course, angered hardline German and Magyar nationalists. Many 

hardline German nationalists who sought unification with the German Empire, believed the 

Magyars were part of a joint conspiracy with Jews to undermine German culture.110 In Hungary, 

hardline, exclusive Magyar nationalists like the writer ErnŖ Nagy (1853-1921), believed that 

Magyar supremacy had to be promoted as he claimed that ñwithout Hungary, either the Germans 

or the Slavs would today be masters in Europe.ò 111 With these ultra-nationalistic, exclusionary 

influences on the rise, Hungary had to narrowly bridge the divide between different nationalist 

visions to maintain its own national integrity and connection to the overarching imperial 

apparatus. 

The Usage of Inclusive Political Nationalism in Hungary 

The two states that were created from the 1867 Compromise, often described only as 

Austria and Hungary, were also known as Cisleithania and Transleithania. This terminology 

accepted that the two halves of the empire, while centered around Vienna and Budapest112, were 
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not exclusive to those of ethnic Austro-German and ethnic Magyar origins. A total of fifteen 

crownlands made up the realm of Austrian Cisleithania. Hungarian Transleithania consisted of 

two crownlands that were viewed as belonging to the Crown of Saint Stephen. The largest 

crownland within this territorial unit was the Kingdom of Hungary which absorbed the 

Principality of Transylvania and the coastal city of Fiume.113 A second smaller kingdom called 

Croatia-Slavonia was created as an autonomous crownland subordinated to the seat of 

government in Budapest. Croatia-Slavonia was the merger of the separate Croatian and 

Slavonian kingdoms which was governed together by the Croatian parliament, the Sabor, in 

Zagreb. The exact delineation of political power in Croatia-Slavonia was not detailed in the 1867 

Compromise. This necessitated the Croatian-Hungarian Settlement which was reached in 1868 to 

delineate the powers between the Zagreb and Budapest parliaments.114  

Out of the nineteenth century emerged two forms of Hungarian identity: one based on 

living in the Hungarian half of the empire and one based on being an ethnic Magyar. This first 

form of Hungarian identity was from a political nationalist point of view. The second form was 

that of cultural nationalism. The Hungarian government charted a course that included an 

overarching political nationalism combined with tolerance for various cultural nationalist 

identities so long as those cultural identities did not seek separation from Hungary and the larger 

imperial Habsburg framework. By encouraging a pluralism of identities within a larger 

framework of Hungary and the empire, the government hoped to win the loyalty of its citizens. 

This especially was important among Romanians and Serbs due to the existence of an 

independent Serbia and an independent Romania. The Kingdom of Serbia actively espoused the 

 
113 Modern-day Rijeka in Croatia. The city was transferred to Hungary to allow for access to the Adriatic Sea. 
114 R.W. Seton-Watson, trans., ñLegislative Act XXX: The Hungaro-Croatian Compromise [£vi XXX: Magyarï

Horv§t Kiegyez®s] (1868),ò in The Southern Slav Question and the Habsburg Monarchy (London: Constable & Co. 

LTD, 1911), 361ï79. 
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idea of Yugoslavism to unite the Southern Slavs. This was of concern to Hungary and the overall 

empire due to the large populations of Croats, Serbs, and Slovenes who resided within their 

borders. As for Romania and the Romanians, there was worry that the nationalist concept of 

óGreater Romaniaô would result in separatism in Transylvania. 

While the Magyar-dominated nobility felt vindicated by the self-government that had 

been afforded with the 1867 Compromise, non-Magyar minorities were concerned about their 

fates. If a Hungarian state were to exist as a state solely for Magyars, the fates of national 

minorities who had different ideas on statehood were unclear. With the mosaic of ethnicities 

inside Hungary, there was concern that the empowerment of Magyars could lead to the erasure of 

minority identities. This turn of events was very much on the minds of the Austrian and 

Hungarian negotiators during the 1867 Compromise. As a result, two specific laws were put in 

place to ensure the rights of minority peoples: the Croatian-Hungarian Settlement and the 

Nationalities Law.  

The Croatian-Hungarian Settlement and the Nationalities Law 

Care was taken in the writing of these laws to bolster the legitimacy of the nascent 

Hungarian state as it was a newly put together union of Hungary with Croatia-Slavonia, 

Transylvania, and Fiume. Legitimacy was especially on the minds of the Habsburg Monarchy 

and of the Hungarian nobility since nationalism was a driving force behind the 1867 

Compromise. For the creation of an imperial institution consisting of two sovereign states with a 

variety of shared and unshared roles, support was needed by the non-German and non-Magyar 

sections of the population. With this goal in mind, the Croatian-Hungarian Settlement and the 

Nationalities Law sought to assuage the worries of national minorities by drawing upon 

historical legal jurisprudence of rights.  
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Regarding the place of Croatia-Slavonia within Hungary, a legal tradition dating back to 

the original entry of the Kingdom of Croatia as a part of the Hungarian crown was drawn upon in 

the formation of the Croatian-Hungarian Settlement. Historically, the administration of Croatia 

was given to Croatian nobles under the tutelage of a Ban who reported directly to the Hungarian 

king.115 This legal tradition was resurrected with a Ban being appointed by the Hungarian 

Parliament to serve as head of the Croatian-Slavonian parliament.116 The writers of the Croatian-

Hungarian Settlement used this legal tradition to promote the legitimacy of the amalgamation of 

administrative entities that became Hungary. According to the settlement, Croatia-Slavonia was 

afforded a large degree of home rule which included control over the direct administration of 

lands considered a part of it; it controlled its judicial system; it was able to control educational 

and religious matters; and it had the power to write most civil and criminal codes.117 While the 

establishment of Croatia-Slavonia did placate Croat nationalists, land disputes continued as the 

region of Dalmatia was not included. Dalmatia remained a part of the Austrian half of the empire 

due to the importance of its naval bases and ports. Even though that it was not a part of Croatia-

Slavonia, Croat elites were supported by the Austrians to counter the presence of Italian118 

nobles.119 

The notion of using historical legal traditions to produce political legitimacy was 

especially key for the struggles of national minorities. Having seen that a historical tradition was 

 
115 Lendvai, The Hungarians, 3rd ed., 295 
116 Seton-Watson, ñLegislative Act XXX: The Hungaro-Croatian Compromise [£vi XXX: MagyarïHorv§t 

Kiegyez®s] (1868).ò], Article L 
117 Ibid, Articles IV - VIII 
118 There was a fear that the Italian minority would agitate for unification with the newly united Kingdom of Italy. 

This was especially feared by the Austro-Hungarian Empire as it had lost the Lombardy in 1859 and Venetia in 

1866. This region was indeed of interest to the Italians as it was promised to them by the Entente prior to their entry 

into the First World War. 
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resurrected to justify the governing structure of Croatia-Slavonia, minorities based their demands 

for autonomy on similar historic structures. This comparison was popular with Romanian 

intellectuals. They stated that since Croatia-Slavonia had its own parliament and home rule, 

Transylvania should have regional autonomy too. After all, Transylvania had been an 

autonomous crownland under pre-Compromise Habsburg rule. This justification for autonomy 

appeared in Romanian petitions in 1868 and 1892 that lobbied for Transylvanian home rule. The 

usage of historical precedent became essential for minority struggles. Until the early twentieth 

century when separatist movements by national minorities began to gain more support, 

especially before the First World War began, these Romanians and other national minorities 

largely supported the imperial system.  

During the nineteenth century, national minorities held up examples of historical 

autonomy as justifications for autonomy during the years of dualism. Because of this, the 

Croatian-Hungarian Settlement was pointed to as a success by other minorities despite the 

misgivings that were felt by the Croats. It also marked a challenge to Natio Hungarica depending 

on the interpretation. For minorities, it was proof that autonomy could be given out and the 

integrity of the state could be maintained. For the Magyars, no other autonomous region was 

needed since autonomy in Croatia-Slavonia was the continuation of a medieval tradition into the 

present. More importantly, this was a medieval tradition that was promulgated under the rule of 

non-Habsburg Hungarian kings. As this tradition predated the Habsburgs, it was viewed as more 

legitimate to the notion of a Hungarian nation than later Habsburg-led developments. 

As the Hungarian government attempted to centralize the nation by eliminating other 

instances of regional autonomy outside of Croatia-Slavonia, national minorities perceived this as 

a threat to their own cultural identity. To reconcile this, the Hungarian government produced the 
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1868 Nationalities Law which declared that all inhabitants of Hungary constituted a single 

political nation.120 This phrasing was important as it meant that the newly formed Hungarian half 

of the empire was not a federation. The law stated that: 

ñIn Hungary, the following nationalities, Romanians, Serbs, Slovakians, Russians121, and 
Germans are recognized as nations with equal rights for whom their national integrity and 

political autonomy is guaranteed within the general political framework and national 
security of the country by the fundamental laws of the land.ò122  

The law struck a middle ground between the desires of Magyars and non-Magyars. While there 

would be no autonomous regions other than Croatia-Slavonia, all citizens, no matter their 

ethnicity, were equal before the law. The rights enumerated included the right for their native 

language to be used in local administrations, in the courts, and within schooling.123 Such an 

accommodation occurred for counties where at least 1/5 of the population spoke a non-Magyar 

language.124 The law also allowed for the independence of minority churches, and economic, 

educational, and cultural institutions which were free to use any language.125 It was later in the 

1890s and early 1900s that education independence was reined in. However, the centralization 

and enforced teaching of the Magyar language was rolled back in 1910.126 

 
120 Thomas J. DeKornfeld, trans., ñ£vi XLIV. Tºrv®nycikk a Nemzetis®gi Egyenjog¼s§g T§rgy§ban [Legislative Act 

XLIV On Equal Rights for the Nationalities] (1868),ò in Autonomies in Hungary and Europe: A Comparative Study, 

2nd ed. (Buffalo, NY: Corvinus Society, 2005), 205ï209. 
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Ukrainian peoples. 
122 DeKornfeld, ñ£vi XLIV. Tºrv®nycikk a Nemzetis®gi Egyenjog¼s§g T§rgy§ban [Legislative Act XLIV On Equal 

Rights for the Nationalities] (1868).ò 
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To the delight of ethnic Magyars, the Magyar language became the primary language of 

the administration. Their fears that the creation of more autonomous regions would lead to the 

disintegration of the state were assuaged as Hungary remained a unitary state rather than 

becoming a federation. For non-Magyars, while there would be no more regional autonomies, 

their right to speak a non-Magyar language was protected. The law intended for all inhabitants to 

be viewed as equal Hungarians. It displayed a realization by the largely ethnic Magyar political 

elite that cooperation with national minorities was needed for the continued survival of the state. 

The 1848 Revolution proved that the alienation of minority rights would lead to a loss of control.  

The Nationalities Law was revolutionary in a European context. It was the first codified 

instance where equal rights for minorities were enumerated on a national level. The law predated 

the Belgian Equality Act of 1898 which recognized minority rights along with the usage of 

Flemish and French equally in the Belgian administration.127 The Belgian Equality Act led to the 

later redrawing of the nation into linguistic regions to better serve differing linguistic 

communities. This was a process of devolution different from the Hungarian policy of 

centralization. The policy of centralization in Hungary sought to create a unified state by 

securing the rights of its diverse population.  

J·zsa H®v²ziôs book Autonomies in Hungary and Europe notes that while the desire for a 

unified political nation may seem to be at odds with recognizing national minorities, this 

juxtaposition has been present in other nations too. In her comparison of the Nationalities Law to 

more recent events, H®v²zi stated it was similar to the French Republicôs stance on Corsican 

autonomy in 1991. In that case, while it was recognized that ethnic Corsicans did not speak 
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French as their primary language, it was decided that since the republic was built on equal rights 

between citizens, no special autonomy was given to them.128 Even though no autonomy was 

given, the French administration of Corsica used the Corsican language in tandem with French. 

This action meant that while Corsicans could speak their language, they were seen as politically 

French in the nation. This was the situation in Hungary following the Nationalities Law. National 

minorities could use their mother tongues for administrative, commercial, and judicial purposes 

in their hometowns and countries. At the same time, they were viewed as political Hungarians by 

living in Hungary and having the same rights guaranteed to all citizens. 

The Tisza Government 

 While the passing of the 1867 Compromise and the laws of 1868 brought a level of 

stability to the diverse citizens of  Hungary, the administration of the state was anything but 

stable. The early years of the new dualist system were plagued with ineptitude and 

misunderstanding. Much confusion existed as to where Austrian or Hungarian control began and 

ended. In Hungary, the new state found that it was in dire need of economic reform as the 

national debt grew. Politics were deeply divided in Hungary with a coalition headed by the 

framers of the 1867 Compromise slowly losing power as their leaders died out or retired. In 

opposition to this coalition was a variety of anti-compromise, pro-independence factions that 

were chiefly led by ethnic Magyars.  

Despite the political divisions, a united political front was temporarily present against 

threats to Hungaryôs newfound power in the empire. In 1871, a serious attempt to continue the 

reforms of 1867 by federalizing the empire failed due to a lack of Hungarian support.129 The 
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Minister-President of Austria, Count Karl von Hohenwart (1824-1899), attempted to reach an 

agreement with the Czechs and Croats in favor of federalization. Hungarian support had already 

been tenuous due to a desire to keep Croatia-Slavonia as subordinate to Hungary. Negotiations 

ultimately failed following the Rakovica Revolt in Croatia-Slavonia. The revoltôs leader, Eugen 

Kvaternik (1825-1871), desired a complete separation from the empire.130 Kvaternik 

underestimated the amount of support for the 1867 Compromise and the Croatian-Hungarian 

Settlement which led to a lack of popular support for his cause. Kvaternikôs small army was 

crushed, and he was summarily executed for insurrection.131 Following the revolt, Hungary 

vetoed the attempt at federalization.132 The revolt provided a perfect excuse for the Hungarian 

government to use to represent the unreliability of Slavs in the empire. The true reason for the 

veto was a Hungarian desire to not relinquish the power brought by their newfound position in 

the empire. The Rakovica Revolt and the veto against federalization also showed that Hungarian 

politicians were against any measures that could call the territorial integrity of Hungary into 

question. It was feared that outright federalization would lead to a breakup of Hungary into 

smaller territories. Federalization would have drawn new borders according to linguistic 

boundaries. This would not have satisfied exclusionary Magyar nationalists as Hungaryôs borders 

would have shrunk. For inclusionary nationalists, this threatened their idea of a politically united 

Hungary as a cross-ethnic concept of being Hungarian would have been replaced solely by an 

imperial identity. Inclusionary nationalists wanted to maintain Hungary as an imperial subject 

and as a sovereign state.  
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Despite this brief political unity in 1871, Hungarian politics remained divided. As the 

1870s progressed, a growing economic crisis was compounded by an international and public 

distrust of the Austro-Hungarian currency.133 There was also the issue of outstanding debt as the 

total debt in the empire was split between Austria and Hungary in 1867.134 This was one of the 

more controversial parts of the Compromise. Because of the new governmental structure of the 

empire, interest rates on foreign loans increased due to uncertainty regarding the capabilities of 

the empire. For the largely agrarian Hungary, the problem of higher interest rates for borrowing 

and loans was exacerbated since the state was outcompeted in terms of industrial output. While 

the Hungarian Plains were home to many farms and fertile lands, the antiquated feudal system of 

sharecropping and tenant farming hampered agricultural production. Recognizing this, the 

Hungarian government heavily borrowed money to implement a top-down industrialization 

project. Despite the increase in short-term debt, it was hoped that long-term economic growth 

would allow for the quicker paying off of debts. The project included the building of railways to 

better connect isolated farmlands and to introduce machine tools. This excessive borrowing with 

high interest rates ultimately brought financial ruin and stagflation following the 1873 market 

crash.135  

The economic problems of the nation gave way to increased political woes as the anti-

compromise factions pointed to the failures of the pro-compromise government to solve these 

problems. Further credence to the anti-compromise cause was lent by the exiled Lajos Kossuth 

who stated that the Compromise had made, ñthe country [into] a colonyéit is a milking cow that 

 
133 Marc Flandreau, ñThe Bank, The States, and The Market: An Austro-Hungarian Tale for Euroland, 1867-1914,ò 

Oesterreichische Nationalbank, 43 (March 6, 2001), 16-17 
134 Ibid, 28 
135 Ibid, 18 



 рп 
 

is milked to blood.ò136 It is of note that this sentiment was also present in the historiography of 

Hungarian history. This notion was challenged in the 1960s and 1970s by studies that showed 

economic growth in Hungary was on par with Western European countries.137 

 For Hungary to engage in nation-building to reform its ailing administration and 

economy, a new generation of younger politicians was needed. This change came in 1875 with 

the formation of the Liberal Party (SzabadelvŤ P§rt). This new party favored the 1867 

Compromise and promoted an inclusive national identity to unify the divided nation. The 

inclusivity of Natio Hungarica became part of a national policy of centralization and 

modernization. 

The new Liberal Party was led by K§lm§n Tisza (1830-1902) who led the party while 

being the Hungarian Prime Minister from 1875 to 1890. It was ironic that Tisza became the face 

of a liberal, inclusive Hungary as his political roots were with the opposition Left Centre Party 

(Balkºz®p P§rt) which had opposed the 1867 Compromise. The Left Centre Partyôs views are 

best summarized in the words of Lajos Kossuth who declared that the Compromise had led to 

Hungary, ñéslip[ing] into a vortex of imperial unity.ò138 Despite his initial opposition to the 

Compromise, Tisza entered a merger with the pro-Compromise De§k Party (De§k P§rt). The 

De§k Party arose in 1867 to support the political activities of Ferenc De§k (1803-1876). De§k 

was one of the architects of the April Laws during the 1848 Revolution. He was one of the 
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negotiators of the 1867 Compromise and a supporter of the 1868 Nationalities Law. In the years 

following the Compromise, De§k and his party were supporters of a constitutional Habsburg-led 

monarchial system. 

In March 1875 the De§k Party and the Left Centre Party officially united to form a new 

big-tent political party Liberal Party.139 Tisza justified the merger by declaring: ñI love my 

fatherland more than my principles.ò140 Before the merger, it appeared that the 1867 

Compromise was nearing collapse. During the election in the summer of 1875, the new party 

was widely successful, securing 333 of the 414 seats in Parliament.141 While the Liberal Partyôs 

future electoral success never reached the same level as its 1875 success, it maintained itself as 

the ruling political party until 1905. The key to the longevity of the Liberal Partyôs popularity lay 

in its support from non-Magyars. Electoral maps, when compared to maps of the ethnic 
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Figure 2: Ethnic map of Hungary according to the 1910 census. Majority 

ethnic Magyar areas are in green. 
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composition of Hungary (excluding Croatia-Slavonia), especially after the 1875 election, show 

that counties with a larger non-Magyar population voted more for the Liberal Party.142 This 

support that the Liberal Party enjoyed from non-Magyars is contrary to the assertion made by 

Lendvai in his book The Hungarians: Victory in Defeat.  

 
142 Ferenc Fodor, ñA Magyarorsz§gi Orsz§ggyŤl®si K®pviselŖv§laszt§si Ker¿letek T®rk®pei 1861-1915-Ig [Maps of 
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Figure 3: 1878 Electoral Map. 

Figure 4: 1881 Electoral Map. 
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Figure 2 is a mapping of ethnicities in Hungary based on the 1910 census.143 Areas in 

Hungary that had a majority of its population as ethnic Magyars are represented in green.144 The 

following maps are electoral maps with districts colored according to which party won the 

district vote. The Liberal Party is in green and the Party of Independence & ô48 is in red. 

Electoral maps from elections between 1875-1905 in which the Liberal Party participated can be 

found in the Appendices section. Figures 3 and 4 are from the 1878 and 1881 elections 

respectively.145 When compared to the ethnic map in Figure 2, the areas in red which were for the 

ethnic-Magyar Party of Independence & ô48, correspond to areas in Hungary that were populated 

by a majority of ethnic Magyars. In contrast, a large proportion of counties that had a majority of 

non-Magyar inhabitants voted for the Liberal Party. This shows a large degree of non-Magyar 
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support for the Liberal Party which in turn means support for the policy of Natio Hungarica. The 

election map for 1905 (Figure 5) is the clearest in showing non-Magyar support for the Liberal 

Party.146 It is the clearest in showing ethnic Magyars voting against the Liberal Party. The 

districts in red bear a resemblance to the distribution of modern Magyar ethnic distribution. A 

rough outline of the borders of present-day Hungary can be seen along with the Szeklerland in 

Transylvania. The 1905 election map clearly shows that the Liberal Party had lost the votes of 

most ethnic Magyars.  

Reforms of the Tisza Era 

For the reformation of the bureaucracy, the Tisza government aimed at the archaic county 

system. These counties had originally been based on the borders of feudal estates. Borders were 

redrawn with some counties consolidated. This strategy sought to break the hold of unproductive 

magnate nobles in favor of the lesser nobility and emergent middle class. An example of the end 

of special feudal privileges was the elimination of the separate administrative unit of J§szkuns§g 

in 1876. The region had been autonomous since the thirteenth century after the settlement of the 

Cumans and the J§sz.147 This brought the establishment of three regional entities: J§szs§g, 

Kiskuns§g, and Nagykuns§g. While these non-Magyar peoples quickly assimilated themselves, 

the nobility among their ranks continued their ownership of the territory. The land included in 

these autonomies was slowly reduced during the wars with the Ottoman Empire. Further 

reduction and loss of autonomy occurred once the lands fell under Habsburg rule and after 

several Hungarian rebellions were put down. In 1745 the privileges were reinstated during the 

reign of Maria Theresa.148 The realms were also fused to form the regional unit of J§szkuns§g. 

 
146 Ibid 
147 H®v²zi, Autonomies in Hungary and Europe, 21 
148 Ibid 



 рф 
 

This led to an early abolition of feudalism in J§szkuns§g a hundred years before its end in the 

rest of Hungary.149 Initially prosperous, by the middle of the nineteenth century the county was 

plagued with economic woes due to drought and bureaucratic mismanagement which was 

exacerbated by the countyôs multiple enclaves.150 These enclaves were portions of noble-owned 

territories that had been gained through marriages and inheritances. 

It is interesting to note that while the county was largely satisfied with Habsburg rule, 

during the 1840s, a movement began within the county that advocated for an increase in male 

suffrage.151 This democratization movement itself was due to the presence of leaders inspired by 

early liberalism and due to the county representatives seeking the reform of the county. While the 

status of the county was discussed during the 1867 Compromise, it was not until 1873 that 

change was seriously considered. The initial proposal made by Minister of Interior Gyula 

Szap§ry (1832-1905) was unpopular since it called for a three-way division of J§szkuns§g with 

the creation of an entirely new county. After three years of negotiations, it was agreed that 

Kiskuns§g would join Pest-Pilis-Solt County while J§szs§g and Nagykuns§g became a part of 

Szolnok County.152 While these negotiations initially stalled, the election of K§lm§n Tisza as the 

new prime minister in 1875 helped push through the dissolution of J§szkuns§g as Tisza sought to 

streamline Hungaryôs bureaucracy. 

The elimination of J§szkuns§g was not the only change in administrative units in 1876.  

The counties in Transylvania were also readjusted.153 This was part of a larger program in the 
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kingdom to eliminate all county enclaves and exclaves which, like with the former county of 

J§szkuns§g, were feudal relics from when county borders shifted according to the division of 

aristocratic lands. This act itself, like the later reduction of seats in the House of Magnates, 

further centralized power as the power of the land-owning nobility was greatly reduced. It was 

also a success from a bureaucratic standpoint since the previously 153 counties and cities with 

county rights were reduced to 92.154 The drawing of these new borders was highly debated as the 

initial proposition had been made in 1873.155 The historiographical record of this redrawing of 

counties largely focuses on the Romanian reaction. This is important as this event, along with 

other grievances, was mentioned in the 1892 Transylvanian Memorandum that sought to bring 

attention to the Romanian plight of poor representation. It must also be remembered that there 

was a significant presence of Transylvanian Saxons in these counties as well. While not as large 

as the Romanian or Magyar populations, like the inhabitants of J§szkuns§g, they too had been a 

product of a feudal granting of land. It has been noted that they too were outraged by the 

changing of county borders. A future study could examine this reaction along with reactions from 

other groups in Transylvania since much of the pre-1876 governing structure of the region was 

the product of feudal land grants and organizations. 

While much of the non-Magyars population in Transylvania was against these border 

changes that occurred under the Liberal Partyôs tenure in the government, the party was still 

popular. This itself was an achievement since passive resistance by minorities had been 
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organized around the support for the leftover feudal institutions that the Liberal Party attacked. 

These institutions were touted as early forms of autonomy by national minorities. Nevertheless, 

much of the partyôs support from 1875 to 1905 came from non-Magyars voters. In the elections 

that the party took part in from 1881 to 1905, many counties with Magyar majority did not vote 

for the Liberal Party.156 Even within the counties that previously were a part of the Principality of 

Transylvania, a territorial unit whose non-Magyar inhabitants had been greatly displeased by the 

end of an independent Transylvanian Diet, most elected Liberal Party representatives in non-

Magyar majority counties. In those counties that were majority Magyar, like in the Szeklerland 

region of eastern Transylvania, they tended to elect representatives from the rival Party of 

Independence & and ô48.157 The representatives were entirely against the allotment of autonomy 

to minority groups as it threatened the lopsided Magyar dominance in Transylvania. 

Another archaic institution that had been maintained for centuries was the hereditary right 

of magnates to keep a seat in the House of Magnates within the Hungarian Diet. Like Poland, 

Hungary had a history of a large aristocratic class. By 1885, the House of Magnates was bloated 

with over 1200 members.158 Most never showed up and instead sent a representative at their 

behest. To reduce the bloat, a yearly land tax of 3,000 gulden was implemented for any who 

wished to participate in the House of Magnates. An additional reform was made allowing non-

hereditary peers who were involved in public welfare to be appointed as long as the proportion of 

seats did not exceed 1/3 of those in the House of Magnates.159 It was also guaranteed that at least 

three of the seats would be given to peers from Croatia-Slavonia. After these reforms, the House 
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of Magnates was reduced to 376 seats, significantly decreasing the power of an increasingly out-

of-touch nobility.160 The added land tax was especially a death knell for many of the hereditary 

members of the House of Magnates. Overall, the power of the nobility regarding land and 

industrial ownership steadily decreased with the rise of a new middle class headed by assimilated 

Jews.161  

Regarding economic reform, various forms of tax reform were passed. Overall taxation 

increased along with land taxation and additional duties were placed on goods like alcohol.162 

The streamlining of bureaucracy relating to taxation allowed for a greater investment of money 

into industrialization. Regarding money, the formation of domestic Hungarian banks allowed for 

government borrowing to be acquired at more favorable rates. Eleven Hungarian banks existed in 

1867; more than 160 existed in 1900.163 The creation of these banks allowed for greater 

Hungarian monetary control as the banking institutions of 1867 had been largely joint ventures 

with Viennese banks. The Hungarian General Credit Bank164 became the de facto state bank. 

Through government investment, the Ganz Machinery Works flourished as the nationôs premier 

machinery provider beginning in the 1880s.165 This allowed for easier access to machines and 

steel in the building of factories and railways.  

Railway building projects that were started by the Tisza administration in the 1880s were 

continued by successive governments leading to the railway network increasing tenfold to 
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22,000 kilometers at the outbreak of the First World War.166 Utilization of the Danube as a source 

of electricity production for mills and transportation led to 60% of Hungaryôs machine industry 

being centered in Budapest.167 The Danube was not the only river used for industry and 

transportation. To make better use of the farmland alongside the Tisza River, a 2,940-kilometer-

long levee system was created to manage the riverôs frequent, destructive floods. In the process, 

the river was shortened by 38%.168 Numerous cut-offs and canals were made to better streamline 

the transportation of goods along the river.169 Regarding agriculture, Hungaryôs largest exports of 

wheat and cattle products benefited greatly. By 1900 the per acre yield of wheat had doubled and 

the population of cattle had likewise doubled since 1870.170 By the end of Tiszaôs premiership in 

1890 and especially by the Liberal Partyôs electoral defeat in 1905, Hungary had become an 

industrialized economy. Through shrewd reforms and investments, economic legitimacy was 

built leading to favorable lending rates, decreased inflation, and overall economic prosperity. 

Ironically, despite the Liberal Partyôs success in bringing economic reform and industrialization, 

parties that were part of the Opposition grew in power. These parties courted ethnic Magyars 

who had been negatively affected by industrialization. This was namely nobles who felt 

threatened by the emergent middle class and small-holding farmers who were outcompeted by 

industrial farms. Chapters III, IV, and V will show how these opposition parties grew in strength 

leading to a rise in exclusionary Magyar nationalism. 
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Modern Criticism of Tisza and the Liberal Party 

In works describing the rise of Magyar nationalism during the latter half of the nineteenth 

century, the election of 1875 has been used as a marker for when the Nationalities Law of 1868 

was rendered impotent. Historians Oszk§r J§szi and Paul Lendvai have called the period after 

1875 the era of megalomanic Magyar nationalism. Lendvai quotes J§szi: 

ñUnder the leadership of Kalman Tisza, the longest-serving Prime Minister in Hungarian 
history (1875-90), the Liberal Party, which resulted from the merger of the old Deak 

Party and the so-called óLeft Centreô, adopted a course in which consolidation of the 
óHungarian national stateô was the aim. This corrupt and cleverly maneuvering 
government and its shorter-lived successors became slaves for two generations to a state 

idea which can only be described as ómegalomaniaô (Oszk§r Jaszi).ò171 

Two pages after this agreement with J§szi, Lendvaiôs chapter ñTotal Blindness: The Hungarian 

Sense of Mission and the Nationalitiesò begins.172 The scope of this chapter deals with various 

laws that were passed concerning the usage of the Magyar language. Lendvai fixates on 

education laws passed from 1891 to 1907 as proof of a collective Magyar neglect of ethnic 

minorities.173 If such neglect was true, the Liberal Party would not have enjoyed its long period 

of success until 1905. As mentioned earlier, throughout its entire existence, the Liberal Party was 

more popular in mixed counties than in counties with a majority of Magyars. It can be argued 

that óneglectô occurred with the rejection of further regional autonomies. However, national 

minorities were not left to fend for their own as they were guaranteed equal rights as Hungarian 

citizens. While there was difficulty in finding bilingual Magyars and non-Magyars to fill the 

bureaucracy, efforts were still made to promote equality.174 
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The laws that were passed from 1891 to 1907 were, undeniably, Magyar-centric in their 

scope. However, what Lendvai neglects to mention is that the 1890s brought a shift in Hungarian 

politics. After Tisza departed from politics, the Liberal Party was in crisis due to a loss of seats, 

unreliable party leadership that changed every two years, and a rise in Magyar nationalist 

opposition parties. It was due to the success of the Liberal Partyôs support of national minorities 

that exclusionary Magyar nationalist political parties arose as they perceived themselves as 

forgotten by the government. As will be shown in Chapter IV, the increased awareness of 

national minorities of their conditions led to the formation of minority political parties. In turn, 

this deprived the Liberal Party of some of its supporters. As will be shown in Chapter V with the 

reorientation of Hungarian politics in the 1890s with the rise of a new Right and new Left, the 

Liberal Party was forced to compromise with ethnic Magyar parties. Consequently, this led to the 

passing of controversial education laws that were orchestrated by Count Apponyi who was the 

leader of the Party of Independence & ô48 ï the most powerful opposition party.175 J§sziôs and 

Lendvaiôs assessment of Hungarian politics being gripped by Magyar megalomania leaves no 

room for nuance.  

Lendvaiôs assessment is a crucial misunderstanding of the political events of 1875 and the 

developments that followed. According to his view, the formation of the Liberal Party and the 

election of K§lm§n Tisza (1830-1902) as the Prime Minister from 1875-1890 enabled the 

accruement of power by exclusionary Magyar nationalists who were also able to bring their 

cause of Magyar-supremacy further into the mainstream discussion of politics. Lendvaiôs 

assessment does not consider the large degree of support that Tisza and the Liberal Party drew 

from non-Magyars and immediately pigeonholes any attempt at centralization and reform of the 

 
175 H®v²zi, Autonomies in Hungary and Europe, 41 



 сс 
 

aging bureaucracy in Hungary as being solely inspired by Magyar nationalism and 

exceptionalism. This view trivializes attempts at nation-building within Hungary, portraying it 

simply as a Magyar project rather than accounting for the monarchial sympathies that were 

present across many of the constituent ethnic groups. The desires for centralization and an 

attempt to modernize archaic governmental appendages have become conflated with Magyar 

nationalism. Opposition to the 1867 Compromise came from Magyars who benefitted from the 

continuation of dated government apparatuses.176 Such groups included the petty nobility and 

small-holding farmers. This became conflated with exclusionary nationalism to sway Magyars 

who were negatively affected by centralization and industrialization efforts. 

The politics of Tisza and the Liberal Party sought to instill loyalty to the state and to the 

empire to quell secessionist threats. While this system did bring stability and economic 

prosperity to the nation, it created a system that needed a strongman figure like Tisza to maintain 

it. In the years that followed the end of Tiszaôs fifteen-year-long position as Prime Minister, the 

Liberal Partyôs leadership changed frequently. These years also included a slow decay in the total 

of parliamentary seats held by the Liberal Party. From 1875 until 1905, Hungarian politics was 

dominated by a political coalition led by the Liberal Party that strove to maintain Hungary as a 

part of the empire. Since this party was a coalition, it contended with a variety of beliefs within 

its ranks. These beliefs were often starkly different, and even opposed. Jews like M·r Wahrmann 

believed in a Magyar civilizing mission devoted to the assimilation of non-Magyars; antisemites 

like GyŖzŖ Ist·czy believed that non-Christians had no place in Hungary, exclusive nationalists 

like B®la Gr¿nwald believed that Slovaks and other minorities needed to be assimilated.  
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The commitment of the Liberal Party to maintain the dual monarchy was enough to gain 

support from national minorities. Their support was maintained due to the uncertainty of what 

would happen if outright Magyar nationalist and anti-compromise elements came to power. 

While the Tisza government brought stability to Hungary following the compromise, the 1880s 

brought a resurgence in anti-compromise, anti-imperial, and exclusionary nationalism. In 

predominantly Magyar counties that did not vote for the Liberal Party, parties that directly 

espoused exclusive Magyar nationalism were popular. These anti-compromise, Magyar 

nationalist parties included the Party of Independence & ô48, the Kossuth Party177, the Ugron 

Party, and the National Antisemitic Party. While the agendas of these political parties differed, 

they agreed that the 1867 Compromise was a mistake that threatened the Magyar's dominance. 

This ideology waxed and waned during times of crisis with the 1880s being a particularly 

volatile period. And even when this ideology of Magyar dominance and anti-Compromise was 

relegated to the margins, it reappeared when questions of national autonomy arose. This can be 

seen with the campaign undertaken by Tisza and the Liberal Party to centralize the state by 

rescinding laws and administrative divisions that were leftovers from feudalism. By believing in 

the need to create a modern state, the Liberal Party sought to imprint a new national identity that 

was connected to the state rather than to any feudal institutions that were leftovers from a bygone 

era. These residual institutions were cracked down on in the name of centralization. 

Unfortunately, this alienated Magyar elites who benefitted from such institutions. Such elites 

were mainly magnate nobles and members of the clergy.178 While this was done in the name of 
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propagating a political nationalist notion of Hungarianness, these acts further radicalized ethnic 

Magyar nationalists. Ironically, the modernization of these institutions that sorely needed reform 

contributed to the rise of opposition ethnic Magyar parties who clamored for Magyar supremacy. 

Divisions within Exclusionary Magyar Nationalism 

 From reading Lendvaiôs assessment of Hungary's neglect of its national minorities a 

reader erroneously gathers that Hungarian politics were a completely united front. As shown in 

this chapter, the politics post-1867 were fiercely divided between those in favor and those against 

compromise. Those in favor of the Compromise within the Liberal Party were further divided on 

the level of ethnic inclusivity that was to be offered. By the 1880s, those in favor of exclusionary 

nationalism were slowly forced out of the party. The politicians B®la Gr¿nwald and GyŖzŖ 

Ist·czy are two such examples. While both left the Liberal Party, they had a different trajectory. 

Gr¿nwald was concerned with the threat of Pan-Slavism with a focus on assimilating Slovaks. 

From 1880 until 1891 he maintained himself as an Independent who was partly aligned with the 

Opposition. Ist·czy was an antisemite who desired the expulsion of Jews from Hungary. In 1884 

he founded the National Antisemite Party. 

 B®la Gr¿nwaldôs departure from the Liberal Party was due to his support for the 

Magyarization of place names. The Liberal Party was against this measure and intended for a 

Magyar name to be displayed alongside the placeôs local name. Gr¿nwald believed that the 

Liberal Party had betrayed the Magyar people due to its compromises with minority groups. 

According to Gr¿nwald, the Liberal Party had thrown away the ñmost precious [of] political 

treasures: the supremacy of the Magyar raceò by having expelled members of the party who 

sought to remove provisions made by the Nationalities Laws.179 Gr¿nwald believed that Hungary 
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was a nation based on Magyar hegemony. He was against the concept of Natio Hungarica as it 

meant the recognition of minorities as equal to Magyars.  

Gr¿nwald reasoned that Hungary should follow in the footsteps of Germany in how 

Germanizing efforts were brought against non-Germans. Of the non-Magyar minorities in 

Hungary, he targeted Slavs as he believed that Pan-Slavism was the greatest threat to the nationôs 

integrity.180 His obsession with assimilation led to Gr¿nwald founding the Upper Hungarian 

Magyar Educational Society (FelsŖmagyarorsz§gi Magyar KºzmŤvelŖd®si Egyes¿let181) in 1883 

with the intent of promoting the Magyar language in Nyitra County.182 It is interesting to note 

that Gr¿nwaldôs nationalist rhetoric did not target Jews even though the 1880s led to a rise in 

political antisemitism alongside exclusionary Magyar nationalism. Jews rarely appeared in his 

written works aside from mentioning their presence in Hungarian history. The closest he came to 

being critical of Jews came in his historical work A R®gi Magyarorsz§g 1711-1825 where he 

characterized the over-reliance of Magyars on Armenians, Germans, Greeks, and Jews as 

economic middlemen as a sign of the failure of Magyars to adapt to a changing world.183 

Ultimately, Gr¿nwald was unable to gain much support which led to his 1891 suicide. 

 According to Gr¿nwald, the supremacy of the Magyar language politically and culturally 

would assist in the modernization of the state.184 This was modernization from a Social-

Darwinist perspective by asserting Magyar supremacy over minority groups to prove to the 

Austrian half of the empire that the Magyars were equal partners. This was similar to activities of 
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the National Democracy (Endecja) movement in Russian Congress Poland which hoped their 

Polonization, and industrialization efforts could serve as negotiation tools with Russia to net the 

creation of an independent Polish state.185  

A similar desire to assimilate minorities also arose among Poles in Russia following the 

repression of the 1863 Uprising.186 This reevaluation of inclusivity is key in understanding how 

exclusive nationalism that sought a Hungary for the Magyars and a Poland for the Poles arose. 

Some embraced a positivist idea of modernization which signaled a shift away from inclusive 

nationalism. This can be seen in Congress Poland where Roman Dmowski (1864-1939) sought 

the homogenization of Poland by assimilating non-Poles. This contrasted with the inclusivity of 

J·zef Piğsudski (1867-1935) and his project of Prometheism that sought to cultivate unity among 

minority peoples against autocratic states.  

According to Dmowskiôs positivist viewpoint, to legitimize Polish statehood, a 

disciplined body of people who spoke the same language, worshipped the same way, and had the 

same cultural traditions was needed.187 The movement to educate the populace was also coupled 

with industrialization programs that sought to bring unemployed workers from the countryside 

into urban centers. This was very similar to the desires of exclusionary Magyar nationalists in 

Hungary who hoped to defeat national minorities erasing and replacing their non-Magyar. 

Nationalists of this variety in Hungary and Poland were no longer concerned with reawakening 

the nation by reminiscing about former iterations of the state or reliving past glories. This meant 

turning away from the inclusivity of the Commonwealth and the inclusivity of historic Natio 

Hungarica. Rather, these nationalists wished to remake the nation from scratch as they believed 
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inclusive nationalities clung to the past at the expense of modern progression. The themes of 

modernization and reform were shared by both inclusive and exclusive nationalists. However, 

both groups had differing ideas on the place of minority groups during this period of change.  

 As for GyŖzŖ Ist·czy, as will be explored in Chapter IV, his departure from the Liberal 

Party was due to the frequency of his antisemitic outbursts in Parliament. Ist·czy exploited the 

Tiszaeszl§r Affair of 1882 to garner a short-lived political following with his National 

Antisemitic Party from 1883 to 1892. Like Gr¿nwald, Ist·czy aimed at a perceived threat to 

Hungary with the Jewish conspiracy he imagined. The threat of Pan-Slavism perceived by 

Gr¿nwald was a more real threat as movements on Slavic unification had caught on among some 

Slavic minorities in the empire. Ist·czyôs warning of a Jewish conspiracy was a regurgitation of 

accusations made against Jews since the Middle Ages. However, the fact that Ist·czy used his 

time in politics from 1872 until 1892 to make the case that Jews did not belong in Hungary was a 

symptom of a larger problem. The accusations he made against apparent Jewish economic 

success were during a period of inflation, growing debt, and industrialization in Hungary. The 

fact that it was solely ethnic Magyars who joined his National Antisemitic Party shows that there 

was a feeling of disconnect between some ethnic Magyars and the Liberal Party. Ethnic Magyars, 

especially those in rural areas, felt unrepresented by the Liberal Party. They felt victimized by 

industrialization that centered on cities which led to small-holding farmers being outcompeted by 

urban elites who bought up farmland for factory farms. When the Liberal Party addressed these 

issues, the National Antisemitic Partyôs support evaporated as it ceased to exist by 1892. 

Conclusion 

 The fact that Gr¿nwald and Ist·czy were divided in how they became exclusionary 

Magyar nationalists further pushes back against Lendvaiôs claim of total Magyar domination in 



 тн 
 

Hungary. While both were vocal in their condemnation of Slovaks and Jews respectively, they 

were unable to make progress through pure demagoguery. It would take a larger political shift to 

slowly bring exclusionary Magyar nationalism into the government. Despite this, there was no 

united front of Magyar nationalism as laws eventually passed that blatantly favored Magyars 

were a product of the Liberal Party compromising with ethnic Magyar parties. To claim that 

there was a united front of Magyar nationalism that collectively decided that national minorities 

had no purpose other than to be assimilated ignores the historical nuance. This is similar to Brian 

Porterôs findings in his work When Nationalism Began to Hate regarding Polish nationalism. 

Initial inclusionary nationalism led to a split among nationalists due to various national crises 

arising. From these crises emerged strains of exclusionary nationalism. To ignore that inclusive 

nationalism existed in Hungary and emerged as a dominant force in elections leads to a 

problematic narrative that Hungarian nationalism was always discriminatory against non-

Magyars. 

The attempts at disciplining society by the Hungarian state were due to a desire to 

transform a state filled with archaic institutions into a modern state. The desire was to create a 

modern state based on political nationalism that cultivated loyalty to the Hungarian state and the 

overarching imperial system. The Hungarian state pursued a policy of Natio Hungarica where 

Hungary was not simply Hungary for the Magyars. This was partly achieved by the guarantees of 

equal rights for all citizens and representation of minority languages on the county level. 

However, this was hampered by the granting of autonomy to Croatia-Slavonia and by the 

radicalization of some Magyar nationalists who wanted to pursue a policy of forced assimilation. 

As will be shown in Chapter IV, this radicalization prompted discussion of the Jewish Question 

which disregarded how assimilated the Hungarian Jewry had become. 
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The laws and policies that were implemented in Hungary immediately following the 1867 

Compromise and during the tenure of the Liberal Party under Tisza sought to cultivate a sense of 

political nationalism among the kingdomôs citizens. The Hungarian government attempted to 

discipline its subjects with this imposed identity and by dissuading attempts at securing local 

autonomies that were seen as a threat to the stateôs health. The powers exercised by the 

Hungarian government against non-conforming minority peoples who sought greater 

accommodations will be further examined in Chapter V, which focuses on Transylvanian 

Romanians. 
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Chapter IV: The Position of Jews within Hungarian Nationalism 
The feeling of belonging to the Hungarian nation among Jews is best summarized in the 

words of Chief Rabbi S§muel Kohn (1841-1920) of the Doh§ny Street Synagogue: ñWe know 

ourselves to be Hungarians body and soulé. The Jewish word is an adjective to the Hungarian 

word and means this: we are HungarianéHungarians of the Israelite faith.ò188  The 

intertwinement of a Hungarian identity with a Jewish one was so strong that Theodore Herzl 

wrote in 1903 that, ñHungarian Zionism can primarily be red-white-green,ò meaning that a 

Jewish identity followed the Hungarian tricolor.189 Among the minority groups within Hungary, 

Jews were the most integrated into Magyar culture. This was particularly true among Neolog 

Jews who became a separate Jewish congregation following a break with Orthodox Jews during 

the 1868-69 Jewish Congress in Pest.190 These assimilated Jews played a prominent role in 

Hungaryôs industrialization. With 20% of Budapestôs population being Jewish in 1890, and due 

to a variety of economic and law-related jobs being filled by Jews, the pejorative term ñJudapestò 

was coined by Karl Lueger, the openly antisemitic mayor of Vienna.191   

Following the 1867 Compromise, a series of accommodations were pushed for by ruling 

elites. While some of these elites sided in favor of Jewish rights out of a genuine sense of 

altruism born from Enlightenment and Liberal principles of equality, others viewed Jews as a 

useful model minority who could be used to boost the number of Magyars in the country. Formal 

emancipation of Jews came with the Emancipation Decree of 1867 after previous attempts in the 
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late 1840s were quashed by the counter-revolutionary sentiment of the 1850s.192 Following the 

passing of the decree, Minister of Education and Religion Baron J·zsef Eºtvºs (1813-1871) 

attempted to formalize the relationship of the new Hungarian state with its Jewish communities. 

Eºtvºs was a lifelong advocate for Jewish rights and equality.  

During the 1848 Hungarian Revolution, Eºtvºs held the position of Minister of 

Education before resigning with other moderate reformers like Ferenc De§k and Count Istv§n 

Sz®chenyi who believed the revolution becoming increasingly radicalized. Along with De§k and 

Sz®chenyi, Eºtvºs was part of a moderate, reform-minded liberal tradition that desired 

reproachment with minorities in the name of nation-building, the continuation of a state 

relationship with the Habsburgs, and the increase of civil liberties for citizens.193 The form of 

nation-building that was sought by Eºtvºs and his fellow moderates was according to inclusive, 

political nationalism described by the Natio Hungarica idea. By including non-Magyars as 

equals, it was hoped that a unifying identity of Hungarianness could be produced to push back 

against Germanizing influences and to cement Hungaryôs place as a state based on the Western 

model. This project also sought to reform the state bureaucracy as relying entirely on the nobility 

was not a viable solution. In political matters, it was commonplace for nobles to send a 

representative in their place rather than themselves appearing for administrative and 

governmental deliberations. In the early-to-mid 1800s, nobles who were a part of business 

ventures were largely silent and only provided the initial capital needed for the enterprise.194 

Eºtvºs and Sz®chenyi hoped that this inclusivity could create a new middle class and breathe 

new life into the stagnating nobility. 
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The overtures made by ruling elites and the nobility to Jews did not mean that 

antisemitism was nonexistent in Hungarian society. With the growth of urban centers like 

Budapest and the emergence of a middle-class populated by Jews who Magyarized their names, 

antisemitism fomented in rural regions that had been outpaced by industrial advancements. The 

encroachment of the new middle class into rural areas at the expense of the provincial lesser 

nobility led to the rise of blood-and-soil rhetoric that claimed Jews as a scapegoat for the societal 

ills brought by unequal industrialization.195 Jews were singled out as a threat to the so-called 

racial purity of Magyars. The scope of the idea of racial purity and Magyar supremacy came to 

include the concept of Hungary existing as a solely Magyar state.  

During times of crisis, particularly in the early 1880s, Jews were blamed for being a part 

of a cosmopolitan conspiracy to destroy the livelihood of rural Magyars. The antisemitic 

members of Parliament GyŖzŖ Ist·czy (1842-1915) and G®za čnody (1848-1923) used the 

events of the 1880s to empower themselves politically by making the so-called Jewish Question 

publicly known. While the political sway these two men enjoyed ended by the end of the decade, 

the Jewish Question had become intertwined with the larger debate over the status of national 

minorities in Hungary. This was a harbinger of what was to come in the 1890s and the early 

1900s with the re-orientation of Hungarian politics leading to a rise in exclusionary Magyar 

nationalists who sought to transform Hungary into a state based on Magyar supremacy. Despite 

these developments, Hungarian Jews attempted to further cement themselves as Magyars and as 

a part of Hungarian nationalism. Through assimilation and participation in society, Jews sought 

acceptance as a part of the people within the scope of Natio Hungarica. Prominent Hungarian 

Jews in Hungarian society who balanced a Hungarian identity with a Jewish one included the 
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industrialist M·r Wahrmann (1832-1892) and Chief Rabbi S§muel Kohn. As the first Jew to be 

elected to Parliament, Wahrmann was on the political frontlines to do battle with rising 

antisemitism. For Kohn, through his sermons and writings, he sought to historically ground 

Hungarian Jews of his era to the beginning of Hungarian history.  

A Brief History of Judaism in Hungary 

Jewish populations existed in Hungary since the Middle Ages. The level of tolerance and 

protection they were afforded fluctuated with a marked increase in intolerance and expulsion 

following the extinction of the House Ćrp§d and the arrival of foreign-born kings in the 

fourteenth century.196 While the population did increase during the Ottoman rule of Hungary, 

most of the Jewish population arrived in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.197 In 1787, 

barely one percent of the population was recorded as Jewish.198 By 1910, according to the last 

imperial Hungarian census, the proportion of Jews in the kingdom was 5.0% with 75.65% of that 

proportion claiming the Magyar language as their anyanyelv- their mother tongue.199 This 

statistic shows that Hungarian Jews overwhelmingly assimilated themselves into Hungarian 

society. After the Magyar language, German had the second most Jewish anyanyelv speakers at 

21.8%.200  

The reasons for Jewish migration into Hungary were threefold: the need to repopulate 

Hungary following the reclamation of the kingdom from the Ottoman Empire; the need to 

resettle Jews who were evicted from western parts of the Habsburg Monarchy due to Jewish 
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population quotas; and the need by Magyar magnate nobles for a new intermediary class to 

conduct business at their behest. These Magyar magnate nobles differed from the rest of the 

aristocratic class as they still possessed vast estates while much of the minor nobility consisted of 

the impoverished, working nobility. Magnate nobles encouraged the immigration of Jews into 

Hungary to repopulate and economically redevelop lands that became depopulated during the 

one-hundred-fifty years of Ottoman occupation.201 Pressures to move east also came from the 

restriction of Jews in western Habsburg territories. Most notably, Emperor Charles VI enacted 

the Family Law of 1727 which limited the Jewish population in Moravia to 40,000 

individuals.202 With this law, Moraviaôs Jewish population dropped to 40,000, and the population 

of Jews in Eastern Hungary doubled to 40,000.203 This entry of Jews into Eastern Hungary, in 

modern-day Transylvania, was met with little fanfare by the local populace as, since the 

Protestant Reformation, Transylvania was home to a patchwork of religious minorities that 

migrated there to escape persecution.204 To them, the entrance of Jews was a continuation of the 

history of the region as a new home for people who were labeled as heretics abroad.205 In 

Transylvania, the main religion that was snubbed by the Magyar and Saxon nobility was the 

Eastern Orthodox Church as that was the main faith of the Romanian peasantry. 

As educated Jews arrived in Hungary, they secured themselves as a part of the newly 

emergent middle class.206 The success of Jews in forming profitable market towns while in 

service under the nobility resulted in lobbying that produced ways to circumvent or even entirely 
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remove laws that limited Jewish settlement.207 Restrictions on the settlement of Jews in the city 

limits of Pest were circumvented by the settling of Jewish families in lands owned by the 

nobility. These noble estates and plots of land were exempted from city laws. The Orczy and 

Zichy aristocratic families used this method to settle Jewish families in čbuda and Pest.208 

Unlike the situation in Poland, when the ban on Jewish settlement in cities was lifted, there was 

no ghettoization. While there were streets and city blocks colloquially labeled as Jewish streets 

or Jewish blocks, these neighborhoods were populated by Christians too.209 Jews were not 

segregated in where they could choose to live. This was markedly different from the situation for 

Jews in the former Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. In the Commonwealth, the political entity 

that boasted one of the largest Medieval and Early-Modern Jewish populations in Europe, Jews 

became a part of the feudal system.210 While Jews in the Commonwealth and Hungary fulfilled a 

similar role in commerce, intellectual work, and serving as an intermediary between the nobility 

and the peasantry, the situation of Jews in Hungary was that of a newly arrived outsider. They 

were not included as a part of the feudal system. Jews arrived as ethno-religious outsiders who, 

through their connections and work with the nobility who valued their commerce and intellectual 

work, became a part of a new middle class. Previously, this niche had been occupied by 

Armenians, Germans, and Greeks. As Jews were a stateless people, they were viewed as more 

loyal to the interests of Hungary than Armenians and Greeks who were citizens of the Ottoman 

Empire.211 Jews were seen as more reliable than Germans as intermediaries as there was the fear 
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of Germanization. This disdain of Germans only increased following the suppression of the 1848 

Revolution and the Neo-Absolutist Era that followed the revolution. 

Emancipation for Hungarian Jews was a multi-step process. The Jewish emancipation 

that followed the 1867 Compromise was a spiritual continuation of the empire-wide 1782 Edict 

of Tolerance and the short-lived emancipation that had occurred solely in Hungary during the 

1848 ï 1849 Revolution.212 The final step was achieved in 1895 with Judaism formally 

becoming a received religion meaning that additional civil protections were added along with 

state support for Jewish communities and religious organizations ï support that had already been 

afforded to the variety of Christian denominations present.213 Such levels of protection and 

cooperation between the state and Jewish communities were not introduced to other lands in the 

dual monarchy. Jews had to fight to ensure their recognition as Magyar within the nationalist 

space of ethnoreligious politics in the country. This idea of ónationalist spaceô includes the 

creation of in-groups and out-groups. Hungarian Jews lobbied to prove themselves as an in-

group as they found themselves the scapegoats for various crises and economic downturns. Jews 

fought to maintain their image as loyal Hungarian subjects by taking part in duels. This also 

showed that Hungarian Jews had absorbed from the nobility the sport of dueling which had been 

restricted to the nobility and of belonging to a gentlemanly occupation. This was notable as for 

much of history Jews had been considered an unmartial race unfit for war. By fighting for their 

honor with pistol and saber in hand or by serving in the military, Jews proved they were as 

capable as their Christian neighbors.  
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1882: The Tiszaeszl§r Affair and the Jewish Question 

The events of 1882 and 1883 proved to be a watershed moment in the politicization of 

antisemitism in Hungary. In 1882, two events brought the so-called Jewish Question into the 

political mainstream. Firstly, recent pogroms in the Russian Empire had resulted in a wave of 

Jewish migration into Austrian Galicia and into the Hungarian half of the empire. This wave of 

pogroms began in 1881 after the assassination of Tsar Alexander II. Rumors arose about a Jewish 

conspiracy since one of the perpetrators was of Jewish descent.214 This led to rampant violence 

against Jews with one of the most destructive purges occurring in Kyiv in April of 1881. 

Significant migration of Jews fleeing pogroms continued into 1882. Jews who fled to Hungary 

mainly settled in Szatm§r County which led to serious urban overcrowding. This was met with a 

mixture of responses that included pushback from the Hungarian Jewish community which 

viewed the Russian Jews as backward and unwilling to assimilate.215 Secondly, on April 1st, 

1882, the teenage servant girl Eszter Solymosi went missing in the village of Tiszaeszl§r. While 

no evidence of foul play was ever found in the investigation, much less a body, due to hearsay 

and the bribing of children, the investigation became focused on the Jewish community in 

Tiszaeszl§r. This incident became known as the Tiszaeszl§r Affair. By May 20th the focus on the 

Jewish community and synagogue in Tiszaeszl§r became known to the rest of the kingdom due 

to an article published by the Budapest based, Roman Catholic newspaper Magyar Ćllam that 

insinuated the case was a blood libel murder case.216 In the wake of this publication came a rise 

of rampant antisemitism that resulted in violence against Jewish citizens in Budapest and other 
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cities. Following the spread of this news story and the rise of popular antisemitism, the two most 

vocal antisemites in Parliament, GyŖzŖ Ist·czy and G®za čnody seized upon the moment to turn 

the rise in popular antisemitism into a political movement. 

GyŖzŖ Ist·czy had been elected to Parliament in 1872 after having given up on being a 

judge following a fraud case against a Jewish man named Lajos Martonfalvi.217 In Ist·czyós later 

years, he claimed his time as a judge had opened his eyes to a Jewish conspiracy in the 

Hungarian government. During his tenure as a judge, Ist·czy was given the role of presiding 

over the auction of an estate. Ist·czy accused Martonfalvi of fraud for having placed a bid on the 

manor under his fatherôs name. The legal proceedings became protracted as they went on for four 

years only for it to be found that when Ist·czy had acted as a judge for the auction he had failed 

to verify the identity of Martonfalvi before the placing of the fraudulent bid. With this revelation, 

a higher court found Martonfalvi not guilty of fraud and blamed the mistake on the acting judge 

of the time ï Ist·czy. With his law career seriously jeopardized, Ist·czy decided a career in 

politics was a better use of his time. 

Ist·czy was largely silent during his first three years in office until 1875 when he gave his 

first antisemitic speech. This was followed by another period of silence until 1878 when he gave 

his infamous Palestine Speech. In this speech, he submitted a petition to the ongoing Congress of 

Berlin stating that an independent Palestine should be carved out of the Ottoman Empire to 

create a restored Jewish state to rid Europe of Jews.218 As the Congress of Berlin occurred to 

both shore up the Ottoman Empire and to satiate Russia and its Balkan allies who had won the 

Russo-Turkish War, Ist·czyôs proposal was ignored. Following this, he founded the Antisemite 
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League and a monthly newspaper Tizenk®t Rºpirat (Twelve Pamphlets) to promote dialogue 

among Magyar antisemites with their German counterparts. Despite the increase in activity by 

Ist·czy, he was largely ridiculed and seen as the clown of the Parliamentôs Lower House. His 

speeches were frequently met with laughter by his colleagues and ridiculed in the newspapers. 

The journalist K§lm§n Miksz§th derisively nicknamed Ist·czy Hungaryôs ñantisemitic 

prophet.ò219 In one of Miksz§thôs works, he described the situation, ñA nerve has developed 

unnoticed in the representatives regardless of their party affiliation, which was tickled by 

antisemitism, and made them laugh.ò220 Before the events of 1882, Ist·czy and political 

antisemitism had been viewed as such an insignificant threat that the storm of antisemitism that 

occurred that year took many by surprise. This propelled the clown of Parliament, Ist·czy, into 

the forefront of political debates. His fanatical hatred was no longer just a point of ridicule but a 

threat to the stability of the nation and the overall empire. 

The Ist·czy-Wahrmann Duel 

With the arrival of Russian Jews leading to overcrowding in Szatm§r and the growing 

national interest in the Tiszaeszl§r Affair, a parliamentary debate on these matters occurred on 

June 9th, 1882. A petition was presented before Parliament on whether refugees from Russia 

should be turned back at the border. One of Ist·czyôs few allies in Parliament, his fellow 

antisemite G®za čnody used the debate as an excuse to give an antisemitic speech. čnody 

argued that the pogroms in Russia were a justified act of revenge against Jews who used 

Christian blood during a Passover ritual.221 As with all other blood libel cases, this claim was 

only supported by hearsay. During his speech, čnody cited past blood libel cases including the 
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ongoing case in Tiszaeszl§r.222 čnodyôs speech earned him a rebuke from the Speaker of 

Parliament and outright laughter from his fellow representatives.223 The satirical magazine 

Borsszem Jank· also weighed in with one of their comic characters saying: ñStrange! Since I 

have heard Mr. čnody speaking I find Mr. Ist·czy a smart person."224 After čnody speech came 

Ist·czyôs turn to speak. In this speech, Ist·czy cited August Rohlingôs infamous Der 

Talmudjude225 by decrying Jewish control of the newspapers and economy as cause for war: 

ñThe answer to their jeremiads is simply: óCôest la Guerre!ô-this is war.ò226 His declaration of the 

need for a war against Jews served as a justification for pogroms which he declared was a means 

of national self-defense.227 

Following Ist·czyôs speech came M·r Wahrmannôs opportunity to speak. Wahrmann was 

an industrialist and the first Jew elected to Parliament.228 While not an outspoken member of 

Parliament, his financial expertise made him an important figure on various committees on 

expenditures which resulted in him being highly regarded by his colleagues.229 The fact that he 

chose to speak immediately after Ist·czy to rebuke čnody and Ist·czyôs antisemitic remarks 

marked a departure from the policy of recusal by Jewish members of Parliament from matters 

concerning Jews.230 In his speech, Wahrmann reminded his colleagues of how firmly assimilated 

Jews were in Hungary. According to Wahrmann, the assimilation of national minorities was a 

goal for both Magyars and Jews to preserve the power of the Magyar language in the 
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kingdom.231 Wahrmannôs remarks on assimilation were a product of Jews Magyarizing 

themselves through the adoption of Magyar-sounding names and the usage of the Magyar 

language. While he did not explicitly demean any specific ethnic minority, this viewpoint can be 

interpreted as being against Natio Hungarica. However, there is a nuance that proves that 

Wahrmann had more in common with inclusionary nationalists and supporters of Natio 

Hungarica than exclusionary Magyar nationalists. Wahrmann was a practicing Jew, he did not 

convert away from Judaism even though considered himself a Magyar. He was an example of the 

so-called óHungarians of the Israelite faithô as he balanced a Magyar and a Jewish identity in 

unison. 

Wahrmannôs patriotism was best captured during a conversation with his friend Cardinal 

Lajos Haynald (1816-1891) after Ist·czyôs 1878 Palestine Speech: 

Haynald: ñIf they establish a Jewish state in Palestine, all Jews will be expected to go 
there, including you Moric, no matter how great a patriot you are.ò 

Wahrmann: ñI have no intention of going. I cannot live anywhere but here.ò 

Haynald: ñAnd if you have to?ò 

Wahrmann: ñIf I have to, I will go, but I would hope to have enough influence to have 
myself immediately appointed Jewish ambassador to Budapest.ò232 

This was satirized in the humor magazine Borsszem Jank· which labelled Wahrmann as the 

ñJewish Consul General in Budapestò in a comic titled ñAz Ist·czy uj-zsid·orsz§ga [Ist·czy's 

New Jewish Nation].ò233 Wahrmannôs feeling of belonging to Hungary was strong enough that 

even in the event of the creation of a Jewish state, he still wished to remain in Hungary. His 

support of the Magyar language was support for a nation unified around a singular language. By 
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assimilation, he meant an integration into Hungarian society through the use of the Magyar 

language while also maintaining other feelings of identity just as how he kept his Jewish identity. 

Since he maintained his Judaism in conjunction with a Magyar identity, Wahrmann can be 

interpreted as being in favor of individuals maintaining a pluralistic identity if loyalty to the 

Hungarian nation was included. Thus, he was in the inclusive nationalist camp in favor of Natio 

Hungarica. 

Wahrmannôs speech partly agreed with čnody on the exclusion of Russian Jews from 

entering the kingdom as he stressed that the mass immigration of Jews from Eastern Europe, who 

largely were of the Orthodox variety, would be less inclined to assimilate.234 While Wahrmann 

did not mention Tiszaeszl§r by name, he addressed the issue of blood libels and Rohlingôs Der 

Talmudjude. Wahrmann read out passages from the work to make the point that the very same 

accusations of conspiracy and degeneracy made against Jews had also been made by Rohling 

against Protestants.235 This is of note as a sizable minority of Hungarians were Protestant 

Christians, mainly Calvinists, and Lutherans. Finishing his speech, Wahrmann asserted that he, 

ñétrust[ed] the commonéHungarian people, [to] prevent themselves from being easily misled, 

even though certain people make efforts to prepare the ground for this with all sorts of dung.ò236 

He hoped for the triumph of dialogue and hoped that the absurdity of čnodyôs and Ist·czyôs 

antisemitic claims would be recognized. His speech, which was met with applause, took a 

decisive stance against political antisemitism by calling for unity among Hungarians to counter 

those who attempted to divide the population against itself. It also marked the first instance of 

Jews in Hungary confronting political antisemitism in such a public manner. 
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After his speech, Wahrmann exited the House of Representatives and met with Prime 

Minister K§lm§n Tisza where he demanded that Ist·czy be expelled from the Liberal Party. After 

an informal meeting with other members of the Liberal Party to discuss antisemitism in their 

ranks, Tisza met with Ist·czy. He informed Ist·czy that he was in danger of being voted out of 

the party due to his recent antisemitic actions.237 However, he did not expel Ist·czy. Tiszaôs lack 

of direct action was a sign, for better or for worse, of his political pragmatism. Tisza maintained 

a tenuous coalition between pro-1867 Compromise factions and independence factions to 

promote economic reform and centralization of Hungary.238 Ironically, this meant that the 

coalition he headed included antisemites like Ist·czy and Jews like Wahrmann. Upon hearing 

that his party membership was in danger, Ist·czy announced his withdrawal from the party.239  

In a corridor adjacent to the House of Representatives, Wahrmann encountered G®za 

čnody and another of Ist·czyôs few allies. An argument ensued with Wahrmann challenged to a 

duel on Ist·czyôs behalf by čnody.240 Wahrmann initially claimed that there was no cause for a 

duel as he had not addressed Ist·czy directly during his speech and that it was foolish to think 

that a demand of Satisfaktionsfªhigkeit241 could be made following any parliamentary debate. 

After this initial rebuff, Ist·czy arrived and berated Wahrmann for having declined the dueling 

invitation.242 According to Parliament records and in the newspaper Eger, a scuffle broke out 

with Ist·czy and Wahrmann separated by their colleagues.243 A variety of stories exist about what 
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happened during the scuffle with most agreeing that Wahrmann suffered a blow to the shoulder 

from Ist·czy before the two were separated.244 

It was not until later that day that Wahrmann changed his mind on the duel as he then 

challenged Ist·czy to one.245 This had not been an easy choice for Wahrmann as he was blind in 

one eye and nearsighted in the other. However, his decision to go forth with the duel was a 

twofold process. Following the scuffle in the Parliament halls, it had been discussed by members 

of the Nemzeti Casino246, a civil organization that Wahrmann was a part of, that if Wahrmann did 

not defend his honor, his membership to the organization would be revoked.247 Another reason 

for Wahrmannôs agreement to go forward with the duel stemmed from the stance he had taken 

against antisemitism in Parliament that day. This stance showed he had broken away from the 

strategy of tacit recusal typically done by Jews who avoided speaking out against the so-called 

Jewish Question for fear that they would then be perceived as Jewish rather than as Magyars. 

Thus, out of compulsion to protect his honor and prove the point that Jews could have a 

Hungarian identity, he went forward with the duel. It is rather telling that even as many of 

Wahrmannôs friends and colleagues volunteered to take his place in the duel, all were turned 

down by him.  

It was arranged that the duel would take place on June 11th, a Sunday, at 6 a.m. During 

the two days leading up to the duel, the actions of Ist·czy and Wahrmann showed that both felt 

an overwhelming feeling of danger and imminent death. To the mirth of the magazines of the 

time, during those two days, Ist·czy married his mistress so he could legitimize his sons who had 
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been born out of wedlock. As voiced by a column in Borsszem Jank· after the duel, ñIt is always 

better for a child to gain a father in a duel, than lose his father in a duel.ò 248 For Wahrmann, he 

drew up a will that began with a preamble that stated he stood at, ñéa milestone of my life 

where the near future might bring my sudden passing.ò249 In the end, the preparation by both 

sides was not needed as the intrusion of a policeman on the morning of the duel dampened the 

mood. The policeman did not stop the duel but recorded the names of those present as a large 

crowd had formed. Following this brief delay, shots were exchanged from twenty-five paces. No 

one was harmed. It was a fact that both Ist·czy and Wahrmann appreciated. In the wake of this, 

the popular satirical magazine Borsszem Jank· declared that ñthe comedy was overò in their 
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Figure 6: Borsszem Jank·'s depiction of the 

Ist·czy-Wahrmann duel 
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illustration of the two duelists bowing and holding hands before an applauding crowd whilst 

sweating profusely.250 This depiction can be found in Figure 6.251 

With the public spectacle between Ist·czy and Wahrmann over, the excitement over 

dueling had not ended. Neither had the wave of antisemitism either. Having left the Liberal Party, 

Ist·czy founded the Orsz§gos Antiszemita P§rt (National Antisemitic Party) the following year. 

This was the first-ever political party in Europe formed on the explicit platform of antisemitism. 

Before the announcement of the partyôs formation on October 6, 1883, a royal address was given 

before Parliament on September 29 that demanded a cessation of political agitation against the 

different ethnic, religious, and social classes in the empire.252 Though no specific individuals 

were mentioned in the speech by Emperor Franz Joseph, Ist·czy and his allies were one of the 

causes for the speech as they threatened the established political order. While there was no 

chance for Ist·czy to acquire a particularly large following in Parliament, the agitation that he 

represented threatened the fragile balance of the ethnically and religiously diverse Austro-

Hungarian Empire. The National Antisemitic Party was most successful in the 1880s but by the 

1890s it became a shadow of itself. While it did secure seventeen seats during the 1884 election, 

this share decreased to eleven seats in 1887 before the partyôs dissolution in 1892.253 The party 

was also plagued by severe infighting which resulted in its division into smaller parties in 1887.  

On a humorous note, while the political demagoguery of Ist·czy and his colleagues was 

finally taken seriously by those in Parliament, he was still seen as somewhat of a buffoon figure. 

On January 14th, 1883, in Borsszem Jank· a satirical article was published called ñIst·czy GyŖzŖ 
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Interpell§czi·i: K®p a JºvŖbŖl [Interpellations of GyŖzŖ Ist·czy: An Image of the Future].ò254 

The article included several fictitious demands by Ist·czy. These false demands included: 

ñIs the Minister aware of the scandalous fact that in all the schools of the country, in the 

clean sanctuaries of many Christian families, a Jewish ritual book called óThe Bibleô is 
distributed in the millions in which Moses, Aaron, and other characters are glorified in 
the most obscene manner?ò255  

Ist·czy was no stranger to the magazine as he had been satirized by it before his duel with 

Wahrmann. During a parliamentary speech in early 1882, he raved about apparent Jewish control 

of the economy and media stemming from the attempts at global domination by a Jewish kagal 

organization. Upon hearing of this, the editorial staff of Borsszem Jank· took on the term as a 

point of honor and dubbed their regular Monday meetings as meetings of the kagal.256 While the 

founders and editors of the magazine werenôt all Jewish, the presence of a strong Jewish 

influence led to antisemitic publications labeling it as a purely Jewish magazine that was an 

agent of moral degeneracy. 

1883: Acquittal in the Tiszaeszl§r Affair 

Following the events of 1882, 1883 proved to be a tumultuous year. This was due to the 

acquittal of the Jews who had been accused of Eszter Solymosiôs supposed murder in the 

Tiszaeszl§r Affair. After the acquittal of the accused on August 3rd, several riots broke out in 

Hungarian cities that targeted Jewish homes and businesses. Budapest was declared a city under 

siege as it took police and military units five days to restore order to the city streets after a large 

antisemitic riot broke out.257 The violence surprised the Hungarian government due to its well-

organized nature with blame being levied against Ist·czy and other antisemitic firebrands. 
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Consequently, a libel case was levied against Ist·czy who had recently published several 

antisemitic pamphlets and texts. The Tisza government began confiscating these pamphlets but 

was quickly overwhelmed as their libel suit against Ist·czy was met with an acquittal.258 

Following this acquittal, antisemitic violence surged with it taking three months for the 

government to restore order across the nation. The violence escalated to the point that in Zala 

County, gendarmes resorted to firing upon rioters to prevent the assault of Jews, the destruction 

of Jewish homes, and the desecration of Jewish synagogues.259  

While proceedings against Ist·czy had failed, charges were successfully brought against 

Gyula Verhovay (1849-1906) who owned the newspaper F¿ggetlens®g for embezzlement of 

funds to relocate Magyars from Moldavia260 into Hungary.261 Verhovay was no stranger to 

controversy as, two years after his 1878 election to Parliament as a member of the Party of 

Independence & ô48, he was expelled from the party due to his antisemitism. Coincidentally, 

1880 was also the year he founded his newspaper.262 Until 1884, he was an Independent before 

joining the National Antisemitic Party. Since 1882, Verhovayôs newspaper F¿ggetlens®g emerged 

as the leading newspaper for the publishing of antisemitic viewpoints due to the well-written 

nature of the articles.263 The support for the paper evaporated overnight once the embezzlement 

became popular knowledge with a series of boycotts and editorials criticizing the ñtreasonò of the 

newspaper.264 To the embarrassment of the newly emergent National Antisemitic Party, 

Verhovayôs countersuit against the charges failed spectacularly after a nearly two-year fight. With 
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his credibility as a journalist destroyed, Verhovay focused on his political career. His political 

career was brief as he lost his Parliament seat in 1887 to the same party that had expelled him in 

1880 for his antisemitism.265 

As for dueling, the popularity of pistol and saber dueling increased in the wake of several 

more high-profile duels. On the heels of the end of legal proceedings in the Tiszaeszl§r Affair, a 

Jewish lawyer who blamed county bureaucrats for having fanned the flames of the blood libel 

case won a duel after being accused of libel for his views.266 Later that year in October, Jewish 

lawyer Dr. Gyula Rosenberg shot and killed Count Istv§n Batthy§ny to have Ilona 

Schossbergerôs hand in marriage.267 This occurred against a backdrop of the long-debated issue 

of the legalization of civil marriages between Christians and Jews being placed on the 

parliamentary agenda. While the duel between Dr. Rosenberg and Count Batthy§ny did not occur 

due to overt antisemitism, Jewish stereotyping and issues of marriages crossing religious lines 

led to the duelôs occurrence. The duel was also heavily publicized especially after Rosenberg was 

briefly imprisoned afterward. 

1883: The Rosenburg-Batthy§ny Duel 

The Rosenburg-Batthy§ny duel was a direct result of the issue of legitimacy regarding 

marriages that crossed religious lines as the legitimacy of a marriage between a Christian and a 

Jew was called into question. In 1881, Dr. Gyula Rosenberg (1856-1910) and Ilona Schossberger 

met and fell in love. Despite Rosenberg being a Jew and the Schossberger family being Roman 

Catholic, Rosenberg was seemingly well-liked by the family as he worked for the well-to-do 

 
265 Albert Sturm, ed., Đj Orsz§ggyŤl®si Almanach: Rºvid £letrajzi Adatok a FŖrendih§z £s K®pviselŖh§z Tagjair·l 

[New Parliamentary Almanac: Brief Biographical Information about the Members of the Upper House and House 

of Representatives] (Budapest, Hungary: A Pesti Lloyd-t§rsulat kºnyvnyomd§ja, 1888), 256 
266 K§lm§n, ñCutting the Way into the Nation: Hungarian Jewish Olympians in the Interwar Era,ò 128 
267 ñA temesv§ri p§rbaj [The Duel in Temesv§r],ò Nemere, October 28, 1883, 87th edition, Hat§ron t¼li ®s diaszp·ra 

gyŤjtem®nyek [Cross-border and Diaspora Collections], Hungaricana. 



 фп 
 

Adria Steamship Company.268 This changed in 1882 when Ilonaôs aunt married Baron P§l 

Bornemisza. For this marriage, the Bornemisza family paid one million gold forints to the 

Schossberger family.269 Rosenberg was then banned from visiting Ilona as Baron Bornemisza did 

not want a potential Jewish brother-in-law.270 Despite this, Ilona and Rosenberg managed to keep 

seeing one another and married in secret. When this was discovered in September 1882, Ilonaôs 

parents confined her and insisted that she marry Count Istv§n Batthy§ny. Such a marriage would 

bring prestige to the new-money Schossberger family.271 The Schossbergers were ennobled in 

1863 while the Bornemisza and Batthy§ny families had been ennobled centuries prior.272 On 

October 15th of 1883, Ilona Schossberger was wedded to Count Batthy§ny.273 A dowry of two 

million golden forints was paid by the Count to the Schossbergers. Ilonaôs previous secret 

marriage to Dr. Rosenberg was entirely ignored even after it was revealed. It was reasoned that 

since Rosenberg was Jewish and Ilona a Roman Catholic their marriage was not legitimate as 

there was no law in Hungary protecting the legitimacy of marriages between Christians and 

Jews. Upon finding out about the second marriage, Rosenberg issued a challenge to duel with 

Count Batthy§ny as he insisted his marriage to Ilona was legitimate. 

Batthy§ny initially rebuffed the challenge and the successive challenges Rosenberg 

issued. Rosenberg followed up his duel challenges with the added threat he would,ò étake every 
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opportunity of publicly stigmatizing him [the Count].ò274 Rosenberg had already begun this 

campaign by publishing a statement in newspapers in Budapest and Vienna that called Batthy§ny 

a coward for turning down the duel. The statements also called into question the legitimacy of 

the October 15th marriage between Count Batthy§ny and Illona.275 Batthy§ny relented and 

declared Rosenberg was worthy of Satisfaktionsfªhigkeit - that he was duel-worthy - after having 

heard an account from a pair of military officers who attested to Rosenbergôs proficiency with a 

pistol. Batthy§ny required such approval from a third party as he was unconvinced that 

Rosenberg could duel as Jews were seen as a part of an un-martial race. When compared to the 

Ist·czy-Wahrmann duel that was previously examined, this second duel was far less immediate. 

Even though Ist·czy was a blatant antisemite, he still recognized Wahrmann as a gentleman who 

was worthy of being dueled. Ist·czy had still recognized Wahrmann as duel-worthy even though 

Wahrmann was not of noble origins like Ist·czy. However, this could have been the result of 

Ist·czyôs family belonging to the vast impoverished nobility that, unlike the prestigious 

Batthy§ny family, had hardly any land to its name. It was also because Ist·czy and Wahrmann 

were both members of Parliament, which was a gentlemanly profession. 

On October 22nd, 1883, the duel between Dr. Gyula Rosenberg and Count Istv§n 

Batthy§ny occurred near the city of Temesv§r276 at the spa town Buzi§sf¿rdŖ277. The first two 

shots fired by the men missed. During their third exchange of fire, they fired almost 

simultaneously. This was the fatal barrage:  

ñAfter the shot, the pistol fell out of the hand of Count Batthy§ny, then he put his hand to 

his forehead, where his opponent's bullet had entered, took a step back and fell dead. The 
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Countôséforehead was completely covered by the splattered pieces of brains, and his 
eyes were staring and glassy.ò278  

While Rosenberg had won the duel, he was arrested and handed a nine-month prison sentence for 

manslaughter.279 Ever since revisions to the Hungarian criminal and civil code in 1785, dueling 

itself was not a prosecutable offense but killing someone during a duel was.280 Fortunately for 

Rosenberg, a royal pardon released him from prison after having served the first three months of 

his sentence.281 Additionally, his fame in the duel played a role in his election to Parliament as a 

representative of Vas County, a position he held from 1892 to 1910.282 
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Figure 7: Borsszem Jank·'s depiction of the 

Rosenberg-Batthy§ny duel 
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As for Ilona Schossberger, while she had been the cause of the duel, she did not live with 

Rosenberg after the duel. Officially, as the right for the recognition of marriages between Jews 

and Christians failed to pass in Parliament, her marriage with Rosenberg had never happened in 

an official sense. In 1886 she married Baron Viktor Offerman.283 This was another planned 

marriage by her father as Offerman was one of the biggest investors in a sugar factory run by the 

Schossbergers in Selyp.284 Perhaps she had fallen for Batthy§ny or had fallen out of love with 

Rosenberg following the bloodshed and media scrutiny that occurred. In any case, the satirical 

magazine Borsszem Jank· scrutinized the pointlessness of the duel. The magazine presented a 

comic occupying an entire page that depicted the aftermath of the duel with the title ñThe Latest 

Duelò. See Figure 7 for a copy of this comic. Following this comic on the next page, the 

magazine satirized Ilona by stating: 

ñAlready in the morning (on the day of the duel) you could see the wreath on V§czi 

Street with the words: óMy beloved husbandô... The woman was very clever: whichever 
one fell, would be ómy beloved husbandô.ò285  

The magazine also aimed at Rosenberg by remarking that even though he had ñwon the 

jackpotò by having killed Batthy§ny he seemingly no longer cared for Ilona as he left the duel 

without her.286 For a duel that had originally been over who could marry a woman, the final 

result with Batthy§ny dead and Rosenberg and Illona leaving separately made the whole affair 

over besmirched honor rather pointless in the minds of many. Nevertheless, the incident along 

with the Ist·czy-Wahrmann duel proved that Hungarian Jews were more than willing to take up 

arms and engage in the phenomenon of dueling to protect their honor. 
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Conclusion 

The trend of duels involving Hungarian Jews increased due to the public spectacle that 

was the Ist·czy-Wahrmann and Rosenberg-Batthy§ny duels. Before these duels, except for a few 

instances in the military, duels involving Jews were comparatively rare to those involving non-

Jews. By 1888 13% of arrests for illegal dueling were Jews even though they only consisted of 

4.5% of the population.287 During the interwar years in the twentieth century, this figure jumped 

to 50% of all arrests stemming from duels that included Jews.288 By taking part in duels, both 

legal and illegal, Jews affirmed their equality with non-Jews by demonstrating they too had the 

power to demand satisfaction when insulted. With the pesky issue that pistol dueling had a higher 

chance of death, some Jews turned to saber dueling. Saber dueling was done to first blood and, at 

least in theory if the duelists were disciplined, less likely to result in death. 

Jewish university students turned to the various saber organizations and fraternities that 

existed to facilitate their dueling needs. While some saber fraternities declared that Jews had no 

honor and barred their members from dueling Jews, others asserted that being Jewish had 

nothing to do with honor and welcomed Jewish students.289 In one incident where a Jewish 

fencer encountered a fencer from a fraternity that had barred dueling with Jews, the antisemitic 

fraternityôs refusal to even consider the dueling challenge led to their immediate forfeiture and 

loss of face.290 This dueling fervor reached a point that the editor and publisher of one of the 

most-read weekly magazines EgyenlŖs®g Miksa Szabolcsi wrote, ñThe epidemic of Jew-hatred 

has to be combated by duels. Today our Jewish youth will convince the Jew-haters of our right 

only with the swordò.291 Szabolcsi had originally been against duels until he had taken part in 
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one. By taking part in pistol dueling and fencing, Hungarian Jews drew upon the associations of 

such sports as being honorable, manly, and noble to prove themselves.  

The othering of Jews during times of crisis continued to be a theme. Antisemitism 

continued to fester before resurging once more during the next round of national crises ï the First 

World War and the dissolution of Austria-Hungary. Of course, none of these crises happened 

overnight as the diseases of rising antisemitism and Magyar chauvinism had to be cultivated. 

Such cultivation of hatred came from the unwillingness of the ruling elite to confront extremist 

views. Due to a lack of confrontation, such views continued to find platforms for their spread. As 

was seen during the Tiszaeszl§r Affair, Prime Minister K§lm§n Tisza was more concerned with 

maintaining his political coalition at all costs even if it meant working with antisemites. Even 

though antisemitism became marginalized, it still found refuge in nationalist and religious 

politics after 1895. 1895 brought the formal reception of Judaism which included the civil 

recognition of marriages between Christians and Jews and equality of Judaism with other 

received religions like Roman Catholicism, Calvinism, and Lutheranism.292 The formation of the 

Katolikus N®pp§rt [Catholic Peopleôs Party] which sought to prevent government oversight of 

religious matters, included some former supporters of the National Antisemitic Party in their 

ranks.293 

The fact that even highly assimilated Jews had to resort to violence to prove their loyalty 

to Hungary shows how highly-charged the nationality question was. It also demonstrated that the 

framework of Natio Hungarica was under threat of exclusionary nationalists who questioned the 

place of non-Magyars. The ability of Jews to fight back, the ridiculing of antisemites, and the 
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steps taken by the Hungarian government to protect Jews from violence show that a desire to 

maintain a pluralistic society existed. The outbreak of violence against Jews in the 1880s can be 

viewed as a symptom of the centralization and industrialization of the state. The Tiszaeszl§r 

Affair and the demagoguery of Ist·czy lent organization to the forgotten stratum of society that 

had been negatively impacted by industrialization. The fact that the antisemitic riots and political 

organizations that formed were headed by Magyars was proof of a growing dissatisfaction 

among ethnic Magyars with the Liberal Party. After all, the Liberal Party received a sizable 

amount of its support from non-Magyars while also seeking to uphold the 1868 Nationalities 

Law. The fact that the National Antisemitic Party dissolved after 1892 shows that there was not 

enough popular antisemitism to lead a political movement.294 By 1890, the Hungarian 

government no longer was in a spending deficit, inflation was on the decline, and borrowing 

rates for money were more favorable than during the previous two decades.295 This led to an 

alleviation of some urban vs. rural economic ills which meant a scapegoat was no longer needed. 

However, antisemitism reemerged at the turn of the twentieth century as racial politics became 

injected into the nationality question as Magyar nationalists sought to prove their supposedly 

inherent superiority. 

After the turbulent 1880s, Jewish intellectuals were more aware of their precarious place 

in Hungarian society. To further emphasize their place in society as loyal Magyars of a different 

religion, these intellectuals sought to prove Jews had been a part of Magyar history since the 

very beginning. In 1884, Chief Rabbi S§muel Kohn published his monograph A honfoglal· 

magyarok ®s a zsid·k [Conquering Hungarians and the Jews] in the magazine Magyar-Zsid· 
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Szemle. Kohn asserted that Jews had been present during the Magyar conquest of the Carpathian 

Basin as several rebellious tribes from the Jewish Khazars had joined the Magyars in heading 

west.296 Kohn was a devoted Neolog rabbi and Hungarian nationalist, which manifested 

themselves in his sermons and publications. In a January 12th, 1868, sermon, he celebrated the 

passing of the Jewish Emancipation Act of 1867 as further proof for Hungary being a new Jewish 

homeland.297 Unlike the next generation of Jewish scholars in Hungary who began to publish in 

the 1890s, Kohn was a believer in writing history to cover large swathes of time in the time of 

providing continuity with the present.298 Beginning in the 1890s, Jewish Hungarian intellectuals 

nicknamed ñdoctor-rabbisò began publishing works on the history of specific Jewish 

communities.299 This marked the formation of a specific Magyar-Jewish consciousness in the 

production of historical works to prove the historical continuity of Jews in Hungarian society. 

Despite the political antisemitism and even after the founding of Theodore Herzlôs Zionist 

Organization, the majority of Hungarian Jews were firm believers that they had a place in 

Hungarian society. This meant support for an inclusive variant of Hungarian nationalism ï 

support for Natio Hungarica. 
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Chapter V: The Romanian Aspirations for Representation 
Following the 1867 Austro-Hungarian Compromise, Romanians in Transylvania felt 

betrayed that their Transylvanian Diet had been dissolved without their consent. Without their 

consultation, Transylvania was subsumed into Hungary. To address this, Romanian intellectuals 

and politicians sought redress with the 1868 Blaj Pronouncement and the 1892 Transylvania 

Memorandum. Within these documents, there was no desire to leave the empire. Instead, there 

was a desire for reform and reconciliation. A rapprochement was sought with the hope of a 

return of autonomy to Transylvania. A policy called passivism was part of their stratagem as 

Romanians boycotted participation in the Hungarian Parliament which they did not recognize as 

legitimate.300  

The 1868 Blaj Pronouncement and the 1892 Transylvania Memorandum put Natio 

Hungarica to the test. Parliamentary support for these petitions varied greatly. In 1868, a 

Romanian representative and a Magyar representative from Transylvania were two of the biggest 

supporters of recognizing the plight of Transylvanian Romanians. These representatives were  

Illés Macellariu301 (1822-1891) and Máté Pap respectively. They sought to ensure that Hungary 

was an inclusive, pluralistic state that was not dominated by Magyar supremacist views. Their 

interpretation of Natio Hungarica involved wanting to negotiate with representatives from 

Transylvania to allow for self-governance of the region as a territorial unit within Hungary. They 

agreed with the Blaj Pronouncement that the rights of Romanians had been violated with the 

closing of the Transylvania Diet and the lack of a Romanian presence in determining how the 
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new dual monarchy would rule. While their attempt at creating a parliamentary issue to 

reconsider the union of Transylvania with Hungary did not garner enough support to move 

forward, there was at least some Magyar support for the issue. Reactions from other Magyars 

were mixed. Representative László Makray (1815-1876), a Magyar, took an exclusionary stance 

that Transylvania was rightfully Hungarian due to its conquest by the Magyars nearly a thousand 

years prior. Others, like Minister of Justice Boldizsár Horvát (1822-1898) and Kálmán Tisza 

attempted to strike a middle ground as they felt that if the union of Transylvania with Hungary 

was called into question, the legitimacy of the newly formed Hungarian state would weaken. For 

Makray, Natio Hungarica was synonymous with a Hungarian state ruled by Magyars. In the case 

of Horvát and Tisza, Natio Hungarica was a political movement to unite the many national 

minorities under a single unitary state with provisions made to ensure equality. It was reasoned 

that the granting of autonomous regions would favor specific groups and lead to the 

disintegration of centralized governance.   

While in 1868 there were Magyars who sided with the Romanian cause, this was not the 

case in 1892. The proceedings in Parliament following the publication of the Transylvanian 

Memorandum were unified in decrying it. The liberal attitudes of 1868 had given way to hardline 

interpretations of Natio Hungarica where Hungary was to be an indivisible state that sought to 

unify its divided populace by the implementation of the Magyar language in daily life. The 

opposition to the Memorandum was led by Gábor Ugron302 (1847-1911)who viewed it as an act 

of treason that was ignorant of greater geopolitical threats. Due to internal and external threats, 

the former liberal ruling elite of Hungary became more conservative and unwilling to entertain 
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political reform. From this point forward, the ruling elite of Hungary interpreted Natio 

Hungarica as a force to create a unified state by forcing non-Magyars to conform to a Magyar 

identity. 

The Presence of Romanians in Hungary 

From the 1880 census onwards Romanians were the largest non-Magyar ethnic group in 

Hungary. This can be said with utmost certainty as censuses before 1880 did not factor in the 

question of nationality. According to the 1880 census, there were 2.3 million Romanians who 

accounted for nearly 15% of the total population.303 The 1880 census was the first census that 

broached the question of ethnicity as it asked the respondents for their anyanyelvðtheir mother 

tongue. Prior censuses categorized respondents according to religious affiliation.304 For estimates 

of ethnicity before 1880, religious data and records from schools were used.305 However, these 

estimates overstated the Magyar population proportion while neglecting the ethnic diversity 

present in areas like Banat and Transylvania. With that in mind, the 1880, 1890, 1900, and 1910 

censuses offer the best outlook on the composition of Hungaryôs population. Even then it is 

almost certain that the Magyar proportion of the population was somewhat inflated. 

By 1910, the Romanian population had increased to 2.9 million with the proportion 

decreasing slightly to 14.1%.306 Due to their position as the largest non-Magyar ethnic group and 

large presence in Transylvania, Romanians were among the most vocal critics of Magyar-centric 

political events. The struggle of Romanians was like that of Croats who were largely 
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concentrated in the autonomous region of Croatia-Slavonia. For Romanians, the allowance of 

autonomy for Croats was proof that devolution of power was possible in Hungary. For Croats, 

the autonomy they had been allotted was a relationship that did not fulfill all their political and 

cultural aspirations. There was support among Croats to create a triple monarchy in which a 

Croat state would be an equal partner to Austria and Hungary.307 This was the idea of trialism ï 

to reform the dual monarchy of Austria-Hungary into a triple monarchy. The idea was suggested 

as a means to temper Pan-Yugoslav movements among Southern Slavs. As Croatia-Slavonia was 

largely populated by Croats and Serbs who had a history of autonomy, aside from historical ties 

with Hungary, it was rare for the inhabitants to feel a part of the Hungarian national identity. 

However, there was a feeling of affinity with the empire overall. This was felt by other minority 

groups too who viewed Habsburg Austria as their historic protector and guarantor of autonomy. 

For the writers of the Blaj Pronouncement and the Transylvania Memorandum, it was 

reasoned that Transylvania had the same right to autonomy as Croatia-Slavonia. This was 

because Transylvania also had a long history of autonomy within both the medieval Kingdom of 

Hungary and the Austrian Empire. By demanding such autonomy in these documents, 

Romanians demonstrated they wished to remain a part of Austria-Hungary rather than join the 

newly formed Kingdom of Romania. This shows that the Romanian national movement in 

Hungary was not based on exclusionary ethnic nationalism. This was due to Transylvania's 

diverse population, which, unlike Croatia-Slavonia, was populated by Germans, Jews, Magyars, 

Romanians, and Rusyns.308 There was a feeling of hope that the spirit of liberalism and of 
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making compromises with Austria and the Croats could be carried over to negotiating similar 

measures for Romanians.  

The Issue of Religion in Transylvania 

 The union of Hungary with Transylvania in 1867 was highly divisive. Among Magyar 

nationalists, it was applauded as the reunification of historic Hungarian territory with the rest of 

the homeland. Transylvania was held in high regard by Magyars as having been the last Magyar-

led state to be subsumed into Austria. This sentiment was especially held by Calvinist Magyars 

who mainly lived in Transylvania and Eastern Hungary.309 These Calvinists were also at the 

center of anti-Catholic sentiment in Hungary. According to these Calvinist Magyars, they were 

the true torchbearers of Magyar nationalism as they did not belong to the same Roman Catholic 

confession that the Habsburgs belonged to.310 Calvinism was a faith that was majority Magyar 

while Roman Catholicism adherents included many non-Magyars including Croats, Germans, 

and Slovaks. To Calvinists, those three groups represented threats to the integrity of Hungary ï 

Germans reminded them of Austria while Croats and Slovaks were seen as Pan-Slavic agitators. 

Roman Catholic Magyars were then viewed as possible Habsburg collaborators by Calvinists.  

In the religious breakdown of Magyars, Protestant Magyars were a minority albeit a 

highly vocal one. According to the 1910 census, out of the 48% who were Magyars, 25% were 

Protestants.311 Of that 25%, Calvinists outnumbered other Protestants five to one.312 Calvinismôs 

success in Eastern Hungary and Transylvania was due to Hungaryôs breakdown following the 

Battle of Mohács in 1526. As the western and northern portions of the kingdom went to the 
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Habsburg Monarchy, the counter-reformation checked the advance of the Reformation. In 

contrast, Eastern Hungary and Transylvania became nominally independent as the Principality of 

Transylvania. Due to the separation from Roman Catholicism, the Reformation entrenched itself 

in Transylvania with many Magyars converting. As Transylvania was the final part of the 

Hungarian kingdom to become a part of the Habsburg Monarchy, anti-Habsburg, and anti-

Catholic sentiment was high among these Protestant Magyars. Of course, Protestant Christians 

werenôt the only form of Christianity present in Transylvania. The Eastern Orthodox Church was 

also present within the Romanian and Ruthenian peasantry.  

 During the existence of the Magyar-dominated Principality of Transylvania, Eastern 

Orthodox Romanians had been snubbed from any governing role. Because of the spread of the 

Reformation, the Edict of Torda was made in 1577 to bring religious peace by protecting the 

existence of the Roman Catholic and Protestant churches. However, this protection was not 

extended to Eastern Orthodox churches.313 This exclusion of Romanians and Eastern Orthodoxy 

stemmed from the 1438 declaration of Transylvania ñUnio Trium Nationumò ï the union of three 

nations. The three nations included in this union were the elites of Transylvania which included 

the Magyar nobility, Saxon German burghers, and Székely Magyar nobles.314 The lack of 

Romanian and Eastern Orthodox inclusion was due to the position of Romanians existing largely 

as serfs as landholding Romanian boyars and village chiefs largely converted and assimilated 

themselves.315 Following the annexation of Transylvania into Austria, Romanians were viewed 

with distrust by the Magyar nobility due to their willingness to work with the Habsburgs. Since 
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these peasants had chafed under the yoke of the Protestant Magyar nobility, they made the 

perfect allies for the Habsburgs who sought to weaken said nobility. 

 For Romanians, the unification of Transylvania with Hungary was a point of contention. 

After Transylvania had become a part of the Habsburg Monarchy, the region slowly gained 

autonomy as the Magyar nobles were stripped of their power. The abolition of serfdom by 

Joseph II led to a further decrease in the power of the Magyar nobility along with the 

empowerment of Romanians. Due to a history of having autonomy within the Habsburg 

Monarchy and a fear of an unknown future within the revolutionary Hungarian state, Romanians 

largely sided against the 1848 Revolutionaries. However, it was not until 1863 with the 

formation of the Transylvania Diet that Romanians gained full equality with all other ethnic 

groups in Transylvania. This also brought equality of the Eastern Orthodox faith with the other 

Christian denominations. With the establishment of this diet, Romanians outnumbered Magyars 

for the first time in the government of Transylvania with the distribution of ethnicities in the diet 

more in tune with ethnic realities. Following elections in mid-1863 and the appointment of 

thirty-three regalists ï ñmen of distinction,ò the diet consisted of fifty-nine Romanians, fifty-six 

Magyars, and forty-four Saxon Germans.316 While this diet was short-lived as it was abolished 

following the 1867 Compromise, its existence was proof to Romanians that autonomy and self-

rule were possible within the empire. Both the Blaj Pronouncement and Transylvania 

Memorandum made direct references to the Transylvania Diet. For Romanian intellectuals who 

wished to maintain Transylvania as a part of the Habsburg Monarchy, the Transylvania Diet and 
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the creation of the autonomous Croatia-Slavonia were the evidence they pointed to in the success 

of political devolution. 

The Blaj Pronouncement 

 The Blaj Pronouncement317 was read before an assembly of Romanians in the city of Blaj 

on May 15th, 1868.318 Blaj was chosen as the site for the pronouncementôs reading as twenty 

years before reading it had been the site of a large-scale Romanian protest of the 1848 Hungarian 

demand to annex Transylvania.319 Blaj was also a center for the Greek Catholic church, a 

Christian denomination that many of the pronouncementôs writers shared. Greek Catholicism 

was also the denomination Ill®s Macellariu, the pronouncementôs fiercest ally in Parliament. The 

goal of the pronouncement was to garner national attention regarding the Romanian desire for 

equal rights, representation, and autonomy. The timing of the pronouncement was key as, since 

1867, a bill that later became the Nationalities Law in November 1868 was being drafted. During 

this time, negotiations were also underway between Hungary and Croatia-Slavonia to delineate 

the powers vested within the new autonomous region. With these events in mind, the Blaj 

Pronouncement commented on past and current events. To build support for Romanian 

autonomy it cited legal precedents of the past, the ongoing allotment of autonomy in Croatia-

Slavonia as proof that autonomy was possible, and it mentioned the ongoing debate over ethnic 

minority rights to present a situation of urgency. 

 The preamble of the pronouncement declared that the Romanian inhabitants of 

Transylvania were concerned with the new imperial structure that had been created with the 1867 
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Compromise. A sense of uncertainty was felt as Romanians were no longer protected by Vienna 

from Magyar-dominated rule. 

ñIn view of the general discontent, in view of the all too evident danger to which the 

Romanian nation, language, and religion are exposed, owing to the present state of 
affairs, and in view of the resulting discontent, the latter can only be eliminated by the 
introduction of the principles of both national and religious equality; out of a sense of 

duty to our country and our nation, which have come to the brink of the abyss and cannot 
be saved except by the fulfillment of the just demands of our nation, which constitutes the 

majority of the inhabitants of Transylvania, we declare that we steadfastly adhere to the 
principles and demands solemnly proclaimed by the Romanian nation at the general and 
legal assembly of 15 May 1848éò320 

This preamble began the setup for the claims made by in pronouncement regarding the 

legitimacy of a Romanian nation within the newly reformed Austro-Hungarian Empire. The 

terminology of a ñRomanian nation, language, and religionò meant to legitimize a Romanian 

identity within Hungary. A ñRomanian nationò pertained to the existence of Romania-populated 

lands within Hungary, specifically within Transylvania. The mentioning of language was a key 

point, as had been the case during the 1848 Revolution, there was fear among Romanians that a 

Magyar-led government would result in the marginalization of non-Magyar languages. This 

reason was also why the pronouncement was first made public on May 15th during a rally in Blaj 

as that was the twentieth anniversary of a similar protest in 1848 that supported Habsburg rule 

over Magyar rule. Lastly, the mentioning of a Romanian religion pertained to the denominations 

of Eastern Orthodoxy and Greek Catholicism. Greek Catholicism itself had spread among some 

Romanians as some Eastern Orthodox churches were brought into full communion with the 

Roman Catholic Church. Before the 1867 Compromise, these Christian denominations had been 

partly safeguarded by appointments of bishops from Vienna. This appointment of bishops began 
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in 1791 with the Eastern Orthodox churches under these bishops who were granted the same 

privileges as Roman Catholic churches.321 Such privileges included no taxation of Church 

property, no taxation of Church tithes, the payment of salaries for bishops from Vienna, and 

funding of Church schools. For Romanians who were part of communities that were under these 

bishops, Eastern Orthodoxy was tolerated. In the national confusion that followed the 1867 

Compromise as it was unclear where authority from Vienna stopped and authority from Pest 

began, Romanians were wary of what was to come of their churches. This system of 

appointments from Vienna created a thriving intellectual community in Transylvania after the 

foundation of several Church-run schools. It was to the detriment of the Magyars and the benefit 

of Romanians that these schools were where ideas of Romanian national consciousness emerged. 

 At the time of the publication of the Blaj Pronouncement, matters including the 

Romanian language and Romanian majority churches were debated in Parliament. Since 1867, 

the legislature that became Law XLIV of 1868, the Nationalities Law, had gone through several 

drafts and was the center of several debates.322 These debates were known by the writers of the 

Blaj Pronouncement and to the general public due to the publication of Parliamentary 

proceedings in the newspapers. In June 1867, a draft of the bill was published, however, it was 

poorly received by both Magyars and non-Magyars.323 According to this draft, the assemblies in 

individual municipalities and counties could vote on the administrative language. If this was 

followed through, within counties with mixed ethnic compositions, constituent municipalities 

could use an entirely different language for their administration than what was used by the 

countywide authorities. This idea alarmed Magyars. For minorities, this draft was too concerned 
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with individual language rights instead of collective rights. Rather than wanting rights 

determined on a municipality-by-municipality basis, national minorities wanted recognition of 

larger group identities.324 Minority groups desired either an assurance that their language could 

be used alongside the Magyar language within all administrative levels or that autonomous 

regions be created specifically for ethnic minority groups.325 Of course, that desire for 

autonomous regions was contentious when several ethnic groups, especially the Magyars, also 

lay claim to the same area. Following the failure of this initial draft, various committees in 

Parliament continued to work on the bill.  

 Following this preamble came three sections that focused on historical agreements 

between Romanians in Transylvania with the Habsburgs in Vienna. Section One cited the 

Pragmatic Sanction and the laws that consisted of the Diploma Leopoldinum. This section 

focused on the relationships Transylvania had with Vienna and with Hungary. The political 

situation in Croatia-Slavonia is cited here as being related to the cause of Romanian self-

governance. While the document outright stated that the relationship between Hungary and 

Croatia-Slavonia is different from the one between Hungary and Transylvania, it still cited this 

relationship to show that a region could have autonomy. Section One reads as follows: 

ñ1. On the basis of the Pragmatica Sanctio and the Diploma Leopoldinum, we are in 
favor of an independent Transylvania, all the more so because the autonomy of Croatia-

Slavonia was recognized, although it had a quite different relationship with Hungary than 
Transylvania.ò326 

The Pragmatica Sanctio, the Pragmatic Sanction, was signed in Habsburg-ruled territories to 

ensure the succession of the territories to a female heir in the case of there being no male heir. 
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Separate agreements were signed with the nobility in Croatia, Hungary, and Transylvania.327 The 

agreements with Croatia and Transylvania were signed in 1721 and 1722 respectively. Due to 

demands by the Hungarian nobility for additional privileges, the Pragmatic Sanction was agreed 

upon in 1723 for Hungary.328 

The Diploma Leopoldinum were laws established by Emperor Leopold I beginning in 

1691.329 It established that Transylvania was directly subordinated to Vienna rather than 

Hungary following the reconquest of those lands from the Ottoman Empire. A Transylvanian 

Diet was created which decreased the authority of Magyar nobles. The domination of the Magyar 

clergy in ecclesiastical matters was also eroded due to the acceptance of the existence of the 

Eastern Orthodox Church along with attempts at religious reconciliation which brought many 

Romanians under the Greek Catholic Church.330  

The final line of Section One mentions the autonomy of Croatia-Slavonia. While the 

codification of where the Hungarian administration ended and the Croat administrated started 

had not yet been finalized, it was known that special treatment was being given to that region. 

Similarly, to Transylvania, Croatia-Slavonia had a history of self-rule by its nobility during its 

time as a part of the Hungarian crown. By mentioning this relationship, the writers of the 

pronouncement made the point that since Hungary had a special relationship with Croatia-

Slavonia, the demand for autonomy in a similar fashion should not be viewed as impossible or 

without precedent. Of course, this neglected the key difference in demographics between the two 
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sub-entities within Hungary: Croatia-Slavonia was uniformly populated by Croats and Serbs who 

spoke nigh identical languages. As for Transylvania, the region was a patchwork of ethnic 

groups who spoke vastly different languages. Unlike Croatia-Slavonia where the Magyar 

population was in the single digits percentage-wise, Magyars were at least 30% of 

Transylvaniaôs population.331 

Section Two of the pronouncement pertained to the creation of the Transylvanian Diet in 

1863 with the approval of Emperor Franz Joseph. This was the reopening of the diet as the 

previous one was eliminated following the era of Neo-Absolutism after the defeat of the 1848 

Revolutions.  

ñ2. We are in favor of the re-enactment of the chapters of the law passed by both 
competent branches of the legislature at the Diet of Sibiu in 1863/4, which were 
sanctioned, published, and enacted by His Majesty, and by which the Romanian nation 

was declared a nation of national inhabitants, and at the same time its language and 
religion were guaranteed.ò332 

Emphasis is placed on the fact that the Transylvanian Diet was made possible by Emperor Franz 

Joseph. When this is combined with Section Oneôs citation of Transylvanian laws made by the 

Habsburg Emperor, it can be reasoned that the writers wished to portray Romanians as loyal 

subjects both to the empire as an institution and to the Habsburg dynasty. This served to portray 

a history of loyalty to avoid accusations of treason in the present. As was seen during the 

Hungarian Parliamentôs discussion of the pronouncement, accusations of treason were made 

against the writers of the pronouncement. The writers wished to make it patently clear that they 

were loyal imperial subjects who did not want separation from the imperial body. 
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Section Three made clear the stances of the writers to the Hungarian Parliament in Pest. 

The Parliament was labeled as an untrustworthy institution that did not properly represent the 

interests of Transylvaniaôs inhabitants.  

ñ3. We are in favor of the re-opening of the Transylvanian Diet on the basis of a true 
representation of the people, in the order and manner voted for by the Romanian minority 

at the feudal Diet of Cluj in 1865. We cannot regard the Diet of Pest as entitled to make 
laws valid for Transylvania, nor for Transylvanians who may be living there as legal 

representatives of our country.ò333 

The lack of trust in the Hungarian Parliament was due to the under-representation of minority 

groups. This section repeats the desire for a separate legislature in Transylvania that is 

representative of its population rather than being packed with Magyars at the expense of national 

minorities. Following this section is the pronouncementôs conclusion which continued the 

sentiment of an inability to trust the Hungarian Parliament. The conclusion also reiterated that 

the pronouncement was not intended to be a treasonous document as the writers stated that, the 

intent of it was to ñé fulfill our civic duty and at the same time to do the government a service 

by openly revealing the dissatisfaction which is the consequence of its proceedings regarding 

Transylvania.ò334 Of course, rather than focus on the idea of accurate representation of national 

minorities or delegate power to Transylvania as had been done with Croatia-Slavonia, the 

parliamentary debates that followed fixated on the pronouncement being evidence of treason and 

separatist agitation.  

Reactions to the Blaj Pronouncement 

  One month after the pronouncementôs publishing an investigation was opened in 

Marosvásárhely335 with the writers charged with disturbing the public peace. Professor Ioan 
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Micu Moldovan (1833-1915) was singled out from the writers as the ringleader. According to 

Moldovan, the pronouncement was an unintended product of the May 15th commemoration of 

the 1848 rally against the Hungarian Revolution.336 Moldovan refuted a claim by the judge that 

the commemorationôs purpose was solely to make the pronouncement known before its 

publication in the newspaper Gazeta Transilvaniel.  He claimed that the pronouncement came 

because of the socializing of Romanian intellectuals at the event. Without the analysis of further 

Romanian sources, this claim cannot be entirely refuted. However, when the brevity of the Blaj 

Pronouncement is compared to the lengthy Transylvanian Memorandum which was worked on 

by a committee, the idea of a spontaneously written document is not out of the question. 

Following Moldovanôs refutation of the accusation of premeditation, other accusations were 

levied against Moldovan and the other writers. The most serious of these accusations was one of 

purposefully instigating hatred between nationalities. During his eight-hour questioning, 

Moldovan stated that the pronouncement did not intend to, ñstrike at the unity of the Hungarian 

state or stir up hatred against it.ò337 Moldovan reiterated, as had been said in the pronouncement, 

that the autonomy demanded was not in contradiction to the existence of Hungary due to the 

existence of an autonomous Croatia-Slavonia. He also reiterated the point of Romanian loyalty to 

the empire by stating that the pronouncement had not called for public disobedience and instead 

had made a point of celebrating the loyalty and obedience of Romanians. Moldovan stated that 

the document was written by himself and his compatriots because they, ñbelieved that the regime 

wants the state to satisfy its citizens; we have shown it our wounds so that it can heal them.ò338 

While Moldovan was released following his questioning, he and his fellow writers were ordered 
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to not leave the country and had their homes searched. When the detainment of Moldovan and 

his compatriots became public knowledge, a representative in Parliament from Transylvania 

named Illés Macellariu gave a speech in support of Moldovan and the pronouncement. 

 Ill®s Macellariuôs speech was on July 17th, 1868, and was the first item on the docket for 

that dayôs session of Parliament. His speech opened with an apology to the Parliament as this 

was the second time he attempted to bring up the issue as he previously was shouted down by 

members of the Opposition ï a group that was primarily against the Austro-Hungarian 

Compromise.339 He then recounted the recent events of the questioning of Ioan Micu Moldovan 

and other Romanian intellectuals along with the police raids on their homes. During his 

recounting of events and declaration that judicial officials overstepped their bounds and had 

caused, ñé pain and injury of the Romanian nation itself, by the responsible Hungarian 

government and its decree,ò his speech is nearly interrupted by those in support of the policeôs 

measures.340 However, Macellariu continued with a further critique of the judicial proceedings 

surrounding the Blaj Pronouncement where he stated that the case was doomed to be one-sided 

due to the biased nature of the prosecution. Macellariu cautioned against the Parliamentôs 

dismissal of the pronouncement by stating, ñI dare say that it would be a great mistake to believe 

that the three postulates it contains are not all equally just, that they are only the product of 

excited tempers, and that they do not express the wishes of the whole Romanian nation.ò341 

Macellariu stated that the pronouncement was part of a larger movement of dissatisfaction within 

the Romanian population. The recent petition was a symptom of a larger problem rather than 
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being an anomaly. Within the context of the union of Transylvania with Hungary, this meant that 

the old method of governance in which Romanians were marginalized and ignored could not be 

returned. Macellariu stated that such an era was in the past as Hungary had become a 

constitutional state and that something was wrong in the present if dissenting opinions could not 

be voiced. He took a stand against the accusations of treason and agitation being made against 

the pronouncementôs writers as he stated that the pronouncement, was ñformulated and 

addressed to the government with the expression of unquestioning loyalty to the sovereign and 

brotherly love for the law and the other nations living together.ò342 Following this, Macellariu 

stated that while the pronouncement ñsinnedò by calling into question the legitimacy of the 1848 

Unification of Transylvania with Hungary, it was also a ñsinò to accept the unification without 

considering input from Transylvaniaôs inhabitants. This sought to remind the Parliament that the 

failure to consider the interests of Romanians in 1848 had led them to side with the Habsburgs 

against Hungary. Continued refusal to engage with Romanians could lead to Romanians siding 

against Hungary in the future. If the people of Hungary did not have their interests listened to by 

the government, the legitimacy of the state would be called into question with the governmentôs 

constitutionalism being nothing more than an illiberal façade. These statements by Macellariu 

riled his fellow Parliamentary members as some attempted to shout him down. However, his next 

words proved to be even more controversial. 

  Macellariu said, ñI consider it my duty to my dear country, openly and with the sincerity 

to which every true patriot is bound, to say, if not in the name of the Romanian nation, that I 

have no right to do so, but as a loyal son of it, that the Romanian nation is no friend of 1848. I 

should also mention that it is not only the Romanians who say that the merger law is 
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prematureò343 Following this he was shouted down by members of Parliament until the 

intercession of Parliamentary President Pál Somssich (1811-1888) restored order. After this, 

Macellariu continued by stating that in the cases of unifying Transylvania with Hungary, it was 

never Transylvania that put forth demands for reintegration. He stated that ñéthere is still a 

difference of opinion about the independence of Transylvania. Why has it [Transylvania] not 

even to this day put forward a law for unification?ò344 Following this remark, a Magyar 

representative from Transylvania, L§szl· Makray, shouted ñIt was decided a thousand years 

ago!ò Makray, like some other Magyar nationalists, believed that Transylvania was rightfully a 

part of Hungary due to the right of conquest. Transylvania had been considered a part of 

Hungary since the foundation of a Christian kingdom nearly a thousand years ago. Macellariu 

took the interruption in stride as he retorted, ñThe Romanians do not perceive it that way.ò After 

this interruption, Macellariu concluded his speech: 

ñWe have come here, not for the sake of bribery, as is believed in higher circles, but out 

of a direct obedience to His Majesty, and to bear witness to our brother nations that we 
have not wished to miss a single opportunity for peaceful understanding, far from any 
thought of mutilating the independence of Transylvania in the exercise of this limited 

right. I can, however, assure the House that the opposition to the Union of 1848 can be 
attributed neither to any disloyal ambition nor to any antipathy to the Hungarian nation.ò 

Like what the writers of the Blaj Pronouncement had done, Macellariu stated that his critique of 

the current situation came out of loyalty to the institution of the Habsburg-led empire. He also 

reiterated that the wishes of the Romanians he represented were not an attack on Hungary nor 

part of a separatist movement. Along with other Romanian and minority intellectuals, Macellariu 

believed in the reform of the empire. They believed that because the empire reformed into a 

dualist system and since the Hungarian half also included an allowance of autonomy for Croatia-
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Slavonia, similar degrees of self-government should be allotted to other minorities too. 

Macellariu concluded his speech by saying that following these reforms, ñThe result is that the 

Magyars here, and the Germans in Vienna, oppress the other nations.ò345 

 Following Macellariuôs speech was a response by Minister of Justice Boldizs§r Horv§t. 

He summarized the stance of the Hungarian government which stated that the pronouncement 

represented a security issue that threatened the integrity of the Hungarian state. Responding to 

Macellariu directly he admonished him by stating, ñThe unity of the State is so sacred to us that 

no one should attack it, much less a representative.ò346 This statement was met with applause 

from the Parliament. The statement and the positive reaction it received from the Magyar-

dominated Parliament are rather telling of the era. There was a consensus on the definition of 

Hungary as consisting of the lands considered part of Saint Stephenôs realm. With such a 

political atmosphere Transylvania couldn't become an autonomous region with its own separate 

parliament. Croatia-Slavonia did indeed have its parliament, the Sabor, however, unlike 

Transylvania, Croatia-Slavonia was a later addition to Hungary. Croatia-Slavonia also had a 

history of self-rule among its nobility while Transylvania had been governed by Magyars and 

Saxons with little to no inclusion of Romanians. Croatia-Slavonia also lacked the same 

significant Magyar population that Transylvania had. Exclusive Magyar nationalists could not 

entertain the idea of granting autonomy to Transylvania as they believed it would lessen their 

claim to the region. This is why Macellariuôs speech was interrupted several times and why the 

writers of the Blaj Pronouncement were accused of treason. Even though they professed loyalty 
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to both the Hungarian state and the Habsburg-led empire, the autonomy they supported was seen 

as a grave sin that represented disloyalty to Hungary.  

Following Boldizs§r Horv§tôs response, Ill®s Macellariu attempted to give a reply, but he 

was told that his time to speak had ended. During the next parliamentary session on July 21st, 

1868, he was able to give a reply where he attempted to clarify his position and push back 

against accusations of supporting Romanian separatism.347 He reiterated that the claims of 

treason that were being made against the writers of the Blaj Pronouncement were illegitimate as 

he pointed out that a legal means of publicizing grievances were used. He compared this to the 

Hungarian situation after 1848 during the era of Neo-Absolutism by stating that: 

ñéthe legal definition of the crime of treason, how and by what the so-called crime was 
committed; but I dare say that in the known pronouncement, it never was: for it is no 
other than what the Hungarians did at every time from 1861 to 1866, until the laws of 

1848 were restored, without the absolute government having thought of resorting to 
terrorist proceedings.ò348 

By saying this, he attempted to appeal to those in support of the Austro-Hungarian Compromise 

by stating he was against violence and in favor of negotiations and diplomacy to make political 

change as had happened between representatives from Pest and Vienna in 1867. Macellariu 

ended his speech by decrying what he perceived as attempts by the Hungarian government to 

silence further attempts of reform: ñIn the meantime, I will only remark that I do not envy a 

government which seeks only servants among its officials.ò349  

Following this speech, Máté Pap, a Transylvanian Magyar, spoke in favor of Macellariu 

and the Blaj Pronouncement. Pap stated that the union of Hungary and Transylvania was 
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premature and needed to be revised as, ñThe establishment of these conditions could not be 

carried out, however, because of the sad events of 1848-1849 and the subsequent absolute regime 

iniquities.ò350 He believed that basing the union completely off the 1848 demand did not take 

into account the actual situation in Transylvania along with ignoring the fact the unification was 

never accomplished during the 1848-ô49 Hungarian Revolution. Rather, it had only been a 

unification on paper since the fighting and the Romanian loyalty to the Habsburg Monarchy 

prevented an actual unification of lands. Pap continued by saying it was insincere of the 

Transylvanian Magyar representatives to ignore the plight of Romanians within the counties they 

represented, which went against the supposed constitutionalism of the Hungarian state and the 

duty of parliamentary representatives. Concluding his remarks, he said he would have a motion 

printed and distributed to the members of parliament that supported a revision of the unification 

of Transylvania with Hungary.351 Following this speech, Kálmán Tisza briefly spoke saying he 

encouraged the Parliament to tread with caution in speaking against what he called the ñsacredò 

1848 Revolution and to leave the questions of treason against the writers of the Blaj 

Pronouncement to the high courts.352 At this time, Tisza was part of the opposition Left Centre 

Party that was against the Austro-Hungarian Compromise. 

Unfortunately for Macellariu and Pap, their joint statement in favor of revisiting the act 

of union between Hungary and Transylvania did not garner enough support for any action to be 

taken. Later the same year in November, the Croatian-Hungarian Settlement and the 

Nationalities Law were passed. While the autonomy given in the Croatian-Hungarian Settlement 

was envied and supported by non-Magyar and non-Croat minorities, Croat aspirations were not 

 
350 Ibid 
351 Ibid, 201 
352 Ibid, 203 



 мно 
 

entirely fulfilled. Not all their political and territorial ambitions had been agreed upon with some 

issues put off for further negotiations at a later date. As for the Nationalities Law, while it was 

the first of its kind in Europe to define and protect the rights of ethnic minorities, it did not create 

autonomous regions as the idea of an indivisible, unitary Hungary persisted. Disappointed by 

these events and despite being one of the few Romanian representatives in Parliament who dared 

to challenge the status quo, Macellariu resigned from Parliament via a letter on March 5th, 

1873.353 Following this, he appeared to he recused himself from political matters. In the archives 

consulted for this thesis, post-1873 mentions of him only discussed his political career and the 

Blaj Pronouncement. 

As for the authors of the Blaj Pronouncement, their legal battle continued until the end of 

1868. Out of the entire pronouncement, the line from Section Three, ñWe cannot regard the Diet 

of Pest as entitled to make laws valid for Transylvania, nor for Transylvanians who may be 

living there as legal representatives of our country,ò was fixated upon the most by the 

prosecution. The line was interpreted as a call for civil disobedience and outright secession. 

Following a legal battle that included protests in Transylvania and condemnation of the 

prosecution from the intellectuals in the Kingdom of Romania, Moldovan, and his compatriots 

were found guilty on November 21st, 1868, for disturbing the public peace.354 The efforts of the 

convicted to appeal the indictment were sidestepped by Emperor Franz Joseph who threw the 

case out during his visit to Buda.355 While the events of 1868 showed that the Emperor was 

willing to intercede on behalf of his subjects during matters of published works on the nationality 
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problem, it was not the sort of intercession wanted by Romanians as Transylvania remained 

without autonomy. Given their failure to garner enough attention, the strategy of Passivism was 

used by Romanian intellectuals to further educate Romanians and to gain support at the ground 

level for favorable political movements. Romanians withdrew from large-scale participation in 

Hungarian politics to protest the annexation of Transylvania with their political actions largely 

confined to Romanian-majority counties.356 The next major appearance of demands for 

Romanian autonomy came twenty-four years later with the Transylvania Memorandum. 

The Transylvania Memorandum 

 Unlike the prior Blaj Pronouncement, the Transylvania Memorandumôs357 initial intended 

audience was Emperor Franz Joseph. In January 1892, the Romanian National Party in 

Transylvania and Banat began to draw up a document that addressed grievances against the 

Budapest government.358 A committee, which included some who worked on the Blaj 

Pronouncement, consisted of twenty-five intellectuals and members of the clergy.359 Following 

the completion of the document, a delegation of 300 was dispatched to Vienna in May to request 

an audience with Emperor Franz Joseph and to deliver a copy of the document. This delegation 

was not limited to Romanian intellectuals as members of the working class, including farmers 

and craftsmen, joined. However, the delegationôs reception, or rather lack of any reception, led to 

the publishing of the Memorandum in June. Having been threatened with a withdrawal of 

Hungarian participation from the Coronation Jubilee that was set for June 8th, Franz Joseph did 
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not meet with the delegation.360 From Vienna, the Memorandum arrived in Budapest on June 1st 

where it was then returned to its original sender Ioan RaŞiu (1828-1902). In reaction to this, the 

Transylvania Memorandum was published first in the Romanian language press on June 5th.361 

Like with the previous Blaj Pronouncement, it was published in the Gazeta Transilvaniel on June 

15th.362 The outcry against the Memorandum was strong in both the Hungarian Parliament and in 

Magyar media. Unlike the previous Blaj Pronouncement, there was little to no sympathy among 

Magyars for the Romaniansô plight. In another departure from the events of the Blaj 

Pronouncement, the arrest and trial of the writers of the Transylvania Memorandum became a 

two-year-long affair as the Hungarian government sought to demonize the writers. 

  The opening lines of the Transylvania Memorandum, like the words of its predecessor in 

1869, sought to reassure its audience that treason was not on the minds of its writers. In the 

opening, praise is heaped onto Emperor Franz Joseph to demonstrate the loyalty of Romanians to 

the imperial institution. Support is shown for the reforms that were made from 1866-1868 as this 

period is portrayed as an attempt to create, ñéa happier coexistence of the peoples gathered 

under the protection of Your Majesty.ò363 Despite this, the lines that follow this mention the 

Romanian dissatisfaction with the current affairs of the empire, credit is given to the Emperor as 

protector of national minorities who view themselves as loyal imperial subjects. The reforms that 

were made are seen as a step in the right direction with further reform needed.  

 
360 Emilia Diaconescu, ñMiἨcarea MemorandistŁ Din Transilvania ReflectatŁ in Presa Din Regatul RomŁniei [The 

Transylvanian Memorandum Movement Reflected in the Romanian Kingdom Press],ò ed. Zolt§n So·s, Marisia 36 

(2016), 299 
361 Ibid 
362 Ioan RaŞiu et al., ñMemorandulȌ [Memorandum],ò Gazeta Transilvaniel, June 15, 1892, 122 edition, Periodice 

[Periodicals], Biblioteca Digitala Transilvanica. 
363 ñAz 1892. £vi Rom§n Memorandum [The 1892 Romanian Memorandum],ò in Iratok a Nemzetis®gi K®rd®s 

Tºrt®net®hez Magyarorsz§gon a Dualizmus Kor§ban [Documents for the History of the Nationality Question in 

Hungary during the Age of Dualism], vol. 1, 7 vols. (Budapest: Tankºnyvkiad· Bp., 1952), 824 



 мнс 
 

As the Romanians make clear that the current situation is not to their liking, the strategy 

of Passivism is then described as being the result of the political situation that emerged. This is 

seen in the statement, ñ [Romanians] can no longer, after their sad experience, have confidence 

in the Parliament of Budapest, nor the Parliament of Hungary éthe Romanians should no longer 

attempt to exercise their right to elect representatives to the National Assembly, but should 

consider themselves as not being represented in the National Assembly of their country.ò364 It is 

described not as an act of disloyalty to the empire but as a recusal from taking part in affairs that 

were deemed as actively harmful to the Romanian populace. In the time since 1867, Hungary is 

described as having carried out a state policy that,ñ...contradicts the traditional political 

aspirations and national interests of the Romanian people, and at the same time it goes against 

the requirements of the modern constitutional state organization.ò365 This referred to Act XXXIII 

of 1876 which had redrawn county borders based on streamlining the bureaucracy.366 For 

Romanians, this had the added effect of ensuring the new counties had significant Magyar 

populations. Such changes were made without consulting Romanians and other national 

minorities in Transylvania. 

To further prove their loyalty to the empire, just like in the Blaj Pronouncement, 

numerous agreements that had been made with Vienna since the annexation of Transylvania into 

the Habsburg realm are cited. This includes the Pragmatic Sanction which was also cited in 

Section One of the Blaj Pronouncement. Laws made by Emperors Joseph II and Leopold II in 
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1790 and 1791 are also cited.367 These were laws made in response to Horeaôs Revolt368 in 1784. 

These laws granted local autonomy, ended serfdom, and significantly decreased the power of 

Magyar and Saxon landowners in Transylvania.369 According to the memorandumôs writers, 

these laws, ñéprovide Transylvaniaéthe most complete guarantee of their national existence, 

and their national aspirations culminated in self-government.ò370 As these were all laws that had 

been created by Habsburg emperors, it was the Romanian hope that by reaching Emperor Franz 

Joseph with the Memorandum they could gain an imperial intervention on their behalf.   

Following the introduction, the Memorandum lists their key points of contention with the 

current political situation. In section A, it is stated that the union of Transylvania with Hungary, 

ñwas declared without the participation of the Romanian people in a form commensurate with 

their number and importance.ò371 This is followed by a quotation from a speech given by Franz 

Joseph in 1863 following the re-opening of the Transylvanian Diet. This speech encouraged the 

new Dietôs inclusion of others beyond the aristocracy by stating that true representation of 

Transylvania was only possible by the inclusion of the entire populace, ñéwithout distinction of 

state, birth, nationality, and religion.ò372 It is claimed that the annexation was illegal as the 

Transylvanian Diet, which had been sanctioned by Franz Joseph in 1863, had not been consulted. 

The writers of the memorandum believed that since the Diet of Transylvania had been sanctioned 

by Franz Joseph, they should have been a part of the 1867 Compromise negotiations too. As this 

did not happen, the writers appealed to Franz Joseph for redress. 
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Section B of the Memorandum continued with the listing of Romanian grievances with 

these being ones against the Hungarian government. An important note is made at the beginning 

that there is an appreciation for some of the political developments that occurred since 1867. 

This included the 1868 Nationalities Law, the allowance of schools and local administrations to 

use local languages, and various agrarian reforms.373 Out of the laws that have been passed, the 

Electoral Law and Press Law singled out as the chief cause for the limitation of Romanian civil 

and political rights. The Electoral law stipulated that the limited suffrage in Hungary went only 

to landholding males, which, according to the writers of the Memorandum removed the right to 

vote from ninety percent of Romanians.374 This is a plausible claim as in 1863 the Transylvanian 

Diet had granted suffrage to all non-servant men over the age of twenty-four who paid at least 

eight forints of taxes along with a poll tax.375 Act XXXIII of 1874 set strict requirements to vote 

based on land ownership and land taxation.376 With the inclusion of Transylvania as a constituent 

part of Hungary, the Magyar and Saxon nobility were empowered with comparatively few 

Romanians meeting the requirements of wealth and land ownership. According to the 

memorandum, due to the 1874 Electoral Law, there was one representative per 50,000-60,000 

Romanians and one representative per 4,000-5,000 Magyars,377 
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Regarding the Press Law, the law was originally passed in 1848 with the law reaffirmed 

by the new Hungarian government in 1867.378 According to Article 6 of the law, printed media 

that agitated for ethnic unrest would result in the removal of such media and legal proceedings 

against the newspaper.379 The Memorandum cited six Romanian language newspapers that were 

sanctioned for ethnic agitation while no Magyar newspapers had been accused of such things.380  

The Memorandum also criticized the execution of the 1868 Nationalities Law. The 

writers claimed that ñThe law on the equal rights of nationalities, even if incomplete, could have 

encouraged the Romanians to contribute to the consolidation of the Hungarian state if it had 

been sincerely implemented.ò381 A part of the non-implementation of the law is that in the 

twenty-three counties that could claim to have a majority Romanian population, not a single one 

had a Romanian bailiff.382 Articles 7 and 8 of the Nationalities Law stipulated that in legal 

proceedings where the defendant did not use the Magyar language, provisions were to be made 

to accommodate the individualôs mother tongue.383 This can be understood as support for Natio 

Hungarica, that Romanians were willing to be a part of Hungary if the minority protecting 

measures of the law had been upheld. According to the Memorandum, the Hungarian 

government had abandoned all pretense of Natio Hungarica by not implementing the promised 

representation of minority languages. This can be seen in the line, ñBy deliberately substituting 
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the concept of political nation with that of ethnicity, the law denies our existence as a political 

factor from the very first sentence.ò384 Rather than accommodating non-Magyars to create a 

political nation that crosses ethnic boundaries, by 1892, Hungary had become a state 

championing Magyars over everyone else. Hungary had begun moving away from utilizing 

inclusive political nationalism to using exclusive Magyar-focused cultural nationalism. 

The Transylvanian Memorandum concluded with an emphasis that the sending of the 

document to Emperor Franz Joseph was due to the loss of faith in the Hungarian government and 

a sense of loyalty to the empire. Franz Joseph was seen as the last hope for Romanians in the 

empire as, ñthe crown, which, high above all individual interests, as the true representative of the 

supreme interests of the state, has the constitutional duty of interposing its inalienable authority 

and power whenever the state finds itself in a situation which threatens its very organization.ò385 

Unlike the previous Blaj Pronouncement, the issue of ethnic unrest and nationalism was directly 

alluded to in this conclusion. According to the Memorandum, this was the result of the poor 

implementation of the Nationalities law which had led to the cultivation of a Hungarian state 

primarily for Magyars, ñby depriving the other peoples of their civil rights in the jurisdictions as 

well, as far as possible.ò386 While the writers of the Memorandum were thorough in the listing of 

their grievances, like with the Blaj Pronouncement, their actions were viewed as treasonous by 

the Hungarian Parliament. Magyar politicians were also upset that the Romanians had attempted 

to overstep the authority of the Hungarian Parliament by directly addressing Emperor Franz 

Joseph. 
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Reactions to the Transylvania Memorandum 

 On July 13th, 1892, a member of the opposition, Gábor Ugron addressed Parliament 

regarding the Transylvania Memorandum. Ugron was the leader of one of the parties aligned 

with the Party of Independence and ô48 known as the Ugron Párt (Ugron Party).387 According to 

Ugron, the fact that during the Memorandumôs discussion of Hungary, it addressed Franz Joseph 

as the Emperor rather than his other title of King of Hungary was an insult to Hungary.388 This 

was seen as sidelining Hungarian sovereignty. Ugronôs interpretation was that through the usage 

of such terminology, the Romanian writers behind the Memorandum did not approve of the dual 

nature of Austria-Hungary meaning that they were in favor of, ñdestruction to the whole realm 

again in this sense.ò389 Ugron continued his attack against the Memorandum by stating he urged 

the public courts to prosecute the writers for having violated the constitution and laws of 

Hungary on the grounds of attacking the foundation of the nation and inciting violence. The 

slowness in bringing up charges was because the Memorandum was published right before Franz 

Josephôs Coronation Jubilee. This event brought celebrations across the empire. 

To his credit, Ugron condemned violence against the authors as was assaulted by Magyar 

protestors: ñI utterly deprecate this mode of vigilante action, but I must say that the more 

vehement and more easily excited of the citizens were easily moved to action by the inaction 

which they witnessed on the part of the lawful authorities of the country.ò390 At the same time, 
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he chided the courts for their apparent apathy in bringing charges against the Memorandum 

authors. 

 As Ugron continued his speech, he began a discussion on the threat of the Russian 

Empire and Pan-Slavism. According to Ugron, the Romanian media was fixating on the wrong 

threat. By focusing on Transylvania, he argued that the Romanians and the Kingdom of Romania 

were forgetting that Austria-Hungary was a ñshieldò against Russian influence in the Balkans.391 

ñThe weakening of Hungary will always lead to the weakening of Romania, as through 

the Carpathians, to break into Hungary and destroy Hungary's forces because Romania is 
under the full influence of Russian power. We are able to protect them against it, we are 
able to protect them.ò392  

Following this, Ugron questioned why the writers of the Memorandum were not concerned with 

the livelihood of Romanians in neighboring states like Russia and Serbia. Ugron believed that 

the Romanian interest in Transylvania was due to Russian agents that sought to sow discontent to 

dissuade Romanian interest in Russian-held Moldova and Bessarabia which were regions with 

significant Romanian populations.393 Ugron ignored the fact that more Romanians lived in 

Transylvania than in Serbia or Russia. Concluding his remarks, Ugron stated that since 

Transylvania ceased to be a nation upon its annexation into the Austrian Empire, the Romanians 

needed to abide by the current system as neither the Magyars nor Saxon Germans had additional 

rights in the empire. This ignored the fact that a separate Hungary existed in the empire. He 

concluded that the demands for Romanian autonomy were foolish and were caused by foreign 

agitation. The parliamentary discussion on the Transylvania Memorandum continued into the 

next few sessions. However, unlike the previous Blaj Pronouncement, there was no sympathy for 
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the Romanian cause. The largest argument that arose over the Memorandum in Parliament was 

when the Minister of Justice was chastised for having not begun formal legal proceedings.394  

Twenty-five members of the Sibiu National Council who were members of the Romanian 

National Party were arrested as head conspirators of the Memorandum.395 Nearly two years of 

legal proceedings followed these arrests. Protests occurred in Transylvania and Romania in 

support of the accused. One of the largest protests occurred in the Transylvanian city of 

Kolozsvár396 where over 20,000 Romanians took part.397 In May 1894, a variety of sentences 

ranging from imprisonment to hard labor were passed down. However, to the surprise of all, 

Franz Joseph pardoned all the guilty the following year in September.398 A statement was put out 

in February 1896 where the writers said they had not asked for the pardon, and they claimed the 

óact of high interventionô by the pardon was a sign that the Emperor was supportive of the 

Romanian cause.399 Following yet another failure to garner any change regarding the plight of 

Romanians, new movements arose along with the continuation of passive resistance.  

 In 1893, the Romanian National Party attempted to formalize cooperation with the Croat, 

Serb, and Slovak national parties. This yielded mixed results. The reception of the Romanian 

National Party by the Croat National Party was frosty despite the political disputes between 
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Croatia-Slavonia and Hungary.400 Due to the presence of a significant Serb minority in Croatia-

Slavonia, the Croat National Party was hesitant to commit to any alliance with non-Magyar 

nationalities. There was distrust between the Croats and Serbs due to religious and political 

views. Regarding the political organization of the Serbs, they were politically disorganized with 

the Serb Radical and Liberal parties both claiming they were the sole voice of Serb national 

aspirations.401 The Slovaks were more organized and more receptive to an alliance with the 

Romanian National Party. A formal alliance was created between the Romanian, Serb, and 

Slovak national parties in the Congress of the Nationalities in August 1895.402 While the meeting 

was allowed by the Hungarian government, the Magyar-language press condemned it. On April 

30, 1896, two days before the start of the Millennium Exhibition, the Executive Committee of 

the Nationalities protested the upcoming event by stating the Exhibition, ñéwished to show that 

the nationalities had been so thoroughly assimilated that they wholeheartedly in celebrating their 

conquest by the Magyars.ò403 While this statement succeeded in bringing foreign attention to the 

nationality issue in Hungary, the alliance between the Romanian, Serb, and Slovak parties was 

short-lived. By 1899 the alliance all but collapsed due to internal party power struggles and 

feelings of suspicion between the various national parties. 

Conclusion 

In the wake of the failure of the Transylvania Memorandum, some Romanian 

intellectuals abandoned the concept of an autonomous Transylvania and argued for independence 

from Hungary. This included those who agitated for complete separation from the empire and 

those who wished to remain pending a serious reform of the empire. The Romanian lawyer and 
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politician Aurel C. Popovici (1863-1917) published his work Die Vereinigten Staaten von Groß-

Österreich404in 1906 which outlined plans for a federalization of the empire.405 Popovici argued 

that nations had the attributes of organic beings that had a right to survive and thrive. Popovici 

hoped that a federalized system that was legitimized by the Emperorôs support for the 

nationalities could defeat Magyar nationalism and Pan-Slavism which he believed to be the main 

threats to the empireôs survival.406 Popoviciôs book was well-received in Austria and Romania, 

had a mixed reception in Transylvania, and was outright banned in Hungary.407 His writings 

became more popular in the 1930s as a result of the failures of post-Habsburg states in 

addressing minority issues and in the 1990s with the end of Communist regimes in the former 

Eastern Bloc.408 

 In the years leading up to the First World War, negotiations occurred between the István 

Tisza409 (1861-1918) of the ruling National Party of Work (Nemzeti Munkapárt)410 and the 

Romanian National Party under Iuliu Maniu (1873-1953). Knowing that Tisza wanted to 

maintain Magyar political supremacy, Maniu focused on convincing Tisza of election reform.  

Similar calls for election reform had succeeded in the Austrian half of the empire.411 Similarly to 

his father Kálmán, István Tisza was a supporter of the dualist structure of the empire. He was 

against any attempt at the federalization of the empire for fear of weakening Hungary. However, 
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like his father, much of his support came from ethnic minorities as his actions alienated Magyar 

nationalists. The Romanian National Party was not the only minority political organization that 

Tisza was in talks with. Since 1910, a loose political alliance had been forged with the Slovak 

Peopleôs Party led by Frantiġek Skyļ§k (1870-1953).412 Through this alliance, Tisza gained 

Slovak support in opposing the Party of Independence & ô48. In return, parts of the controversial 

1907 Apponyi Education Laws were rescinded to ensure the instruction of minority languages.413 

However, Skyļ§k, was unable to receive any guarantee of autonomy for regions with a majority 

Slovak population. 

 The Romanian National Partyôs negotiations ultimately failed in February 1914 as Istv§n 

Tisza was strongly against universal male suffrage. Tisza believed the peasants were not 

knowledgeable enough on political affairs and he feared a possible empowerment of socialists.414 

Support for universal suffrage was higher among younger politicians who were also supportive 

of reform in favor of national minorities. This included possible attempts at federalizing Hungary 

and the empire. Among older politicians, especially among the nobility, such support was non-

existent due to fears of a loss of power.415 The outbreak of the First World War six months later 

ensured that reform attempts were put aside. In 1917 it was finally agreed for the voting 

franchise to be expanded.416 While codified, it was never put into practice as the empire 

collapsed the next year. 
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Upon the entry of Romania into the war and the breakdown of the empire, Romanians 

and other national minorities slowly became less inclined to the maintenance of the empireôs 

framework. This was especially driven by the economic hardships and food shortages that the 

empire faced. War support from minorities on the home front decreased in the wake of massive 

military losses. In contrast, support by minority soldiers for the empire was high. Desertion rates 

between Magyar and non-Magyar soldiers were the same. Defections to Entente-aligned 

organizations like the Czechoslovak Legion were, contrary to propaganda and early historical 

publications, low.417 In the Hungarian government, exclusionary Magyar nationalists became 

empowered in the warôs later years. In the wake of waning support for the war, additional 

political support was needed. This was achieved by the Istv§n Tiszaôs government working more 

closely with the Magyar nationalist Opposition. Count Albert Apponyi, the leader of the Party of 

Independence & ô48 and architect of the so-called Apponyi Education Laws, became the 

Minister of Education once more and engaged in vengeful Magyarization in Transylvania.418 

With the collapse of the empire in 1918 and the Treaty of Trianon, Natio Hungarica became a 

dead letter. Hungary going into the Interwar era was a state 1/3 its size with a population that 

was overwhelmingly Magyar. 

 The failures of the Blaj Pronouncement and the Transylvania Memorandum to bring any 

change to the situation of Romanians showed that by the turn of the century, the exclusionary 

Magyar nationalists succeeded in controlling Hungaryôs future. This was brought about by a shift 

in Hungarian politics where the ruling elites now feared both national minorities and middle-

class Magyars who threatened their established power base. This shift in Hungarian politics will 
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be remarked upon further in Chapter V when explaining the political situation leading up to and 

after the 1896 Millenium Exhibition. 

These failed attempts by Romanians to gain autonomy offer valuable insight into how 

Natio Hungarica was perceived by national minorities. It also shows how these minorities 

believed in the imperial institution as they appealed to the highest authority, Emperor Franz 

Joseph, to bring change. Unfortunately, Franz Joseph was tied by the ruling elite in Hungary 

meaning no meaningful top-down reform could occur. In both documents, there was support for 

the existence of Hungary according to the values of Natio Hungarica as a pluralistic state that 

existed as a sum of its diverse population that shared the same geographic region. While the 

experiences of national minorities within Hungary can be characterized as negative experiences 

due to the refusal of added linguistic and political rights, these documents show that there was 

enough faith in the Hungarian governing institutions that minorities attempted to bring political 

change. This shows how the definition of Hungarian of this era does not fit the modern 

definition. The Romanians in these documents did not push for separation but autonomy. They 

still maintained a Romanian identity along with that of a Hungarian identity that pertained to the 

Lands of the Crown of Saint Stephen ï to Natio Hungarica meaning an inclusive Hungarian 

state. While in 1868 there had been Magyars who had supported granting additional rights to 

Transylvania, this support no longer existed by 1892. This showed that, among the Magyar 

ruling elite, Natio Hungarica was no longer a political concept meaning an inclusive 

multicultural state but a term synonymous with a Hungary for the Magyars.  

The appellation by the authors of these documents to Emperor Franz Joseph showed a 

resolute faith in the empire as a governmental body that could act according to the wishes of its 

citizens. This faith in the empire fragmented as no reform led by the Emperor followed these 
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documents. The pre-First World War years were the final hope for the empire with the 

federalization concept. In the end, such hopes were dashed by the uncompromising nature of the 

Magyars, the assassination of Franz Ferdinand, and the First World War. The lack of willingness 

by the Magyars to further compromise ensured that the optimistic Natio Hungarica idea would 

ultimately fail. However, the concept of federalization of the empire along with the affording of 

protections to national minority groups are themes that resonate with the present. This is due to 

the rise of supranational organizations. For a multiethnic state to succeed, the national and 

political desires of the people must be listened to for the state to survive.  
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Chapter VI: Art and Nationalism at the Millennium Exhibition 
On November 17th, 1895, the poet István Bársony (1855-1928) wrote an article in the 

newspaper Váci Hirlap to advertise the upcoming Millennium Celebration. Bársony said that the 

exhibition sought, ñto give a noble proof that [Hungary] has taken its place with all the faculties 

of development and the force necessary for progress. Hungary will submit this proof to the 

Judgment of the Educated World.ò419 This óproofô was to show that since 1867 the Hungarian 

nation had been successful in unifying the nationôs diverse population to create a viable state. 

The óplaceô that B§rsony spoke of was related to the Great Powers of the world. Hungary sought 

to prove itself as worthy as the Austrian half of the empire in being regarded as a Great Power. 

For the Millennium Celebration, various art exhibits, sculptures, various architectural feats, 

performances by playwrights, and the construction of technological wonders, like the first 

subway in continental Europe, was produced to represent Hungaryôs ability to be seen as an 

industrialized, modern state similar to Western Europe.  

The exhibition ran from May 2nd, 1896, until October 31st of the same year. It celebrated 

the anniversary of the supposed foundation of the Hungarian state. This foundation date was 

connected to the Magyar honfoglalás ï the Magyar conquest of the Carpathian Basin.420 896 was 

not the first year chosen as the official start of Hungarian history, earlier dates had been used 

during the initial planning of the exhibition. However, due to funding issues, the exhibition was 

delayed several times.421 Once 1896 was selected as the year of the exhibition, 896 was set as the 

starting year of Hungarian history. 
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While the various exhibits organized in Budapest and festivities across Hungary ensured 

that the scope of the Millennium Exhibition included the entire kingdom, the center point of it all 

was in Városliget, the Budapest City Park. In the park, 234 pavilions housed around 14,000 

exhibits divided into a historical and a modernity section.422 Elements of life across Hungary 

were present in both sections as examples of traditional and newer homes were exhibited 

alongside replicas of structures like Vajdahunyad Castle.423 The popularity of the replica of 

Vajdahunyad Castle ensured a better-made replica was constructed after the exhibit which still 

stands to this day as a popular tourist attraction. It is worth noting that the real Vajdahunyad 

Castle can be found today in Hunedoara, Romania.424 As the castle bore significance to both 

Magyars and Romanians, the inclusion of the replica at the Millennium Exhibition played a 

twofold role. For inclusive Magyar nationalists, it represented the commonality between 

Magyars and Romanians as the original owner of Vajdahunyad Castle, János Hunyadi, was a 

national hero claimed by both ethnic groups. However, for exclusionary Magyar nationalists, the 

exhibition of the replica cemented the Magyar attachment to Transylvania by transposing the 

home of a medieval Magyar hero into the capital of the Hungarian state. The usage of buildings, 

be it through completely new constructions or replicas of existing culturally significant sites, was 

not the only mode of representation of ideals used by nationalists. For the exhibition, numerous 

works of art, notably Ćrp§d Fesztyôs panorama A magyarok bejövetele [Arrival of the 

Hungarians] and Gyula Bencz¼rôs Budavár visszavétele 1686-ban [The Recapture of Buda 

Castle] were produced to depict important historical scenes. 
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These paintings were part of a desire to further legitimize the existence of Hungary on the 

world stage as an equal partner to other European nations. Such sentiment can be found in the 

preface to the book The Millennium of Hungary and its People which was made by a committee 

of Magyar intellectuals for the Millennium Exhibition:  

ñThe Hungarian nation appears before the civilized world in all the halo of its 
Millennium. It is the object of this work to display as it were in an epitome in 

characteristic traits and leading features all that Hungary has done in the course of 
centurieséwhat role it has played among European nations; and with what intellectual 
and material civilization is it equippedéò425 

The exhibition sought to prove to the world that, since the 1867 Compromise, Hungary had 

become a united, industrialized state that could be considered equal not just to Austria but to 

Western European states. The nation was to be portrayed both as an equal partner and as a 

contributor to cultural and technological advancements in Europe. These claims were pointed 

towards foreign and domestic audiences with the theme of a united and strong nation. 

To a foreign audience, the Exhibition aimed to prove that Hungary had created a cohesive 

nation out of the many national minorities who inhabited it. This assertion claimed that the 

inclusivity of Natio Hungarica in creating Hungarians across ethnic lines had succeeded. This 

claim was also made towards the Exhibitionôs domestic audience with the added caveat that non-

Magyars should accept their place as a part of a nation that was claimed to have been an 

institution for a thousand years. The continuation of the preface in The Millennium of Hungary 

and its People makes this clear: 

ñTo Hungarians it offers a summary of the results of the development of a thousand 

years, so as to foster in them a pious memory of the past and to awaken and promote their 
enthusiasm for the great national ideals of the present and future. To foreigners whose 

interests lead them in our midst this work will facilitate the knowledge of the doings of 
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our nationéand by this knowledge will succeed in drawing closer the bonds of sympathy 
and goodwill between Hungary and foreign countries.ò426  

A Brewing Culture War 

 While the organizers of the Millennium Exhibition intended to present a united front of 

cultural and technological exhibits to impress their audience, the event instead showed how 

divided Hungarian society had become. This division was not just between Magyars and non-

Magyars but between Magyars. Since 1867, Hungarian politics had been dominated by the 

largely liberal, ethnic Magyar nobility. Under their reign, Hungary underwent enormous 

industrialization and bureaucratic reformation along with the implementation of the legislature to 

guarantee equal minority rights and the full reception of Judaism in 1895. As was seen in 

Chapter IV, despite the rise in antisemitism following the 1882 Tiszaeszl§r affair, political 

antisemitism had ultimately failed with the liberal nobility largely still welcoming in Jews. 

However, as was seen in Chapter V, by 1892 with the Transylvania Memorandum, the flames of 

compromise and liberalism had begun to flicker. The repercussions of economic modernization 

and the petitioning for further minority autonomy unsettled the Magyar nobility. The nobility 

found their formally undisputed position as head of the Hungarian nation challenged by the new 

industrial working class who demanded the right to vote, the rise of the middle class, the arrival 

of non-nobles into the upper class, and the increased organization of minority groups who 

agitated for greater representation.427 The nobility faced the possibility of losing power to non-

noble Magyars and non-Magyars. According to historian Paul Hanebrink, this reorientation of 

Hungarian society led to a ñculture warò where the new Right and new Left factions sought to 

publicize their ideas through numerous publications and the arts.428 Because of this political 
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shift, by the 1890s and into the beginning of the twentieth century, Natio Hungarica had different 

meanings depending on an individualôs political orientation. For those on the new Right, it meant 

ensuring ethnic Magyar dominance in Hungary. For those on the new Left, the pluralistic nature 

of the concept was to be expanded through increased suffrage and reconciliation by addressing 

the grievances of minorities. 

 The exhibits at the 1896 Millennium Exhibition unintentionally showcased this new cleft 

in Hungarian politics. To further legitimize right-leaning or left-leaning ideas regarding the 

future of Hungary, intellectuals became split between looking West at Europe or East at Asia. 

Those who looked West sought to continue reforming Hungary by maintaining a pluralistic, 

inclusive society as was the case in the Austrian half of the empire. Since the 1870s, Austria had 

begun to increase the right to vote to men which culminated in universal male suffrage in 

1907.429 Efforts to do the same had stalled in Hungary due to fears of the ruling nobility being 

unseated. Despite the entrenchment of the formally liberal nobility, politicians like Oszkár Jászi 

(1875-1957) believed that it was possible to further democratize the nation and grant regional 

autonomy to create a confederation system similar to Switzerland.430 Jászi believed that through 

land reform and the granting of universal suffrage, reconciliation could be brought among 

Magyars and the national minorities to preserve the notion of a multiethnic, multilingual, 

Hungary.431 

Jászi and other similarly-minded intellectuals and politicians believed that Hungaryôs 

diverse population was a strength rather than a liability. By looking westwards, they hoped to 
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create a pluralistic society based on a Western, civic nationalist model. This meant a continuation 

of the tenets of Natio Hungarica that Hungary should exist not as a state solely for Magyars but 

for all ethnicities within the kingdom. This approach struck a Europeanist approach as these 

Magyars asserted their ties with their European neighbors with whom they had a long history, 

especially with the Habsburgs in Austria. Those who looked West looked to integrate the image 

of Hungarianness, the notion of Hungary as an inclusive state that united ethnic Magyars with 

other ethnicities, with a sense of fraternity with the rest of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. At the 

exhibition, this was the aim of Gyula Benczúrôs Budav§r visszav®tele 1686-ban [The Recapture 

of Buda Castle] which depicted Magyar troops fighting alongside several nationalities led by the 

Habsburgs. 

In contrast to this Western European-inspired approach were those who believed in 

Magyar supremacy. These Magyar nationalists looked eastwards while declaring that Hungary 

was a nation solely for the Magyar people. Following the departure of Kálmán Tisza in 1890 

from being Prime Minister and leader of the Liberal Party, anti-compromise and Magyar 

nationalist parties gained greater support. After 1890, the Liberal Party lost its supermajority 

leading to the need to compromise with other political parties. To ensure the support of the 

Magyar nationalist parties the Liberal Party was compelled to increase the usage of the Magyar 

language in the administration and its appearance in official government works.432 This 

agreement was due to the agitation of smaller political parties and young politicians like Oszkár 

Jászi whose agenda of political reform threatened the influence wielded by entrenched political 
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organizations. By aligning with Magyar nationalist parties, these newer voices calling for reform 

were drowned out. 

 The Party of Independence & ô48 led by Count Albert Apponyi (1846-1933) benefitted 

the most from the Liberal Partyôs loss of power. While Apponyiôs party had largely dropped its 

attempts to overturn the 1867 Compromise, the party sought to ensure Magyar hegemony in 

Hungary. By invoking the 1848 Revolution to refer to Lajos Kossuth433 and by appealing to 

Magyar smallholding farmers who had been outproduced by large industrial farms, the party 

ensured support from rural Magyars.434 Due to his partyôs newfound strength, Apponyi was able 

to ensure the passing of the so-called Apponyi Acts in 1907 which sought to ensure students in 

all schools be made fluent in the Magyar language according to a new four-year curriculum.435 

Because of these laws, the amount of minority ethnic schools in 1914 was half the number of 

those in 1899.436 These laws that sought to produce Magyars out of non-Magyars represent the 

rise of the new Right in Hungary. For exclusionary nationalists like Apponyi, the term Natio 

Hungarica was synonymous with a Hungary for Magyars only. According to their ideology, the 

only people who could be Hungarians were those who spoke the Magyar language. 

Consequently, intellectuals who agreed with this notion expanded upon the idea to find ways to 

support the supposed inherent supremacy of the Magyars. This would lead to a rise in 

antisemitism and the birth of racial politics to measure how Hungarian a person was. Another 

movement that arose from this was Turanism which looked towards Asia for inspiration. 

Turanism was a macro-nationalism akin to Eurasianism, Pan-Germanism, and Pan-Slavism as it 
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sought to place Magyars in a grouping alongside other peoples over a purported common 

lineage.437 

The political desires to assimilate and disadvantage non-Magyars were represented at the 

Millennium Exhibition by exclusionary nationalists who drew upon Orientalist views to portray 

the Magyar people as distinctly different from their neighbors. Linguistically, the Magyars are 

unrelated to their Indo-European neighbors though many cultural similarities exist. To portray 

the Magyars as not just different from their neighbors but as inherently superior, these eastward-

looking Magyars sought to place themselves as a part of a linguistic family of peoples known for 

their martial prowess. This meant going beyond the already accepted notion of Magyars being a 

part of the Finno-Uralic linguistic family as having the Finns and Sami as linguistic cousins 

disappointed these nationalists. This sentiment was best summarized in an official publication 

made for the Exhibition by a committee of Magyar intellectuals who claimed that, ñéthe 

national vanity revolted against the idea of any relationship with fisherfolks of the Laps438and 

Voguls.ò439 The Finnish and Sami linguistic cousins were viewed as primitive, and pacifistic, as 

it was deemed they lacked any martial prowess.440 A larger linguistic family, the Finno-Altaic, 

was proposed to include Central Asians, the Japanese, Mongols, Turks, and other peoples mainly 

known for their historic martial strengths. It is interesting to note that the Manchus were included 

in this incorrect linguistic grouping but not the Chinese. The Chinese were looked down upon as 

a backward nation with the historical martial success of the Manchus and the attempts of the 

Qing to Westernize being why the Manchus were included. From these beliefs emerged the 
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romantic nationalist ideology of Turanism which asserted the Magyars were related to various 

Central Asian peoples. 

The nineteenth century was filled with numerous expeditions financed by the Hungarian 

Academy of Science to Anatolia, Central Asia, and the Middle East in search of languages that 

were similar to the Magyar language. Nineteenth-century archaeologists and linguists like Ármin 

Vámbéry (1832-1913) sought to prove a similarity to Turkic languages in hopes of connecting 

the Magyars to a cultural family outside of Europe.441 Turanists sought to affirm and legitimize 

the isolated Magyar language and culture as being part of a larger cultural and ethnic movement. 

They desired to explain the place of Magyars in Europe as they were surrounded by Indo-

Europeans. While the initial goal of Turanism may not have been one of espousing Magyar 

supremacy, the movement quickly became such. Turanism was part of an eastwards-looking 

tradition that was not limited to Magyars. During the existence of the Commonwealth, the Polish 

nobility incorporated Sarmatism into their beliefs which posited that they were descendants of an 

Iranian-based people rather than a Slavic one.442 As Eastern Europe has a long history of close 

contact with peoples marked as Eastern or part of an Oriental tradition, romantic views of Asia 

were frequently incorporated. This was to differentiate themselves from their more western 

neighbors whether it was to appear as being part of a more martially powerful culture or to claim 

a connection to groups like the Huns, Persians, Mongols, and Scythians who were renowned for 

their conquests and power.  

Rather than focusing on Western European-inspired political nationalism and strength 

through ethnic diversity, these Turanists and exclusionary nationalists drew upon various 
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national legends to create the image of a powerful Magyar people who were destined to rule in 

Central Europe. Numerous pagan elements and half-mythical figures were featured in works by 

these Magyar nationalists. The Millennium Exhibition was an opportunity for Magyar 

nationalists to increase their popular support domestically and abroad by presenting Magyars as 

the actors of modernity in Hungary. The success they enjoyed through the popularity of works 

like Ćrp§d Fesztyôs A magyarok bejövetele [Arrival of the Hungarians] marked a point in 

Magyar nationalism where exclusionary Magyar nationalists had their views readily accepted in 

the mainstream as the dominant form of nationalism. 

The Confluence of Art and Nationalism 

The reason that this chapter decided to examine such visual representations of Hungarian 

nationalism after the discussions of politics that the previous chapters covered is due to the long 

tradition of órepresentationô in cultures. As said by the visual arts scholars Marita Sturken and 

Lisa Cartwright, representations in artworks do not merely reflect the world to a viewer, rather, 

they provide a meaning that is understood from the derived interpretations and inferences made 

from symbols and other visuals.443 Art serves both the creator and the audience by providing 

either a reflection of a subject, a representation of a specific subject, or the display of an abstract 

idea.  

Through the production of artworks that depicted national symbols, national motifs, and 

scenes from folklore and history, artists were able to stir nationalistic feelings in a viewer to take 

pride in seeing a scene from their homeland in art.444 This movement was not confined to the art 

communities of established European countries, it was also found in Magyar artworks and other 
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peoples who were under foreign rule. Elements of Romantic Nationalism were incorporated with 

to differentiate the conquered peoples from their foreign rulers.445 This infusion of patriotic 

sentiment, especially in the case of the Magyars, included the depiction of stories that were a part 

of the national mythos.446    

Painted subjects existed to both represent an idea at face value and a more hidden 

characterization that was apparent to targeted audiences. National motifs and specific 

characterizations are used to spread a message that can be easily understood by an audience. 

Different symbols can have different meanings to people of varied backgrounds. For landscape 

paintings that embodied elements of national mythos and well-known historical events or scenes, 

an entirely new interpretation could be discovered by audiences who knew what the motifs 

represented. Due to this, paintings could be used as an important symbol of resistance and of 

representing specific ideologies. In the multi-ethnic empires that ruled over Central and Eastern 

Europe, the canvas served as a rallying point for dispossessed peoples. In the Russian Empire, 

particularly among the Estonians and Latvians, various landscapes and scenes from folklore were 

produced to create a larger cultural consciousness.447 Through the exhibition of these artworks 

and the dissemination of pamphlets about them, various local legends and histories were united 

into a singular story about Estonian and Latvian history. In the face of Russification, these works 

aimed to depict how different Estonians and Latvians were from Russians to preserve their 

cultural identities. A similar movement also occurred among the Poles who used historical 
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paintings to depict the nostalgic days of the relatively liberal Commonwealth in contrast to the 

autocratic Russian Empire.448 

The representation of nationalism within artworks became especially useful during large 

events that were directed toward the public. With the proliferation of printed mass media and the 

emergence of mass cultures, paintings played an important role in disseminating ideas regarding 

ideas of belonging in Hungary. Such a trend also allowed for the exploration of different forms 

of rhetoric in nationalism present in Hungary. As the debate of national minorities in Hungary 

had come to dominate politics in the latter half of the nineteenth century, paintings at the 1896 

Millennium Exhibition were an extension of this debate. 

Themes in Hungarian Art during the óBoldog b®keidŖkô 

As noted by the historian Gyºrgy Endre SzŖnyi, five symbols featured heavily in 

Hungarian artwork during the óboldog b®keidŖkô, óthe happy era of peaceô of 1867-1914.449  

These five symbols utilized elements of Hungarian history thematic devices. The first symbol is 

King István I450 who has been used to represent modernization as he was the first Christian 

Hungarian king who turned the Magyars away from their nomadic, pagan roots.451 The depiction 

of the later Hungarian ruler King Mátyás served to harken back to a time of regional dominance 

and further modernization during the Renaissance.452 The third theme, Hungary as a shield of 

Christianity, emphasized the impact of Christianity upon Hungary while also referring to a spirit 

of resistance in the face of insurmountable odds that had been faced during the periods of war 
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between Hungary and the Ottoman Empire and the 150 years of Ottoman occupation. In a similar 

vein to the third theme, the fourth theme is the spirit of resistance carried over into the depiction 

of wars of independence.453 This theme included the depiction of conflict with both the Ottoman 

Empire and the Habsburg Monarchy. Lastly, the final theme is the differences and conflicts 

between urban and rural areas. Such conflict existed due to the already existing societal cleft 

which was widened by industrialization. For there to be successful resistance and movements to 

bring modernizing reforms or independence, as was hoped by Magyar nationalists, societal rifts 

needed to be mended.454  

Non-violent, passive resistance against the Habsburg Monarchy rose during the Neo-

Absolutist era that followed the end of the 1848 Hungarian Revolution until the 1867 

Compromise. During this period, pictorial narratives were an important means of discourse by 

opposition groups who wished to skirt Austrian censors as the interpretation of such images 

differed between audiences. A Magyar nationalist aligned with anti-Habsburg intellectuals could 

recognize specific symbols as glorifying acts of defiance against the Habsburgs while Austrian 

censors took the images at face value. This was a period in which the depiction of Attila the Hun 

became more popular among Hungarian intellectuals. As depictions of Attila the Hun fell were 

categorized as historical paintings, the transfer of themes from the Neo-Absolutist Era could be 

added without raising the ire of Austrian censors. Notably, in 1864 the Serbo-Hungarian painter 

Soma Orlai Petrich (1822-1880) produced the work Attila vallomásra bírja Vigilt [Attila draws 
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out a confession from Vigil]. The work depicted Vigil brought before Attila who demanded him 

to confess to being part of a plot to assassinate him.455 For future reference, this artwork will be 

called Attila and Vigil. See Figure 8 and the appendix for a close-up of this artwork.456 In a 

Magyar nationalistôs reading of this piece, rather than seeing it solely as a historical depiction of 

a plot against Attila, would view it as Attila representing the Hungarian nation that demanded an 

admittance of guilt from the Austrian Habsburgs due to their suppression of the Magyars from 

the figure of Vigil who represented Austria.457 It is also important to note that the martial ability 

of Attila, while not captured in Attila and Vigil was also a key part of the Magyar fascination 

with Attila and other pagan figures like Árpád. The focus on martial prowess was also a part of 

Turanism. 
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The linkage with figures of the past who were known for their fighting prowess was with 

the intent to inspire and encourage more modern Magyar resistance.458 With the inclusion of the 

Attila the Hun motif, it can be reasoned that a sixth symbol can be added to SzŖnyiôs list, the 

symbolism of a fusion of paganism and orientalism. Such symbolism, instead of fading away 

after the demands of Hungarian nationalists were met at the Compromise of 1867, continued to 

flourish. This motif was active during the 1896 Millennium Exhibition in artworks as a part of 

asserting who could be seen as a fellow Hungarian.   

Gyula Bencz¼r and Ćrp§d Feszty 

Of the artworks that were specifically made in time for the Millennium Exhibition, the 

works of Gyula Benczúr (1844-1920) and Árpád Feszty (1856-1914) are the two best examples 

of how differing views of who could be considered Hungarian were captured on the canvas. The 

paintings by these artists, Budavár visszavétele 1686-ban [The Recapture of Buda Castle] by 

Gyula Benczúr and A magyarok bejövetele [Arrival of the Hungarians] by Árpád Feszty were 

specifically produced for the 1896 Millennium Exhibition.  For the duration of this chapter, these 

two paintings will be referred to as Arrival of the Hungarians and The Recapture of Buda Castle 

respectively. Both paintings can be found in the appendices section. Due to the size of Fesztyôs 

work, scenes from it will be depicted along with a link to a high-quality digital image. 

While both works were meant to bring attention to events in Hungarian history, they 

differed in the messages they conveyed. Fesztyôs work, a panoramic cyclorama, depicted the 

birth of a Hungarian nation by mixing both history and legend in a large-scale, cinematic, art 

piece. Fesztyôs cyclorama Arrival of the Hungarians depicted the very event in Hungarian 

history that the Millennium Exhibition celebrated, the entrance of the Magyars onto the lands 
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that became Hungary. Bencz¼rôs The Recapture of Buda Castle captured a more recent event, 

albeit one that was still separated from 1896 by more than two centuries: the recapture of Buda 

Castle. This event marked the retreat of the Ottoman Empire from Hungary and the solidification 

of Austrian Habsburgôs rule of the kingdom. Despite the paintingôs more recent subject, the siege 

and liberation of Buda from the Ottoman Empire was an equally important event due to what the 

castle represented. Within Magyar literature and plays, Buda was described as the heart and soul 

of Hungary.459 Buda was linked with the Hungarian monarchy and was frequently associated 

with monarchs like István I and Mátyás I.460 The recapture of Buda marked the end of 150 years 

of Ottoman occupation. While a triumphant event in Hungarian history is depicted in both 

paintings, the nature of the victory achieved is portrayed differently. The Magyar victory in the 

Arrival of the Hungarians is solely a Magyar one while the victory in The Recapture of Buda 

Castle is shown to be a multi-national effort.  
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Figure 9: Ćrp§d atop a white horse 
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In Fesztyôs panoramic artwork Arrival of the Hungarians, the figure Árpád takes center 

stage. This can be seen in Figure 9 where Árpád is pictured atop a white horse.461 Árpád was like 

Attila as he represented an older portion of Hungarian history which was a mix of both history 

and legend. Unlike Attila whose existence as an ethnic Magyar cannot be supported, Árpád was 

certainly a Magyar.462 He led the honfoglalás ï the Magyar conquest of the Carpathian Basin 

which the organizers of the Millennium Exhibition used as the start of their definition of 

Hungarian nationhood. Árpád also lent his name to the first dynasty that ruled Hungary until the 

thirteenth century, a fact that made him appear as a progenitor of the Hungarian nation.463 

Similarly, to the motif of King Mátyás, the depiction of Árpád harkened back to an era in which 

Hungary had been one of the chief powers of Central Europe. The theme of domination was key 

here as, among those who wanted to create the Hungarian nation solely for Magyars, the actions 

of Ćrp§dôs conquest were acts of domination against non-Magyar peoples who happened to live 

within the borders of territory that formed the heart of the Hungarian nation in the nineteenth 

century. According to such nationalists, the conflict of whom the lands within Hungary belonged 

to had already been settled a millennium ago with this act of conquest which had made land 

Hungarian through the right of conquest.  

While the figure of Árpád bore some similarity to what the motif of King Mátyás 

represented in terms of domination and order, Árpád was a stark opponent to the motif that was 

represented by King István I. Unlike István who transformed Hungary into a Christian kingdom, 

Árpád was a pagan. Christian symbols were omitted in works depicting Árpád with pagan 

practices emphasized instead. By ensuring that the pagan nature of the Magyars under Árpád was 
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abundantly clear, the differentiation between Magyars and non-Magyars was also made clear. 

The warlike Magyars under Árpád were viewed as belonging to an entirely different race than 

the people they conquered. This contrasted with the inclusion of Christian elements in some 

artworks as such an inclusion equated Hungarians with their neighbors as brothers under a shared 

faith. A sense of equality was implied with depictions of Magyars and other nationalities 

depicted as fighting side by side or living alongside each other peacefully. When this is 

considered within an analysis of Arrival of the Hungarians and The Recapture of Buda Castle, it 

can be understood that the former artwork depicts Magyar exceptionalism and the latter artwork 

of Hungarian fraternity with the other non-Magyars who lived within the borders of Hungary. 

In Bencz¼rôs The Recapture of Buda Castle, the focus of the painting is not centered 

entirely on a specific person or ethnic group. There is an inclusion of important figures like 

Charles V, Duke of Lorraine, who is depicted amongst a group of dignitaries and soldiers from a 

variety of nationalities.464 This can be seen in Figure 10. As the title of the painting mentions 

Buda, a careful analysis should be afforded to what Buda and Budapest meant to the Magyars. 

Budapest was a recent creation as it was in 1873 when Buda was merged with Óbuda and Pest. 
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Figure 10: Charles V, Duke of Lorraine arrives in Buda Castle 
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The Buda portion of the city was the seat of power for much of Hungarian history with a sense of 

veneration that followed it.465 Various poems and plays dating from between the seventeenth and 

nineteenth centuries on the Hungarian struggle with the Ottoman Empire wistfully spoke of a 

return to Buda to unify the divided Hungarian nation.466 Buda Castle, which is depicted as being 

recaptured by Holy League forces in The Recapture of Budapest, was often referred to in 

literature as King M§ty§sô castle as M§ty§s had been the last great Magyar-born king.467 When 

King M§ty§s is interpreted under the lens of Gyºrgy Endre SzŖnyiôs five motifs in Hungarian art, 

it can be understood that Mátyás represented a sense of Hungarian power, modernization, and the 

flourishing of culture.468 With this in mind, it can be understood that Buda worked as a symbol 

that synthesized both the past and future for Magyars. The return of Buda to Magyars meant that 
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Figure 11: Depiction of a kuruc guerilla soldier 
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a bright future similar to past golden ages could be experienced again. The depiction of the 

liberation of Buda from the Ottomans as a multinational effort in that Magyars are portrayed 

alongside Austrians and Slavs, Benczúr sought to cultivate a sense of unity in dreaming of a 

better future for not just Hungarians but for all other imperial subjects too.  

Unlike Fesztyôs work where there is a clear hierarchy in which Magyars are at the top and 

everyone else at the bottom, Benczúr depicted a sense of ethnic fraternity. By glorifying that a 

fraternity of different peoples was necessary to free Buda, as the Magyar guerilla hajduk and 

kuruc soldiers had been unsuccessful in their century and a half of resistance, Benczúr implied 

that success for Hungary could only come through cooperation. This pushed back against recent 

movements among Protestant Magyars, chiefly Calvinists, who sought to overly emphasize the 

roles of these guerilla soldiers as the standard bearers of the Magyar nation during the Ottoman 

Occupation. This focus on the hajduk and kuruc included the fabrication of songs supposedly 

sung by these guerilla forces to cement them in the publicôs eye as folk heroes.469 This 

glorification sought to obscure that the loyalties of these guerillas were frequently bought by the 

Habsburgs, Ottomans, and Transylvania leading to these so-called freedom fighters merely being 

soldiers of fortune. When the funding dried up, these groups became bandits who preyed on an 

already devastated countryside.470 Bencz¼rôs work made the point that the liberation of Hungary 
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was only possible through a multi-ethnic force led by the Habsburgs as any guerilla force lacked 

discipline.   

Between these two paintings, one of the greatest differences is the way religion is 

depicted, a difference which ultimately divided the two paintings into a Western versus Eastern 

outlook. Feszty incorporated various elements of Magyar mythology with the re-imagining of 

Figure 12: The T§ltos shaman 

Figure 13: A white horse being brought for 

sacrifice. 
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pagan ceremonies in his cyclorama.471 One of these mythological and rather non-Christian motifs 

is that of the táltos shaman who is leading a ceremony involving the sacrifice of a white horse.472 

The táltos shaman can be seen in Figure 12 with the horse being brought over in Figure 13.473 

The táltos was one of a handful of pre-Christian symbols that was widespread in Magyar 

folklore.474 In the decades preceding Fesztyôs work on his cyclorama, elements like the t§ltos and 

the pagan Magyar Árpád were the most popular pagan imagery in artworks.475 The inclusion of 

Ćrp§d in Fesztyôs cyclorama is important as it is accepted within both history and folklore that 

he was the first leader of the Magyars which made him a symbol representing Hungarian 

nationhood.476 The inclusion of Árpád can be interpreted as a Magyar reclamation of the 

negative, backward stereotypes that were associated with their violent, pagan origins. Such 

stereotypes labeled Magyars as belonging to an Asiatic heritage rather than a European one due 

to their language not being of the same Indo-European origin as their neighbors. From a Turanist 

point of view, the inclusion could also represent an emphasis on the Magyar connection to other 

formally nomadic peoples.477 This usage of pagan imagery was similar to the actions taken by 

the Baltic peoples who were largely under the shadow of German and Russian nobility, Magyar 

intellectuals reused pagan motifs to be stand-ins for their ideals.478 This was similar to acts 

undertaken by Estonian and Latvian artists who turned to their peopleôs pagan pasts in their art to 
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declare the strengths and uniqueness of their nationalities during their struggles against Tsarist 

Russia.479  

In the discussion of the contrasting pagan and Christian symbology in both paintings, it is 

important to remark on a symbol with pagan origins that is in both. This symbol was the white 

horse, a symbol that was commonly associated with victory and the Árpád dynasty.480 Within 

Fesztyôs cyclorama, there are two instances of a white horse appearing: Ćrp§d is riding upon one 

(see Figure 5) as he makes his entrance and there is the sacrifice of a white horse at the hands of 

a táltos shaman.481 Within Bencz¼rôs painting, several white horses are present as a part of the 

Habsburg entourage entering Buda Castle.482 Within said entourage, there is the depiction of 

various Habsburg dignitaries such as Charles V, Duke of Lorraine, who led the Holy Leagueôs 

siege of Buda.483 As the recapture of Buda and the subsequent liberation of Hungary allowed for 

the Habsburgs to cement their claim to Hungary, in a pro-Habsburg painting like this, it is 

important to show those associated with the monarchy to wielding a Hungarian symbol to 

legitimize Habsburg rule.484 Since the Middle Ages with the writing of the Gesta Hungarorum 

which detailed supposed deeds of the ruling Árpád dynasty, the white horse was associated with 

victory and Magyar control of the Carpathian Basin.485 Such reverence for the Árpád dynasty 

was a topic known to the Emperor Franz Joseph of Austria-Hungary who took great care in 

cultivating an image based on supposed genealogical evidence that declared he was a descendant 
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of the Árpád dynasty.486 The inclusion of the white horses carrying members of the Habsburg 

family in Bencz¼rôs painting served to encourage Magyar support for the monarchy as it 

appealed to the Magyar reverence for the founder of their nation and supported the idea of the 

ruling Habsburg emperor being a part of the Ćrp§d lineage. Fesztyôs cyclorama oppositely used 

the Árpád imagery as it was claimed that just as the conquest of the Carpathian Basin was a 

righteous conquest led by a Magyar, it was only right for the Hungarian half of the empire to be 

ruled by Magyars rather than allotting representation to the so-called conquered Slavic peoples. 

In Bencz¼rôs work, various Christian elements were on display to show unity against the 

Islamic Ottoman Empire.487 His work represented a rare show of unity across ethnic lines in a 
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Figure 14: A Catholic Friar is on the front lines. 

Christian imagery is present on the banners carried 
by the Holy League. An Ottoman Tug Banner is 

also trampled by the soldiers. 
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period where nationalist fervor was on the rise. Soldiers are depicted in various ethnic garbs 

along with elites dressed in clothes representative of their national allegiance. Religious unity is 

also suggested by the presence of a Catholic friar who is present with the advance of the 

soldiers.488 This scene can be found in Figure 14 where Christian imagery is also present on the 

Holy Leagueôs banners. This was in sharp contrast to any belief in Magyar superiority as it was 

not Magyar exceptionalism that brought the end of the Ottoman rule of Buda. Benczúr united the 

ethnicities within the Austro-Hungarian Empire under the banner of Christianity to show that 

they all were united in faith. It is not just the actions of Magyars that were celebrated, but the 

actions of all peoples under Habsburg rule.489 This was further celebrated with a triumph by this 

multi-ethnic coalition against the historical enemy of the Ottoman Empire. Figure 8 shows the 

army marching past the corpse of the last Ottoman Pasha of Buda ï a sign of the end of Ottoman 

authority in Hungary.490 Even with the arrival of the Habsburg entourage led by Charles V in the 

painting, they are shown to be greeted with joy as their arrival marked the liberation of Buda and 

the future liberation of Hungary.491 It is important to note that the liberation of both Buda and 

Hungary was made possible by a large multi-ethnic army; it was through a coalition that 

liberation was achieved as the campaigns by Hungarian nobles and by the militant hajduk and 

kuruc guerillas failed.492 This unity among depicted ethnicities and the symbols of Habsburg rule 

hoped to convince viewers that a positive future could be reached within the multi-ethnic Austro-
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Hungarian Empire by encouraging unity based on a shared faith and a shared history. This is 

similar to the rhetoric employed by some Baltic artists in Russia who were against a racial 

hierarchy by creating an image where people of varied ethnic backgrounds were shown as living 

in harmony due to a shared history within a shared land.493 By using the motif of how the 

liberation of Hungary from the Ottomans was only possible by a multi-ethnic army, it is implied 

that only through sharing the land with other peoples can both Hungary and the empire prosper. 

Unlike Bencz¼rôs idea of imperial unity among the separate ethnic groups in which all 

ethnicities are on an equal footing, Fesztyôs cyclorama portrayed an ethnic hierarchy in which 

Magyars stood above Slavic peoples. This is of note as the location of Hungary divides the 

Southern Slavs from the Western Slavs. Pan-Slavism was also viewed as an existential threat due 

 
493 Pushaw, ñArt and Multiculturalism in Estonia and Latvia, circa 1900,ò 355-356 

Figure 15: Slavic forces being trampled by Magyar cavalry. 

Figure 16: Magyar looting and kidnapping of women. 
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to the presence of Croats, Ruthenians, Serbs, and Slovaks in Hungary. Visually, one can see that, 

unlike the well-dressed and armored Magyar forces, the people defending against them are clad 

in rags and wielding ineffectual weapons (see Figure 15).494 The pillaging of structures and 

carrying off of women further strengthened the point that the people being conquered were 

unable to hold off the Magyar advance which further labeled them as a defeated people (see 

Figure 16).495 The leader of the defeated people and his entourage prostrate themselves before 

the arrival of Árpád in a display of inferiority (see Figure 17) which further displays Slavic 

subservience to the Magyars.496  

This depiction of Slavic subservience is explicitly stated in the booklet The Entry of the 

Magyars: Taking Possession of the Country under the Leading of Árpád that accompanied the 

panorama. The booklet labeled the conquered people as Slavs while listing the so-called inferior 

qualities that allowed them to be conquered.497 It also mentioned how the Magyars were blessed 

with great military geniuses while the Slavic people in the region are described as being weak 

 
494 Feszty, A Magyarok Bejºvetele [Arrival of the Hungarians] 
495 Ibid 
496 Ibid 
497 Switzer, ñNationalism and the Myth of Hungarian Origin: Attila and Ćrp§d,ò 384 

Figure 17: Slavic surrender to the invading Magyars 
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and lacking spirit and pride which made them more inclined to be obedient and act as servants.498 

Further, it is stated that they are meant to serve as workers and slaves as a way for them to 

provide a ñsatisfying serviceò to their conquerors.499 Such labeling and stereotyping furthered the 

concept of an ethnic hierarchy at the time in Hungary non-Magyars and non-Germans clamored 

for guarantees of equal political representation. Due to the obvious upheaval that resulted from 

unrepresented peoples who clamored for representation and for nationhood in similar movements 

that were seen by minorities in Russia, Fesztyôs painting tried to normalize this lack of 

representation by claiming it is how things should be as the Carpathian Basin became Magyar 

via right of conquest. Such rhetoric reeks of proto-fascism and foreshadowed that Hungary, in 

the Interwar years of the twentieth century, would struggle in dealing with ultranationalist and 

fascist movements.500 This also supported the aggressive policy of Magyarization which hoped 

to build up the Magyar portion of the population into a larger demographic majority as the only 

way to attain social advancement was via assimilation.501 

 Feszty and Bencz¼rôs artworks were a continuation of a tradition of representing 

nationalism on canvas. Both utilized an artistic medium that was popular with artists across 

Europe in the depiction of cultural folklore and ethnic histories. The two artists, while using the 

same themes and symbols as described by Gyºrgy Endre SzŖnyi that characterized this era, gave 

different meanings to these symbols as they sought to make different political statements. This 

was a product of the cultural and political issues of the time. The Millennium Exhibition helped 
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to further publicize the debate regarding how inclusive or exclusive the Hungarian state should 

be. 

The contrasting views of Magyar supremacy and Hungarian solidarity among the Austro-

Hungarian Empireôs many ethnicities were on full display during the Millennium Exhibition. 

Both paintings wielded familiar scenes and symbols from Hungarian history to sway viewers. 

The invocation of history and mythology shows how crucial identity was in Hungary. By tying 

historical events, folklore, and symbology to the present, an argument was made on the continual 

existence of the Hungarian state. Fesztyôs painting supports the idea of Hungary existing solely 

Magyars as the land had been won through the right of conquest. This painting also internalizes 

Turanism as a part of Magyar nationalism and identity even though the linguistic and cultural 

connections drawn up by the ideology were tenuous at best. On the other hand, Bencz¼rôs work 

depicts Hungary as a part of a larger imperial entity where, rather than having a blatantly 

dominant and subservient stratum of society, there is a cooperation of peoples needed to bring 

national success.  

The fact that art was used as a means of representing the nationalities debate showed how 

pertinent the issue was in Hungarian mass culture at the time. Through the creation of art that 

could be understood by the illiterate and literate, a form of entertainment was created that could 

appeal across societal boundaries in making a cultural and political statement. Due to this, it 

comes as no surprise that both paintings, along with other works that were created for the 1896 

Millennium Exhibition are still held in high regard in Hungary as an apex of cultural expression 

during the imperial era. 1896 was a turning point for Natio Hungarica as the domineering 

attitude of Magyar nationalists toward non-Magyars became increasingly overt due to the shifts 

occurring in Hungarian politics. This shift helped spell the end of Natio Hungarica as attempts at 
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increasing suffrage in Hungary, repealing discriminatory legislature like the Apponyi Laws, and 

securing any sort of regional autonomy or restructuring failed. In turn, this further radicalized 

national minorities against wanting to continue being a part of both Hungary and the overall 

empire. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 мтл 
 

Conclusion 
 This thesis has presented a case for the re-evaluation of Hungarian nationalism during the 

Austro-Hungarian years on the basis that previous works have leaned too heavily on sweeping 

generalizations. While historians like Paul Lendvai have stated that Hungary during the era of 

dualism sought the, ñéfull Magyarization of public life, and limitation of the political and 

cultural development of the non-Magyar nations,ò the situation was far more nuanced than this 

claim makes it appear.502 In contrast, individuals like K§lm§n Tisza, Oszk§r J§szi, Ill®s 

Macellariu, and M·r Wahrmann supported an inclusive nationalism that extended beyond 

Christian, ethnic Magyars. It was individuals like Albert Apponyi, B®la Gr¿nwald, and GyŖzŖ 

Ist·czy who in the political opposition to the Liberal Party were in support of exclusive cultural 

nationalism. They supported Magyar supremacism as they supported Magyarization projects and 

the disenfranchisement of non-Magyars.  

Of these Magyar supremacists, only Albert Apponyi was able to gain political support for 

the Magyarization of education when the Liberal Party was forced to grant concessions to the 

opposition. Even with these concessions resulting in lessened support for minority education, 

these laws were repealed after the political situation had shifted in favor of the Liberal Party once 

more. There was no united front of Hungarian nationalism during the age of dualism. Instead, 

there was a variety of ideas on who was included within the label of óHungarian.ô It was during 

this period that the modern understanding of óHungarianô as only including ethnic Magyars 

emerged as a product of embattled nationalist factions. The victory of cultural nationalism over 

political nationalism was never predetermined nor a certain ófactô. The equivalency of Hungarian 

to ethnic Magyar was cemented with the dissolution of the empire. The anti-Jewish laws of the 
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Interwar Era and the consequences of the Holocaust further narrowed the definition of 

óHungarianô to primarily be Christian, ethnic Magyars.   

Further work will be needed to expand upon the imposed binary of inclusive political 

nationalism and exclusive nationalism. While the drastic nature of this binary leaves much to be 

desired in describing the evolution of Hungarian nationalism, it has been shown that nationalism 

during the age of dualism was not a united front. There were several competing nationalist 

ideologies in Hungary which each had their image of how the state should develop. These 

ideologies had differing in-groups and out-groups. This was to the point that even the individuals 

and organizations that could be described as Magyar supremacists disagreed on where specific 

peoples, namely Jews, belonged. The trauma of the First World War which brought the 

dissolution of Austria-Hungary and the political anarchy that reigned in its aftermath handed 

victory over to the Magyar supremacists in steering Hungarian nationalism. As the new 

Hungarian state post-1920 was overwhelmingly ethnically Magyar in its composition, there was 

no longer a need to compromise with national minorities. This allowed for more conservative 

and supremacist elements to take charge as they stoked nationalist outrage against the Treaty of 

Trianon which left millions of ethnic Magyars outside of Hungary. From this event onward, 

Hungarian nationalism became cultural rather than political. As this is the variant of nationalism 

which pushed Hungary into the Nazi German camp and which has made itself known through 

far-right groups since 1989, a back-shadowing effect has affected the study of Hungarian 

nationalism. 

The best litmus test to determine how inclusive a Hungarian nationalist was from 1867-

1896 would be if the individual supported the 1868 Nationalities Law. If the law was supported, 

then the individual was supporting a definition of óHungarianô that was politically inclusive. If 
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they were against it, they held Magyar supremacist views that sought the Magyarization and 

disenfranchisement of minorities. Further research will need to be conducted to determine the 

true extent of ethnic inclusivity felt by inclusive nationalists. While they were against forced 

assimilation, they may have supported a policy of association where it was hoped minorities 

would eventually assimilate over time. This would have been similar to the French policy in 

Algeria where local Arab power structures and populations were tolerated with the hope future 

generations would assimilate.  

 The choice of including separate chapters on Jews and Romanians was deliberate. These 

two groups experienced Hungarian nationalism through different lenses. For Jews primarily of 

the Neolog and non-Orthodox traditions, there was a search for a nation to belong to. Hungarian 

Jews were willing to acculture and assimilate themselves to the point they replaced German and 

Yiddish with the Magyar language as their primary tongue. After the Tiszaeszl§r Affair and the 

formation of the National Antisemitic Party in the 1880s, Jews increasingly found themselves in 

the political spotlight. As Jews became a part of the emergent middle class, with a few even 

joining the ranks of the nobility, they became more aware of societal pressures to conform. As 

was shown in Chapter IV, the sport of dueling was used by assimilated Jews to protect their 

honor. This was predicated by the upward mobility of Jews who found themselves needing to 

prove that they as Jews were capable of being honorable equals in society. While this thesis 

solely focused on Neolog and liberal Jews as they were the ones more inclined to assimilate, a 

future examination of the Orthodox Jewry of Hungary could grant insight into how unassimilated 

Jews viewed themselves in Hungarian society.  

The Jewish desire for assimilation to prove themselves as loyal Hungarians was separate 

from the Romanian goal of association. Rather than seeking assimilation, Romanians sought 
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recognition and acceptance for their use of a non-Magyar language. Unlike Jews, the Romanians 

in Hungary had a homeland, Transylvania, to which they felt attached to. As was shown in 

Chapter V, the framers of the Blaj Pronouncement and the Transylvania Memorandum sought 

self-government and self-representation for the part of the Kingdom of Hungary that they felt 

was their homeland. These framers positioned themselves as concerned, loyal citizens who 

wished to associate themselves as cultural Romanians who were politically Hungary. They did 

not wish to Magyarize their names, nor to substitute Romanian with the Magyar language,  nor 

did they wish to convert away from Eastern Orthodoxy.    

 The seeking of recognition of ethnic and cultural differences was also experienced by 

Slovak nationalists. While this thesis did not delve deeply into the Slovak cause, it was 

mentioned in Chapter I that the Slovak nationalist Andrej Hlinka advocated for the recognition of 

Slovaks as a distinct people seeking equality with ethnic Magyars.503 A continuation of this 

research on Hungarian nationalism should include studies of the other peoples within Hungary 

during the age of dualism. The autonomist movement among Slovaks should be directly 

compared to efforts by Czechs in Bohemia-Moravia. After all, within the first couple of years of 

dualism, the Czechs agitated heavily for their own rapprochement with the monarchy due to the 

Hungarian success in securing self-government. Due to linguistic and cultural similarities, there 

was a great deal of cross-pollination between Czech and Slovak nationalists. Further work must 

be conducted to identify how these movements interacted.  

The subunit of Croatia-Slavonia would be of special interest as it was the only 

autonomous region within Hungary. Croatia-Slavonia itself was an intensely diverse region with 
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Croats, Serbs, and Jews who had their own national aspirations. The Serbian situation is of great 

interest as Croatia-Slavonia became a part of Serb-dominated Yugoslavia after the First World 

War. This union of lands led to much ethnic and religious unrest during the Second World War 

and the 1990s.    

In the struggle between Hungarian political and cultural nationalism, it was never certain 

that a specific faction would gain the upper hand. As has been shown throughout this thesis, 

numerous agreements were made with national minorities to protect their place in Hungarian 

society and to recognize them as political, not cultural, Hungarians. This occurred through the 

framework of the multiethnic Austro-Hungarian empire as inter-ethnic cooperation was needed 

to maintain internal power systems. The struggle between inclusive and exclusive nationalism in 

Hungary was part of a larger theme of nationalist struggle in the empire. The legislation of laws 

on minorities in Hungary was an example of internal imperialism as power structures were 

reworked in the name of nation-building. With the implementation of an autonomous Croatia-

Slavonia and the rejection of calls for Transylvanian self-rule, uneven development of the 

administration was present in Hungary. However, as has been shown with the cooperation with 

minority groups who supported the Liberal Party, an inclusive political vein of nationalism was 

largely successful. This persisted into the twilight years of the dual monarchy as, even though 

there was growing accommodation for Magyar supremacist factions, the liberal ruling elite of 

Hungary continued to work alongside non-Magyar organizations. The crucible of the First World 

War strained this cooperation as the empire teetered before finally shattering in October 1918. 

Ignoring the prior era of ethnic cooperation in the imperial system does a great disservice to the 

study of this era as it ignores that modern, supremacist forms of nationalism were not always a 

constant. Like any other ideology, nationalism exists in a constant state of flux as who is 
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considered an in-group or out-group is affected by cultural, diplomatic, economic, and political 

developments. 
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The Blaj Pronouncement Translated 

 

1868 May. 15 

FederaŞiunea, 27 Aug 1868 

In view of the general discontent, in view of the all too evident danger to which the 

Romanian nation, language and religion are exposed, owing to the present state of affairs, and in 

view of the resulting discontent, the latter can only be eliminated by the introduction of the 

principles of both national and religious equality; out of a sense of duty to our country and our 

nation, which have come to the brink of the abyss and cannot be saved except by the fulfilment 

of the just demands of our nation, which constitutes the majority of the inhabitants of 

Transylvania, we declare that we steadfastly adhere to the principles and demands solemnly 

proclaimed by the Romanian nation at the general and legal assembly of 15 May 1848; as for the 

details: 

1. On the basis of the Pragmatica Sanctio and the Diploma Leopoldinum, we are in favor 

of an independent Transylvania, all the more so because the autonomy of Croatia-Slavonia was 

recognized, although it had a quite different relationship with Hungary than Transylvania. 

2. We are in favor of the re-enactment of the chapters of the law passed by both 

competent branches of the legislature at the Diet of Sibiu in 1863/4, which were sanctioned, 

published and enacted by His Majesty, and by which the Romanian nation was declared a nation 

of national inhabitants, and at the same time its language and religion were guaranteed. 

3. We are in favor of the re-opening of the Transylvanian Diet on the basis of a true 

representation of the people, in the order and manner voted for by the Romanian minority at the 

feudal Diet of Cluj in 1865. We cannot regard the Diet of Pest as entitled to make laws valid for 

Transylvania, nor for Transylvanians who may be living there as legal representatives of our 

country. 

As under the present circumstances we have no other way of making public and asserting 

our political convictions, we are content to make them public, so as at least to fulfil our civic 

duty and at the same time to do the government a service by openly revealing the dissatisfaction 

which is the consequence of its proceedings in regard to Transylvania. 

Bal§zsfalva, May 1868. 3/15. 
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The Transylvania Memorandum Translated 

1892 Mar. 26 

Memorandum of the Romanians of Transylvania and Hungary  

Your Imperial and Royal Apostolic Majesty! Most gracious Lord! 

The representatives of the Romanian nationality of the electors of the countries of Your 

Majesty's Hungarian Crown, who assembled in Sibiu on the 20th and 21st of January of this year 

for an electoral conference, have concluded that their electors, dissatisfied with the situation of 

their constituents following the system of government introduced in 1866-1868 and the whole 

development of our public life since then, can no longer, after their sad experience, have 

confidence in the Parliament of Budapest, nor in the Parliament of Hungary. In the Hungarian 

Government, and after long and careful consideration, they have this time again unanimously 

come to the opinion that it is a matter of patriotic wisdom that the Romanians should no longer 

attempt to exercise their right to elect representatives to the National Assembly but should 

consider themselves as not being represented in the National Assembly of their country. 

On the authority of this conference, at which the whole of the Romanians of the Lajt§n 

region were represented, they come before the steps of Your Majesty's throne with humble 

respect, to draw attention to the dangers to the common homeland arising from the present 

governmental policy, and to bring these facts to Your Majesty's attention, which have compelled 

the Romanians, one of the most loyal and tolerant people of the Monarchy, to renounce for the 

present the exercise of their most important rights, which they have obtained by Your Majesty's 

grace, as a reward for the sacrifice of property and blood which they have made for the glory of 

the monarchy and the Monarchy. 

In the years 1866-1868, inspired by the desire to make possible the happier coexistence 

of the peoples entrusted to Your Majesty's paternal protection, Your Majesty most graciously 

permitted the Monarchy to be governed on a dualistic basis. 

The Romanians watched this complete transformation of the governmental system with 

concern because the preparations for this new organization pointed to a deviation toward a 

flawed and dangerous domestic policy. 

We consider it a mistake and a dangerous one, because in the life of a state, any attempt 

at backward development, which once granted rights are revoked, is a dangerous mistake. In the 

course of the historical development of the life of our State, the rights of the various peoples who 

made up the Monarchy have been strengthened over the centuries, and the abolition of serfdom, 

which followed the sad events of 1848, naturally entailed not only the securing of these rights by 

the State but also the application of these rights in practice, in accordance with law and justice. 

And it was foreseeable that, under the new system of government, the exercise of rights once 

acquired would become almost impossible. 

As a systematic people, and full of confidence in Your Majesty's paternal care, the 

Romanians have submitted to the new situation. 
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But they were soon to become convinced that in leading circles everywhere the effort was 

being fostered to render illusory the rights sanctioned by Your Majesty's sovereign 

plenipotentiary power by the false application of constitutional forms. 

Despite solemn promises that all nationalities would be satisfied by respecting the rights 

once won, the new system of government has introduced racial domination and an artificially 

overgrown national hegemony in Hungary. 

This drive to secure national hegemony has been the hallmark of our entire constitutional 

life over the past 25 years. 

This state policy is in the utmost contradiction with the whole historical development of 

our political life over a thousand years, it contradicts the traditional political aspirations and 

national interests of the Romanian people, and at the same time, it goes against the requirements 

of the modern constitutional state organization.  

History proves that during the thousand years of the historical development of our State, 

the relation which is usually established between the conqueror and the conquered has never 

existed as a principle of constitutional law, and that, consequently, there could never have been 

any political-national supremacy. 

All the upheavals that have arisen in social life and the manifestations of the legislative 

organs of the State can be traced back to the movement of 1790-91 and the reaction that it 

provoked and are seen as a stage in the struggle of the people who formed the kingdom for their 

existence and for the safeguarding of their national existence. 

The Romanian people then, as before and since then, based on its thousand years of 

historical rights, on the importance it deserves by virtue of the number, ethnic and geographical 

location, and characteristics of its brothers and sisters, have always sought to defend its national 

rights, which it has never renounced. 

The steps taken in 1696, 1700, 1790, and 1791, his conduct in 1848, and his perseverance 

until the introduction of the present system, are all proof that he has always endeavored to 

maintain these rights and that in every manifestation of his desires, as a fundamental idea and as 

a goal towards the attainment of which he has been striving, he has sought to assert his national 

individuality as a factor of the State. Historical law, like the Transylvanian constitutional law, the 

fundamental laws, and the pragmatica sanctio, provide Transylvania with an unassailable 

guarantee of self-government, and the Romanian people, especially after the proclamation of the 

egalitarianism of 1848 and the further development of constitutional law in the years 1863-1865, 

saw in this precious fact the most complete guarantee of their national existence, and their 

national aspirations culminated in this self-government. 

Contrary to the perception that prevailed over the centuries, the Union has now destroyed 

this autonomy in an unjust manner contrary to state law and the rights of the free elements that 

make up Transylvania, ignoring, ethnic geographical and its specific development, all of which 

necessarily require the preservation of this autonomy. 
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The Romanian people consider that this procedure violates their historical and national 

rights because: 

A) The Union was declared without the participation of the Romanian people in a form 

commensurate with their number and importance, and that in a National Assembly whose 

representatives were assembled based on the Electoral Law of 1790-1791 and the Laws of 1848, 

that is to say, based on laws which belong to the era of the darkest feudalism, about which Your 

Majesty had the honor to say the following in your speech from the throne on 15 June 1863: 

"That part of the ancient constitution of the Grand Duchy of Transylvania which relates 

to the composition of the Diet, in consequence of the abolition of the privileged position of the 

nobility, of the serf and the services of the lords, and of the introduction of equal rights and 

duties for all classes of the population of the country, has undergone such a profound change that 

a constitution of 1790-91. Parliament, convened under the Electoral Act of 1790-91, which, 

contrary to the real interests of the country, would exclude the greatest part of the population 

from the exercise of their civil and political rights, could not be regarded as a true representation 

of the whole population of the country, without distinction of order, birth, nationality, or religion, 

which could possess the moral authority indispensable to resolve the internal affairs of 

Transylvania to the satisfaction of all the nations living together, and to fulfill our fatherly 

intentions, which we have repeatedly expressed, as regards its relation to the monarchy as a 

whole"? - and, since the union of Transylvania with Hungary, which was declared in 1848, never 

became fully effective and was dissolved again, we left this point untouched in our decree of 20 

October 1860 and only ordered the restoration of the provincial representation of Transylvania.ò 

B) on the other hand, the Romanian people feel that the union is an affront to them 

because it has been brought about without taking into account the laws guaranteeing the 

country's autonomy. 

The union and its introduction by the Act XLIII of 1868 is nothing but an open disregard 

for the Romanian people as an element that inhabits the former Transylvania in a vast majority, 

and a disregard for all the fundamental laws that guarantee the self-government of this great 

principality; a total disregard for the Romanian element, an injustice both from the point of view 

of legislation and public law and from that of constitutional law. 

After the dualist system and the Union had placed state power in the hands of the 

Hungarian element, this state, disregarding its common and great interests, pursued only the sole 

aim of securing its national hegemony and achieving Hungarian national unity, and all the laws 

passed since then and their implementation are vivid proof that they are continuing on this steep 

downward slope. 

To prove this sad truth, let us examine some of these laws in general outlines, such as the 

electoral law, the law on the equality of nationalities, the laws on public education, the law on the 

jurisdiction, the law on the press, and the laws on agriculture. 

A)The electoral law for Transylvania is identical to the one that served as the basis for the 

realization of the Magyar national aspirations of 1828". 
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Based on the social and political views that prevailed under feudalism, the authors of this 

law were motivated by the same reasons that gave rise to the laws of 1790-91. The only 

difference is that the main motive behind the new law was to maintain a Magyar hegemony over 

other nationalities by artificial means, even after the end of feudalism. This is also evident from 

the fact that this law takes different measures when it comes to the Romanians and the Szeklers 

and from the fact that the law contains measures which seem to maintain the constitutional 

principle of equal rights between the former serfs and the landlords, in so far as it grants the 

former serf peasant the right to vote by establishing a specific census. - This provision, however, 

contains a manifest falsehood, which serves only to conceal the injustice suffered by the freed 

peasant, since this census, which in Transylvania, where the land is not so fertile and belongs to 

classes V to VIII, is calculated on the basis of the net income of 85 Austrian forints obtained 

from the produce of the land, can be reached by the former serf only in very few cases. Whereas 

in the propertied Hungary, where the land is more fertile, the census is calculated on a quarter of 

a plot. In Transylvania, the census is nine times higher, so high that the purpose of the law is 

clearly to keep the people of Transylvania away from the ballot boxes of the legislatures, while at 

the same time maintaining the appearance of equality of rights created by the abolition of 

serfdom. This striking provision not only confirms the conviction expressed above, but also 

makes clear the fact, and the sad fact, that there are many villages in Transylvania with a 

population of 2 or 3,000 in which, owing to the high census, there is not a single voter, because 

the manorial estate, which has become the property of the former serf, pays, for the most part, 

only 4 or 7 Austrian forints in equal taxation, and only very rarely 8 forints or more. In this way, 

the peasantry, even after its emancipation from the landlord's burden, and despite its equality 

with the other free classes, and despite the fact that it has acquired all civil rights under the terms 

of one law, is deprived of the possibility of exercising its right to vote under the terms of another 

law. This fact is contrary to justice and constitutionalism built on democratic foundations 

because it deprives the majority of the country's landowners of the exercise of their highest civil 

rights and deprives them of the possibility of influencing the course of public affairs. 

For the Romanians of Transylvania, it is mainly the provisions of the electoral law that 

make it impossible for them to be properly represented in the legislature of the country, and 

which grant the right to vote to all artisans in the towns, even to those who have no property at 

all, and to all noblemen and freedmen living in the towns and villages, as well as to the so-called 

free Szeklers, regardless of whether they pay any taxes to the state or not. What this means is that 

in practice the law gives Szeklers and Magyars almost universal suffrage, while the vast majority 

of Romanians are excluded from the ballot box. By means of these legal provisions, the liberated 

Magyars and small nobles, whose number, in view of the fact that the Magyar element had been 

granted open privileges until 1848, is very large, achieve a majority, even if they are people 

without occupation and without property, over the Romanian peasantry, who can claim land, 

houses, and plots and pay blood and property taxes to the throne and the country as well as 

anyone else. And while the Romanians, who in the former Transylvania were rightly regarded by 

virtue of their majority as the element maintaining the state, are excluded from the exercise of 

this fundamental right, the nobles and freedmen, who with few exceptions are only a burden on 

society, are cherished by the privileges conferred on them by law, and it is forcibly established 

that they represent in the legislature the real and proper factors of state life, that is to say, the 
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working and productive population. All this is done on the basis of a right dating back to the 

feudal era, which should have been abolished once and for all by universal equality of rights. 

As a result of this narrow-minded and incompatible with the spirit of this 

constitutionalism, we Romanians of Transylvania - even under the most peaceful conditions - 

cannot elect more than 10-12 national representatives to the National Assembly. We make up 

three-quarters of the country's population," we own the land in the same proportion and bear the 

public burden in the same proportion: it is, therefore, our undeniable legal right to be represented 

in the National Assembly in the same proportion and to participate in the conduct of affairs in the 

same proportion; we believe that it would be incompatible with human dignity to participate in 

the electoral contest on the basis of such an unjust electoral law. 

The injustice of the law is rivaled by the artificial gerrymandering of constituencies. It is 

quite ridiculous to see that in some constituencies a Romanian voter is forced to travel one or 

more days to reach the place where he or she can exercise his or her right to vote. 

There are about 200,000 Magyars in Transylvania," and they too are scattered in the old 

feudal counties among the more than one and a half million Romanians; yet the legislators have 

taken care to ensure that this small Magyar minority will retain a majority of the votes by 

creating electoral districts. 

The measures of the law and the allocation of constituencies in Transylvania cause 

incredible disparities between constituencies because in the Szekler counties, where the Szeklers 

have universal suffrage, thousands of voters are granted the right to vote, while in the counties 

where the Romanians live together in closed masses, the number of voters is negligible. 

It is generally known that - outside of Szeklerland - counties with 90-290,000 inhabitants 

have barely 2-6,000 voters, while in cities there are 1,800-2,000 voters for every 3,500-29,000 

inhabitants. 

Transylvania has over 60,000 voters who exercise their right to vote on the basis of being 

born noble or by right of free Szekler: the number of voters who exercise their right to vote on 

the basis of the census is barely 15-20,000. As the above figures show, in the Romanian counties 

there is one representative for every 50-60,000 inhabitants, while Szeklerland sends one 

representative for every 4-5,000 inhabitants. 

It would be pointless to dwell on the details of the implementation of the electoral law. It 

is well known that, contrary to the provisions of the electoral and criminal laws, voters are bribed 

with food and drink and even money to provide for voters. In the Hungarian constitutional era, 

demoralization in this respect has reached such proportions that anyone who wants to be elected 

as a representative, even if the voters have asked him to accept the nomination, must be prepared 

to incur expenses running into the thousands. 

The abuses committed during elections to obtain votes are so well known that we 

regularly encounter corruption in electoral matters, and it turns out that the main factor and 

supporter of this is the administrative organization of the Hungarian state. In view of this 

systematic and general falsification of elections, it is only natural that even in the Hungarian 
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Parliament several members felt motivated to speak out and defend the freedom of elections, but, 

as is well known, this remains a 'pium desiderium' even today. 

Electoral corruption and the suppression of voters' consciences, the abuse of law and 

power in electoral matters in the Hungarian state go so far that a citizen can only participate in an 

electoral contest without regard for his personal and life security, and elections in Hungary have 

almost taken on the character of a civil war.  

In the face of these violations, the Romanian people, especially in Transylvania, where an 

electoral law different from that of Hungary is in force after the introduction of the Union, 

consider it unpatriotic and incompatible with the dignity of citizenship to fight for one of their 

fundamental rights with a hatchet and a hatchet in their hands: they hope and expect that 

elections will be free and that the electoral law will be fair. 

As a result of all the arbitrariness that has prevailed in our country since the introduction 

of dualism, the Romanians have been so deeply discontented that a mass participation of the 

Romanian electorate in rigged elections could easily result in scenes of incalculable magnitude in 

a country like Transylvania, where the number of the oppressed is so great and that of the 

thoughtless oppressors so small. Overwhelmed by the feeling that as long as these unjust laws 

and the aforementioned violence remain in force, we Romanians have no place either in the 

constitutional life of the Hungarian state or in its representative body, the Romanian voters of 

Transylvania and Hungary have decided and declared that they will abstain from the Budapest 

Diet. 

Your Imperial and Royal Apostolic Majesty! 

The Romanians have always wanted, and still want, to participate in the public life of 

their country, the highest expression of which is the National Assembly, and they have 

demanded, and still demand, this right to participate, just as they demand to be recognized as a 

factor in the public law of Hungary: they now expect nothing less than to be given the 

opportunity to participate in public life to the extent compatible with their dignity and the 

constitutional system of representation, since they are convinced that without such participation 

the essential conditions for their national, political and cultural development cannot unfold. This 

participation, however, is not possible while the present conditions, deliberately created by unjust 

laws and their unlawful and dishonest application, persist; but we are comforted by the thought 

that Your Majesty will be convinced that the passive resistance of the Romanians is legitimate 

and has been imposed on them against their will, in disregard of all legal principles. 

It is a painful reality that more than three million of Your Majesty's subjects are not 

represented and do not consider themselves represented in the Parliament of their country and 

that for a quarter of a century, all laws have been passed without the consent of this political 

factor, in total disregard of its interests and contrary to the great interests of the Monarchy. 

However sweetly they may have been looked upon in the past, the Romanians have never 

renounced their national individuality, have never ceased to demand respect for their right to 

unhindered cultural development, and still consider it their duty to their parents and ancestors not 
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to contribute to the consolidation of a state driven by the express desire to make all Romanian 

national development in Transylvania and Hungary impossible. 

B)The law on the equal rights of nationalities [1868: Act XLIV of 1868], even if 

incomplete, could have encouraged the Romanians to contribute to the consolidation of the 

Hungarian state, if it had been sincerely implemented. 

Romanians have always fought to preserve their national individuality. Even under the 

most difficult circumstances, they have preserved their language, customs, and morals and have 

never been absorbed by other people, despite all attempts at nationalization. Nothing, therefore, 

was more precious to them than the right to unrestricted, free cultural development, [830] and 

their demands were directed to the maintenance of the principle of the legitimate protection of 

their existence and free development. 

And whoever gives them this legal assurance can be sure of having control of their 

property and their lives and of winning their fullest devotion. 

However, anyone who carefully examines the law on the equal rights of nationalities will 

soon come to the conclusion that this was not the purpose of the law when it was enacted, 

because the legislators not only failed to ensure the national existence and free cultural 

development of the nationalities that make up the Hungarian state, especially the Romanians, 

but, on the contrary, they sought - without taking into account national individualities - to read all 

nationalities into a single nation under the ethnic and political guise of the Magyar language, 

with the open intention of creating a legal basis for the unification of the Hungarian nation. 

As the legislature of the country proceeded from this false conception, it is only natural 

that, except for the letter, the whole law should contain nothing of the great idea of equality. This 

explains the fact that certain provisions of the law, contrary to this ideal, exclude the other 

languages of the country from the public life of the state without the slightest legal basis and 

grant the Magyar language exclusive dominance as the state language. 

The granting by law of the exclusive dominion of a language in a multilingual state like 

Hungary cannot be justified either from the point of view of true and legitimate national 

aspirations, or from the views expressed by the Nationality Committee, which, in view of the fact 

that they were derived from the principle of the individual equality of citizens, were considered 

the only appropriate ones, or from the point of view of the facilitation of administration, as 

expressed in the introduction of the law which appeals to the reason, feelings and conscience of 

the citizens, and which the legislature passed in 1868: XLIV.t.-As all the citizens of Hungary and 

the Republic of Hungary form one nation according to the principles of the constitution and in 

political terms, the indivisible, united Hungarian nation, of which all citizens of the country, 

whatever their nationality, are equal members. Which means that everyone living in Hungary, be 

he Romanian, German, Slav, etc., is only a member of the one and indivisible Hungarian nation. 

So it is very natural that we consider this introduction as an open assassination attempt against 

our national life and the national life of other non-Magyar citizens. 
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By deliberately substituting the concept of political nation with that of ethnicity, the law 

denies our existence as a political factor from the very first sentence. While this unity is affirmed 

in the following, the law contains provisions for the use of languages other than the Magyar 

language only insofar as they constitute an easement in internal state relations, when it states the 

principle: "as well as this equality of rights can only be subject to special rules for the official use 

of the various languages in vogue in the country and only insofar as the unity of the country, the 

practical possibilities of government and administration and the accurate administration of 

justice require". And Ä 1 made the Magyar language the official language of the State. 

As regards the use of this language in public life, in political, legal, and municipal life, in 

notices required in public office, in administrative and school affairs, and in higher educational 

institutions, the law contains precise provisions, while those relating to other languages are only 

permissive, as if these languages were only dialects which do not deserve to be cultivated and are 

generally used in all spheres of human life. 

The "implementation" of this law confirms our view that the legislature had an ulterior 

motive from the outset for putting these provisions into practice. 

Article 17 of the law says: "In the future, too, in filling offices, personal ability alone 

being the sole criterion, the nationality of a person shall not be considered an obstacle to his 

rising to any office or dignity existing in the country. On the contrary, the State Government will 

see to it that, as far as possible, persons of the various nationalities who are perfectly proficient 

in the necessary languages and otherwise qualified shall be employed for the offices of 

magistrates or administrations, and especially for the offices of archbishop. 

However, this provision of the law remains a dead letter. In Transylvania, as well as in 

many counties outside Transylvania, such as Bihor, Szil§gy, Arad, Temes, Szatm§r, M§ramaros, 

Krass·-Szºr®ny (etc.), in 23 counties in all, the Romanians are in a vast majority, if not 

exclusively constituting the population; but in none of these counties has the government applied 

the provisions of the said section of the law, in order to show itself just and impartial, and so it 

has happened that in the whole kingdom there is not a single chief bailiff, nor even a single 

deputy bailiff, who is a Romani. And perhaps no one would seriously pretend that out of three 

million people, there is not one who is qualified to do so. 

The law was treated in a similar way as regards the judicial authorities. In the whole 

country, which has 65 magistrates' courts, 23 of which are in provinces where the population is 

almost exclusively Romanian, there is only one Romanian appointed by the Hungarian 

government as president of the courts, and only here and there are one or two Romanian 

nationalities among the magistrates. 

In the higher magistrates' offices, or in other high offices such as the ministries, only 

those Romanians employed who were there at the first appointments in 1866-1867 and are still 

alive, without having been removed. Thus, for example, in the royal. Kuria has only one 

Romanian employee, three at the Budapest royal board, four at the Marosv§s§rhely board before 

decentralization, but now only one, three at the Kolozsv§r board, one each at the Debrecen and 

Szeged boards. 
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These few were only preserved because they could not be easily removed. 

The situation is even worse in other ministries, such as religion and education, finance, 

and trade. Neither in the countryside nor in the central offices are Romanians employed, even in 

half the numbers. The few exceptions only reinforce the rule. Thus, for example, in the two 

universities, there is only one Romanian as a teacher, and in the entire public education 

administration there is only one Romanian as a supervisor, and that too is only far from the same 

nationality.  

Your Imperial and Royal Apostolic Majesty! We mention all this not to complain of the 

injustice done to us, but merely to show how general and deep-rooted the discontent which the 

whole present system of government has created among the Romanians, and how tense is the 

tension between the Romanians and the present government.  

We Romanians have made great efforts and sacrifices over the past decades to educate the 

masses of the people and to train them to become men who have acquired higher education in 

European universities, and who are now in our thousands, who have the general education which 

is at home in Western Europe, individuals who have diplomas in all the sciences and in their own 

countries, but who have had to leave their countries because they have been persecuted and have 

had to seek a livelihood elsewhere. Thus, finally, the Romanians had to come to the conclusion 

that they were considered foreigners in their own country, which their ancestors had defended 

with the sacrifice of their lives and which they themselves would have to defend in the future 

against any enemy, whoever he might be. The more this feeling permeates the masses, the more 

determined will be the fight that will be forced upon the Romanians. 

The Romanians, governed by men who regard him as foreigners, and whom he himself 

regards as foreigners, finds nowhere, in justice, in administration, or any other branch of public 

life, friendly rapprochement, nowhere comfort and justice. 

And this is mainly because, despite the favorable provisions of the law on equal rights, 

the language of the people is not taken into account in public life if it is not the Magyar language. 

An invading army that invades a foreign country employs men who know the language 

and customs of the conquered country in its dealings with the inhabitants of that country. The 

Romanians in the Hungarian kingdom were treated worse than the inhabitants of the conquered 

countries. In the administration, in the magistrates' courts where justice is dispensed, in the 

whole of public life, they meet everywhere with people who speak the Magyar language and who 

know neither their language, nor their peculiarities and customs, nor their particular interests. 

The Romanians are summoned to appear before civil and criminal courts in the Magyar 

language, the trials are held in the same language and the verdicts are pronounced in the same 

language: in most cases, they are sentenced without knowing why or how. 

Because the judges are usually people who do not understand Romanian, on the other 

hand, the preliminary investigation and the whole judicial procedure is conducted in the Magyar 

language, which the Romanian does not understand; in most cases, one of the bailiffs is used as 

an intermediary between the judge and the accused. And it happens that the verdict is often 
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delivered on the basis of an interpretation by a person who is not qualified to do such 

interpreting, or sometimes even lacks the necessary goodwill. 

And the main ambition of the government is not good administration, but the complete 

explanation of public life. 

Through the government officials, whom he considers as some kind of agents in public 

offices, he is doing his utmost to ensure that the Romanians, even at home, in their villages, do 

not get any of them as employees. There have been countless cases where 4-5 municipalities, 

which form a notary district with an exclusively Romanian population, have been forced to 

accept as notary a man who does not know their language, and it has come to the point where a 

Romanian cannot even consider his language as a native one in his municipality. 

To facilitate this violence, the law has been amended so that the nomination is no longer 

made by the municipal council, but by the slave judge, who in most cases ensures that the 

potential Romanian candidate is not even included among the candidates. 

Article 2-12 of Act XLIV of 1868 grants the nationalities of the Hungarian State the right 

to use their mother tongue in the official proceedings of the jurisdictions and municipalities, as 

well as in county councils, and recognizes the right of all citizens to use their mother tongue in 

their dealings with the offices and magistrates. Nevertheless, the Magyar language was imposed 

in all public and judicial proceedings and even in private institutions. In order to avoid the 

situation mentioned in Ä 5, the officials are not chosen from among the Romanians, and the 

notaries who have survived from the time of the Proviz·rium or who have managed to enter the 

administration after overcoming great difficulties are forbidden to use the language of the people 

in their offices. 

Thus it has come about that no office in the country now communicates with the people 

in their own language: the Romanian language has been completely excluded from the courts, 

the land registry, the district offices, and all other offices, without anyone caring in the least 

whether the people understand the official communications or orders communicated to them or 

not? 

If a Romanian, invoking the right he had before the introduction of dualism and 

confirmed in the above-mentioned Ä of the law, submits any petition or document to a court or 

public office in his mother tongue, it will be rejected on the grounds that it was not in the Magyar 

language. If he appeals, the refusal will be upheld or the official acting in violation of the law 

will not even be charged the costs incurred. 

And when the minister is finally informed, he says that it is not his responsibility. Thus, 

the government not only demands that the law be disregarded on these points, which contain 

even a small vestige of truth, but also covers with its authority the officials who compete with 

each other in circumventing this law; and it has even gone so far that the government has sought 

and obtained from Parliament the authority to repeal the law by ministerial decrees, as provided 

in the Act of 1886: XXIX.2, ÄÄ 6-9, on the basis of which the Minister of Justice issued Decree 

No. 947/1888. 
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The Romanians, therefore, in his own country and in spite of the rights granted to him by 

the laws of the sovereign plenipotentiary power of Your Majesty and the legislative bodies, 

cannot have any contact with the officials paid by his sweat and appointed to protect his interests, 

and must even pay translators and interpreters in judicial matters, and thus receives a justice 

which is more expensive for him than for the Magyars, who, moreover, always receive relief and 

are everywhere treated with benevolence. 

C)The "article of law on the organization of the jurisdictions" was also designed to 

exclude the Romanians from public life. This law is based on the unjust provisions of the 

electoral law because the members of the municipalities who are elected to the municipal 

assembly on the basis of public trust are elected by the same elements who have the right to vote 

in the parliament. For the same reasons for which the Romanians are not represented in the Diet, 

they cannot be represented, in proportion to their numbers and importance, in the assemblies of 

the counties and districts in which they constitute the overwhelming majority and in the same 

proportion own the land and bear the public burden. 

The electoral law, the artificial gerrymandering of electoral districts, the corruption and 

violence in elections have forced the Romanians to withdraw from the jurisdiction, which the 

current government seeks nothing more than to implement the Hungarian state ideal and to keep 

other nationalities from exercising their constitutional rights. 

D)The church and the school were until recently the only spheres of public life where, 

thanks to Your Majesty's most gracious providence, the Romanians still saw their freedom of 

national development assured. 

Article 14 of Act XLIII of 1868 grants the Church self-government and the competence 

of autonomous ecclesiastical authorities in matters of religion and popular education. 

This autonomy also includes the right to organize and conduct education in schools 

founded and maintained by the denominations. 

The Hungarian legislature, however, although by the creation of this law, it confirmed 

part of the rights of the Romanians, which had long since been granted by Your Majesty's grace, 

for the free cultural development of the people, looked askance at the progress in culture which 

the Romanians had made under the law. A few years had barely passed before draft laws were 

being discussed, the aim of which was not only to cut a gap in this autonomy and to restrict it to 

such a narrow range that cultural development would be impossible but also to force by law that 

the sons of all nationalities should be forced to learn the Magyar language in the denominational 

schools. This was the goal that led them to pass into law? This was the reason why they 

introduced into law the unheard-of rule that teachers in denominational schools must learn the 

Magyar language within a certain period of time if they do not want to lose their jobs. 

The Greek Orthodox and Greek Catholic church leaders in Romania complained against 

this provision! and in the Hungarian Parliament, some Romanian deputies have also raised their 

voices to point out the injustice and coercion against the Romanians and the attack that these 
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provisions are making on one of our most precious assets, the language on which we hang by 

every thread of our existence and on our religious and cultural rights. 

These complaints, despite being based on sound considerations, remained without result, 

and although public education matters were regulated by Decree XXXVII of 1868, the new 

drafts were voted on and enacted. 

Once the law was enacted, teachers and students were forced to spend most of their 

teaching time, 18 hours a week, learning a language that was completely foreign to them and 

never needed in the daily life of the community. Thus, the denominational schools ceased to be 

institutions for the dissemination of knowledge and were reduced to the level of focal points for 

the dissemination of the Magyar language. 

The result of this compulsion, however, could not have satisfied the framers of the law, 

for it is impossible to expect the children of the peasantry to learn in the popular schools a 

language which is entirely foreign to them, and which they never hear anywhere but at school. In 

1891, after ten years of fruitless effort, the law on children's shelters was passed," forcing 

children to learn the Magyar language from the age of three. 

This law was nevertheless passed, despite the protests of the non-Magyar nationalities of 

the Hungarian kingdom, especially the Romanians, who protested in numerous and well-attended 

popular assemblies against the unheard-of assassination of family life by removing children from 

parental care and custody at the earliest age. 

However, not only were these protests not taken into account, but the 1868: XLIV. 14. 

and 4. Ä 18 of the Constitution of 1868, which approves the right of church authorities and 

denominations to determine the language of instruction in their denominational schools, a right 

which for centuries had been reserved to denominations and which, in disregard of the right of 

self-government guaranteed by the Fundamental Laws, was imposed on denominational 

secondary schools. Thus, contrary to the founding charter and in circumvention of the law that 

still stands today, the Magyar language was introduced as the language of instruction at the 

Bel®nyes secondary school by a simple ministerial decree. 

We Romanians are more than 3 million people in our country, we contribute with our 

blood and taxes to the maintenance of the state, yet we do not have a single institution for the 

dissemination of culture, maintained by the state. We do not have a university, not even a parallel 

department, as was planned for us in 1865-66 and as was envisaged for us when the University 

of Cluj was founded. We have come to the point where even the Romanian Language and 

Literature Department is not allowed to use its mother tongue as the language of lecture, and 

what is more, the filling of this department at the University of Cluj-Napoca must be seen as an 

affront to the Romanian people and to higher education. 

With the taxes we pay, the state does not maintain a single institution that could serve our 

national development, not a high school, not a secondary school, not a trade or agricultural 

school, not even a teacher training college. Even more sadly, we are no longer authorized to 

found a secondary school at our own expense. 
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Article 26 of the Law on the Equal Rights of Nationalities contains the following 

provision. The language of private institutions and associations shall be determined by the 

founders. We are therefore guaranteed the right, as a denomination or association, to found our 

schools and to determine the language of instruction in them. But even in our public schools, 

there are occasional objections, so that the government has an excuse to convert them into public 

schools, where the government can more easily influence the appointment of teachers and 

introduce the Magyar language of presentation. They have a similar aim in mind when they 

establish municipal schools in municipalities with mixed populations, and the Romanians, who 

already have a denominational school there, are obliged to contribute to the establishment and 

maintenance of the municipal school so that they are eventually forced to give up the 

maintenance of the denominational school. 

In Arad and Karansebes, Romanians repeatedly asked to be allowed to set up secondary 

schools at their own expense. The government, however, refused permission on meaningless 

pretexts, with the open intention of forcing the Romanians to send their sons only to Magyar 

schools, where the main concern of their teachers is not to impart education but to spread the 

Magyar spirit and language.  

In order to spread the same spirit in the denominational schools, the state education 

inspectorates and the administrative authorities also keep and support teachers in the 

denominational schools who have been dismissed from their posts by the denominational 

education inspectorates if they show zeal in the dissemination of the Magyar language. In order 

to provide the necessary support to more of these elements, a ministerial decree has been issued 

prohibiting the removal of such teachers from their posts without the prior consent of the 

Ministry. In this way, the right of autonomous churches to discipline is effectively violated and 

the political authorities are given unlimited power in matters concerning denominational schools. 

The property of the border guard bases, such as the Naszod, the Banat and the Fogaras, 

was touched for similar purposes. Decree No. 31.507/1886 of the Minister of Culture addressed 

to the Archbishop on the matter of the regulations for the management of the assets of the II 

Border Guard Regiment Fund in Naszod is in complete contradiction to the regulations issued by 

Your Majesty on 20 January 1851.-5151 of 1851, issued on the dissolution of the regiment, and 

with Your Majesty's manuscript of 22 August 1861, which declares this fund to be the exclusive 

property of the border guards, which was given to the border guards who were entered in the 

military cadaster as "border parishes". 

The owners of the fund, in accordance with the contents of the deed, established the 

management arrangements, which were again approved by Your Majesty on 23 March 1871, and 

on the basis of the ownership recognized by Your Majesty, the border guards used their property 

until 1885, when the government appointed a ministerial commissioner to manage this property, 

which was then taken away from the owners by political means. Since 1885, this property has 

been administered by the government through a government commissioner, who has also taken 

the initiative of establishing a new statute. In disregard of the rights granted to the border guards 

by Your Majesty, the government imposed a statute on them, by virtue of which the property of 

the border guards became municipal property. When the government carried out this plan, it took 
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away from the border guards by unjust and illegal decree this property, which they had received 

for their devotion to the throne and their patriotic self-sacrifice, and gave it for the use of 

foreigners who had settled or were settling in the former border guard area. 

All this was done in order to give the political authorities free control over the schools 

supported by the border guard funds, and especially over the Naszod Gymnasium, where, 

contrary to the founding charter, the Minister reserved the right to determine the language of 

instruction. 

The same procedure was applied to the Banat border guards' base, in order to take it away 

from its original owners and use it for Magyarization purposes. 

And the faithful are even more pained that the aid which Your Majesty gave to the Greek 

Eastern Church from the state's assets to subsidize poor priests is now being used for similar 

purposes. Despite all the protests of the synods and assemblies of the Church, the government 

has usurped the right to distribute these subsidies itself, through the political authorities and 

without consulting the ecclesiastical authorities, as if it were a provision for rewarding the 

political services of the priests of the Greek East. Although this amount is not very substantial, 

and because this very government is so compromised in the eyes of the Romanians, it has still 

not found enough among the Romanian priests to distribute this amount completely. 

Your Majesty! The Romanians have preserved their nationality under very difficult 

circumstances and will continue to do so in the struggle with the present governmental system. 

This struggle,  however, is hindering their natural development, filling them with bitterness, and 

alienating them more and more from their fellow Magyars, who misled and prejudiced by 

impracticable ideals, have lost the sense of community of interest which pervades all peoples 

united under Your Majesty's scepter and are wasting the strength of the State in vain efforts to 

destroy all that is not Magyar in the Hungarian State. It was and still is our civil duty to protest 

against the attack, and we are aware that we have always fulfilled this duty: we Romanians 

cannot be reproached for having, when it was our duty to speak, encouraged the government by 

our silence to remain on its path to the abyss. 

However, the government has used the most stringent regulations to silence our voices or 

at least prevent them from being heard. 

E)The press law was enacted specifically for this purpose. Since the Romanians are in a 

large majority in Transylvania, the government saw fit to reserve to itself the right to act with a 

freer hand in all matters concerning the press in Transylvania, so that it could more easily 

suppress the expression of conviction. 

     Transylvania therefore has not only a separate electoral law but also a separate press law, 

which contains more stringent provisions and even more decidedly contrary to true 

libertarianism. 

Through this law, the government has given the prosecutors unlimited power to persecute 

the Romanian press and suppress the expression of any belief that does not conform to the 

government's convictions. 
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To ensure success under all circumstances, the government reserved the right to transfer 

the juries to cities with Magyar populations by ministerial decree. Accordingly, the jury in 

Sieben, which refused to give the verdicts desired by the government, was dissolved and new 

press courts were set up in Cluj and T©rgu Mures, where the jurors are Magyars, and therefore 

act as judges in their own cases against the Romanians. 

While during the 25 years of constitutional government, no Magyar political newspaper 

was ever prosecuted for attacking the government or disturbing the peace between the co-

habiting peoples, although the Magyar newspapers repeated the sharpest attacks day after day, 

the Romanian newspapers were constantly summoned to appear before juries during the same 

period, who did not fail to declare them guilty. Thus the Romanian papers, the Federatiunea, the 

Albina, the Observatorul, the Gazeta Transilvaniei, the Tribuna, the Rominische Revuet, were 

successively prosecuted and convicted, either for having committed unlawful acts, or because the 

Magyar papers were not unpatriotic, but sold to others. So especially in the mountains of 

Transylvania, where his articles were published and refuted. They even brought a press case 

against a person who was under the protection of immunity for an appeal to his constituents, 

which contained nothing more than a mere expression of the patriotic concerns shared by all 

Romanians. 

In 1888 alone, no less than eight press cases were brought against the Romanian 

newspapers, and the authors and editors were punished with heavy penalties because they had 

the civic virtue of expressing the conviction that the Romanians had about the serious situation 

of the country. 

For publishing and refuting an article in which a Magyar newspaper propagated the cult 

of Kossuth, an editor of the "Tribuna" was sentenced to a year in prison and the newspaper was 

fined a hefty fine. Another editor of the same newspaper was sentenced to the same punishment 

for expressing his approval of the appeal to his constituents by retired Tsarist General Doda 

Traj§n, a member of parliament. General Doda himself was sentenced to two years imprisonment 

and a heavy fine for the said appeal, and only Your Majesty's supreme mercy saved the aged 

general, who had rendered much service to his country and throne, from further persecution. 

Yet these persecutions could not deter the Romanians from their patriotic duty, and so in 

1890, a new series of press raids against Romanian newspapers followed. This time several 

Romanian newspaper writers were again sentenced to one and a half years in prison, including a 

correspondent of the "Tribuna", for having disparaged the cult of Kossuth among Magyars. And 

on no other occasion has the ambition to transform the multilingual Hungarian state into a 

Hungarian nation-state been so openly exposed as in these press circles. The royal prosecutors, 

whose duty it is to see that the laws are observed, did not dare to ask the jurors to formulate their 

verdicts not on the basis of the article in question, but to read between the lines, that is, to keep in 

mind not justice and the existing laws in their verdicts, but their pure Hungarian feelings. In the 

presence of the royal board and the press jury in Cluj, in front of a large audience, the prosecutor 

declared to the accused that homage to the person of the King was not yet patriotism, and he 

used the most disrespectful terms to describe the glorious honor which Your Majesty, For 

steadfast perseverance in the cause of the sworn allegiance of 1848- 1849" to the border guards 
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of Naszod, in so far as he declared that the deeds by which the Romanians had earned this honor 

were an indelible stain of shame on the Romanian people. 

In today's Hungary, Your Majesty, respect for our dynastic traditions, our attachment to 

the monarchy, and our love for our people is a political crime, punished severely, and nothing 

proves better than the lawsuits against the Romanian press that the government has always been 

aware of it, of the general and deep-rooted dissatisfaction of the Romanians, but did not consider 

it necessary to take this into account and to restore peace and good understanding, but was of the 

opinion that it would be good and in the interests of the Magyars if it did everything possible to 

prevent this dissatisfaction from being expressed. 

F)The government's agricultural policy has served the same purpose. In view of the 

importance of agrarian relations for the whole social development, and imbued with the desire to 

secure the peaceful work of the great mass of the agricultural population, Your Majesty has most 

graciously seen fit to include in the patents of 1853 and 1854 a series of provisions favorable to 

the former serfs. 

The explanations and interpretations of these patents and of the laws enacted in this 

matter, in the practice of the judiciary, favored the landed class almost to the point of 

intolerability, in spite of the interests and undeniable rights of the village population, and 

therefore several Romanian villages complained before the steps of Your Majesty's majesty, and 

in 1880 the Romanian lawyers submitted a memorandum to the Diet against the government's 

agrarian bill, which, however, was rejected by the Government in the XLV. of the 1880 Act. of 

1880, but was nevertheless enacted into law. 

Here we only venture to inform Your Majesty that the landed property affairs of the State 

are still largely unresolved, 44 years after the abolition of serfdom and that a whole series of 

disputes are still going on between former landowners and serfs, thus hampering and impeding 

economic development, because the Romanians are not sure whether they will not again 

challenge their property rights, which they have acquired by the sweat of their brow and 

centuries of toil. 

The many lawsuits lost against feudal landlords or the treasury are proof of the partiality 

of the landlord courts. 

The Romanian people, the Romanian Church, and the municipalities have to suffer even 

more from the partiality of the magistrates in the cases of segregation in the member states and in 

the border settlements, which are mainly initiated in order to deprive the Romanians of the 

greatest possible part of everything that the imperial patents have granted them. 

In the case of separations, the Hungarian court does not pay the former tenants the 

obligatory share they are entitled to under the patents and the land laws, but after decades of 

litigation only half or a quarter of what they are entitled to as compensation for the land services 

under the usufruct right. In most municipalities, this right is completely denied despite the fact 

that they can prove it. 
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In many villages after 1848, the landlord arbitrarily deprived the former serfs of the right 

to cut wood and graze, so they were forced to start a lawsuit because of segregation. 

However, these suits were dragged on in the courts for 20-30 years and cost thousands of 

forints. However, after the court was forced to recognize the rights of the old enserfed peasants, 

it did not force the offending landowner to pay compensation by means of a final judgment, 

although civil law requires all offenders to pay the costs of the lawsuit. 

A still clearer proof of the ill-will shown towards the Romanians is the fact that, where 

the separation of forests and pastures between the Treasury as owner and the Romanians as 

former serfs has been carried out, the government, through its officials, has arranged to give the 

use of the forests to the Romanians living in the commune in question, even for money, a people 

which for centuries has lived by cattle-raising and timber trading, the Romanians can hardly earn 

their daily bread because the judgments of the courts in cases of segregation have not given them 

the land they needed, which would correspond to the usufruct they had ab antiguo. The 

population of the western mountains of Transylvania, in particular, was thus reduced to such a 

miserable situation that a large proportion of them were forced to emigrate. 

It is clear from all this that the government is making a deliberate and deliberate effort to 

make life unbearable for the Romanians in their own country and to gamble away their property 

into the hands of others. 

For example, on the occasion of the compensation of the royal usufruct, the government 

decreed that the sums which, under the previous laws, were due to the former serfs for the three 

cantorial months of October and December, should not be given into their hands and distributed 

among them, but should be added to the municipal codes, the income from which was to cover 

part of the municipal expenses: A legal provision has therefore been made to the effect that the 

income of an estate acquired by a century-old landowner shall be unjustly distributed to all 

immigrants in the municipality, and even to landowners who have been compensated for the loss 

of their rights at that time. So the same procedure is for the property of border municipalities. 

In order to prevent the Romanians from supporting each other in the difficult situation in 

which they found themselves, the Hungarian legislature, after 25 years of constitutional 

government, did not find it necessary to pass a law on assembly and association, but left it to the 

government to take measures in this respect in accordance with the requirements of Hungarian 

war policy. Thus, the government, under meaningless pretexts, flatly refused the permission 

requested by the Romanians to establish agricultural and public associations. Even Romanian 

women were not allowed to form associations with only cultural aims. At the same time, 

however, associations were organized to promote Magyarization, i.e. with a distinctly aggressive 

aim, and these associations continued their activities under the protection of the public 

authorities and promoted racial struggle between the different peoples of the country. 

Your Majesty! We Romanians desire nothing more than to live in good harmony with all 

our fellow citizens and to carry out our cultural and economic work in peace. Imbued with the 

consciousness of the viability and indestructibility of our race, we can only smile at the futile 

efforts of the Hungarian government and the Hungarian society it has encouraged to plunge us 
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into cultural and economic ruin and make us more susceptible to secession from our nationality; 

but the action of the government and of Hungarian society naturally provokes a reaction which 

manifests itself in all spheres of public life, and brings both the monarchy and our virgin 

homeland into incessant turmoil. 

We, Your Majesty, are a calm, orderly, loyal, and very patient people, but we are only 

human beings and we cannot remain motionless when we see that we are being daily singled out 

and shamelessly insulted, that our economic and cultural interests are being violated and our 

national existence is being threatened. 

Proof of this threat can be found in the speech with which the president opened the 

inaugural meeting of the "Magyar Public Culture Association of Cluj" in 1883.  

Even more striking proof of this can be found in the 25 points of the Committee of 100 of 

the Association, which without any embellishment expresses the goal they are striving for: the 

Magyarization of everything that is not Magyar in the Hungarian state. Naturally, when they saw 

the backlash that this ill-considered statement caused among the non-Magyar nationalities, the 

authors of these points did their utmost to defeat the purpose of this association by various 

explanations and equivocations: in practice, however, it has been proved that the Transylvanian 

Magyar Public Culture Association, in particular, was set up and is being led in such a way that 

the Magyar element here in Transylvania, with the support of the government and the actual 

Magyars in Hungary, can gradually absorb the Romanians and Germans; the other associations in 

Hungary should do the same in relation to the Romanians, Germans and Slavs there. 

A real proof of this is the establishment of Magyar folk schools in purely Romanian 

villages, such as Radna, Bucs. a, etc., where there was no need for this because they had 

denominational schools that met the requirements of education. 

Further evidence is that, under the pretext that a large part of the Magyar population has 

been Romanianized, they are trying to forcibly reintegrate several Romanian communities, 

forcing them to renounce their nationality. 

Finally, the speech which the Prime Minister made to the electorate in Timisoara on 7 

February 1892, contained the following statement: 'In my opinion, the best way to assimilate and 

pacify the foreign nationalities living in the country is for the legislature to pass resolutions and 

the government to implement them in such a way that the citizens of the various nationalities feel 

comfortable under the protection of institutions. Let every effort be made for the enrichment of 

the country and its parts. Let there be a good and just administration and a just service, for it is 

with the help of these that the nationality question will be solved without any violence, - and this 

is the course which the Government intends to pursue in this matter." 

The Prime Minister therefore regards all languages - apart from the Magyar language - as 

foreign, and sees in the organization of the state nothing more than the best means of assimilating 

those citizens who speak these foreign languages. 
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It is for the purpose of this assimilation that laws must henceforth be made and enforced, 

so as to achieve the satisfaction of individuals - and not of nations, which are not to be taken into 

account. 

Is it possible to imagine that the Romanians would not have a national conscience if even 

the head of the government itself did not consider them as anything but foreigners and 

assimilationist material for the Magyars! 

Encouraged by the government and supported in all their assimilationist endeavors, our 

fellow citizens have gradually become so complacent and impatient that they are no longer 

willing to tolerate any manifestation of Romanian national life. Thus, for example, in 1891, 

during a meeting in Cluj Napoca to protest, the Magyar public not only insulted the Romanians 

in the most vile manner but also threw stones at them, without the state security services 

deeming it necessary to intervene in time to maintain order. The "Magyar Ku¿lturegyes¿lete" are 

in reality nothing more than organizations of Magyar society serving the purposes of a decidedly 

aggressive racial struggle, and this struggle, if not stopped in time, can only be to the ultimate 

detriment of the country. 

Your Imperial and Royal Apostolic Majesty! 

The first duty of every citizen is honesty towards the ruler and his fellow citizens, and the 

Romanians have always fulfilled this duty. 

Conscious of the great interests of their development and existence which bind the 

Romanian people to the monarchy, and out of respect for Your Majesty, the Romanians have 

accepted with humility the situation created by dualism as a situation which exists but can only 

be temporary, and have patiently endured the injustices which they have had to suffer for a 

quarter of a century. But they never failed to warn the leaders of the state of the perilous nature 

of their path. 

A "volenti non fit iniuria"?! The Romanians have always courageously protested against 

any violation of rights once acquired and have reserved to themselves the right of revindication 

before the whole country, for a time more favorable to the development of the Monarchy 

However, all their efforts and loyal protests were to no avail. 

In this memorandum, we have shown that the Union and the Treaty XLIII of 1868 is 

nothing but a disregard of all the national rights that the Romanians, as the element constituting 

the overwhelming majority of the former Transylvania, have won, a disregard of all the 

fundamental laws, the Pragmatica Sanction, which grants to this Principality complete 

administrative independence; a complete disregard of the Romani element - an injustice, both 

legislative and judicial, and political. 

It has been shown that the feudal electoral law, as regards the exercise of the most 

important rights deriving from the spirit of liberty and true freedom, is nothing but an open 

mystification, a suppression of the expression of the popular will in a legal form; it deprives the 

majority of citizens, especially the Romanians, of their right to representation and, both by 
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artificially carving out constituencies and by the arbitrary power of the State, ensures the rule of 

the minority in the interests of racial domination, with the result that the country is not 

represented by the true agents of its people and that its legislative body, the National Assembly, 

is nothing but a sham. 

We have shown that the main question of internal [state] organization, the nationality 

question, has been resolved in an unjust manner, contrary to the requirements of the development 

of our constitutional law and the interests of the consolidation of the state. The law by which the 

solution of this question has been attempted lacks the basis in principle which is the legitimate 

guarantee of the existence and free development of national individuality. In total disregard of 

the ethnographic units that constitute the state, the law only recognizes individuals of different 

nationalities, which it declares to be a single Hungarian nation, in order to create a basis for its 

assimilationist aspirations. 

We have shown that this law, in so far as it contains measures favorable to nationalities, 

remains a dead letter and that the guarantees of free national development of the element that 

constitutes the majority of citizens, from the highest place, are not in the least taken into account. 

It has been shown that both Act XLIII of 1868 and its implementation, and the open 

denial of national equality, both in content and implementation, serve as a legal means of 

cultivating the idea of the Hungarian nation-state in the jurisdictions, by depriving other peoples 

of their civil rights in the jurisdictions as well, as far as possible.  

It has been shown that those provisions of the law on public education which are in any 

way favorable to the free development of nationalities are not taken into account and are not 

being implemented; the government does not recognize the right of religious denominations and 

individuals to establish and maintain schools and other educational institutions at their own 

expense, refuses to grant the requested approval to those who wish to establish such institutions, 

and places the existing ones under Magyar management for education; encourages the 

Magyarizing endeavors by means of undeserved aid from the state's property, which are 

distributed to priests and teachers without consulting the competent authorities; keeps teachers 

dismissed from their posts by the competent authorities for malfeasance in office, if they serve 

the purposes of Magyarization; has even introduced corruption into the internal affairs of the 

churches, and has violated the religious feeling which is the basis of the legal order. 

We have shown that freedom of expression, and especially freedom of the press, does not 

exist for Romanians and that the press law is a tool to suppress the expression of conviction. 

We have shown that the agricultural laws revised by the legislature have omitted the most 

important provisions of the patent, and that border settlement lawsuits have been delayed for 

decades at the expense of agriculture and with the obvious intention of favoring Magyar 

landowners over the working class of Romanians. 

It has been shown that the Romanian people have been excluded from the legislature, 

from the representation in the courts, from public offices, and their language has been excluded 

from all areas of political life and from the courts. 
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Finally, it has been shown that, although the Romanian people contribute to the 

maintenance of the state with their property and blood, the state does not give any compensation 

in return in the form of support for its economic and cultural development, and on the contrary, 

the public power of the state hinders its economic and cultural development and creates the 

greatest difficulties in the exercise of its rights of ecclesiastical autonomy and free association. 

Your Majesty! 

In the years 1848-1866, the Romanians, like the other previously oppressed peoples of 

the Monarchy, acquired a whole series of rights and guarantees for their national development. 

Although in the dualist arrangements, the respect and safeguarding of these rights were 

established by laws in constitutional form, the 25 years of experience of the constitutional era 

have led the Romanians to believe that the misapplication of constitutional forms has led to the 

elements gaining control of the state, do not respect the rights conferred by Your Majesty by 

virtue of His Majesty's sovereign plenipotentiary powers and in the real interest of strengthening 

the Monarchy, but consider it a matter of national ambition that the Hungarian constitutional 

state, by enacting laws and enforcing them, should take from us everything that we have received 

from the unified Austrian monarchy. 

The complete neglect of unpleasant duties, the concealment of the truth about the state of 

internal affairs, ulterior motives in lawmaking and law enforcement, violence downwards, and 

threats upwards, all these have become axioms of state life in our virgin land, and therefore here, 

in the countries of the Hungarian crown, constitutional arrangements are not designed to promote 

the exercise of rights and peaceful development, but merely to give an opportunity to a violent 

and noisy minority to oppress the majority, which consists of working elements who have always 

been ready to subordinate their partial interests to the great interests of the Monarchy.  

Faced with this situation, the delegates of the Romanian electorate, at their conference 

held in Sibiu on 20 and 21 January, were forced to adopt unanimously the following resolution: 

"However indispensable it must seem to every impartial patriot a salutary change, the 

conference, seeing the progress of affairs, felt led to the painful declaration that it had lost all 

confidence not only in the government but in all parliamentary factors. He believes that the 

country can expect the redress of its grievances only from that other supreme factor, the crown, 

which, high above all individual interests, as the true representative of the supreme interests of 

the state, has the constitutional duty of interposing its inalienable authority and power whenever 

the state finds itself in a situation which threatens its very organization. The Conference, 

therefore, in full confidence in the bearer of this crown, our most gracious Sovereign, maintains 

the resolution of the preceding Conferences concerning a Memorandum to the Throne, and 

resolves that this Memorandum shall be submitted without delay". 

Your Imperial and Royal Apostolic Majesty! Most Gracious Lord! As we are fulfilling the 

task with which we have been honored by our fellow Romanians, we feel it our duty to bring to 

Your Majesty's attention that our fellow Romanians are not alone in the grave situation to which 

we call Your Majesty's attention by this memorial. 
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From the Iron Gates to the Leitha, from the Adriatic to the Carpathian hills of Galicia, the 

whole country is in a constant state of excitement and deep discontent. Our Magyar fellow 

citizens, seeing the ineffectiveness of their utopian aspirations, are themselves the most agitated 

and dissatisfied, and are moving towards violent upheavals. 

A state policy that is flawed both in its foundation and in its ultimate purpose can only be 

fatal for all those who stubbornly cling to it, both for the homeland and for the throne. Entirely 

contrary to the millenarian mold and to true libertarianism, this policy was bound to produce a 

general discontent, which, for a time it can be concealed, but cannot be entirely removed by 

palliative means, will continue to smolder under the ashes and grow more dangerous every day. 

Only sincere fraternity, based on mutual respect for the conditions of existence and 

national development, can lead the State to the internal stability and power on which its existence 

depends in difficult times such as these. 

The Kingdom of Hungary has a population of 13,200,000, excluding Croatia, which is 

self-governing. 

Almost one-quarter of this population, nearly three million souls, is made up of the 

Romani, who live in coherent masses in the former Transylvania, in the Banat, Arad, Bihar, 

Szil§gy, Szatm§r and M§ramaros counties: thus on the eastern borders of the Monarchy, on the 

left bank of the Tisza, in the triangle between the Tisza and the Mures and between the 

Transylvanian border hills, about. 134,630.54 km, where it accounts for the majority total 

population. It is an undeniable fact that they are natives and that as they own private or 

communal property, they own land to the same extent. It is undeniable that they cultivate this 

land by their labor, and that they pay all the various taxes out of the proceeds of their labor, for 

the maintenance of the State. They undoubtedly make the blood sacrifices they are called upon to 

make, and defend the country as soldiers. It is an undeniable truth, demonstrated by the 

thousands of schools they have built and maintained at their own expense, that they have a 

national consciousness and want to be seen not just as individuals but as a people with its own 

cultural aspirations.  

It is also a fact, proved by centuries of untiring struggle and the effort to create a ruling 

class, that they are aware of their ethnic, geographical and political importance, that they know 

their rights and want to be considered equal in all respects to the people living with them, 

especially the Magyars. 

To deny these facts, to pass them by without a word, to disregard and refuse to 

acknowledge them when they come to light of their own accord, is to deviate from the 

elementary interests of the state, with grave consequences. 

Even if the Romanians had no historical past, and thus no legitimate basis rooted in the 

millennial past of the state, the mere fact that they are here, that they are determined to do and 

are capable of doing much under certain circumstances, should be a sufficient political basis to 

make any government take their legitimate interests into account. All the more should these 

interests be taken into account, for they demand nothing more than that the law of the state 
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should not develop in a direction contrary to a centuries-old tradition, that the "rights once won" 

should be respected, and that freedom of development should be secured to them as a people 

recognized as free. 

Our fellow German and Slavic citizens in Hungary are in a similar situation to the 

Romanians, and the same state interest demands that their legitimate interests be promoted. 

The system introduced in 1866-1868 did not take this state interest into account, and so 

Your Majesty's wish: the preparation for a happier coexistence of the peoples forming the 

multilingual Hungarian state, could not be realized. On the contrary, after 25 years of 

constitutional existence, the souls are more hostile to each other than ever and the war of the 

races has been deliberately organized. 

We appear before Your Majesty's glorious throne not in pursuit of an instinct rooted in 

national selfishness, but in patriotic concern. The road we have trodden is the same as that 

trodden by our ancestors, who, full of confidence in the paternal care and providential wisdom of 

their Emperor, were always glad to sacrifice their hearts for the throne and their country. 

Seeing the general discontent which pervades all strata of society, and seeing the difficult 

conditions of the times, the Romanians, in fulfilling their duty as loyal and honest subjects, felt 

that they must seek comfort and courage from Your Majesty. 

Today, as at all times, and in the firm conviction that only the sincere brotherhood of 

peoples can ensure the peaceful development of our country, the Romanians persist in their 

desire to change the system of government of our country in a lawful manner and with the 

assistance of the appropriate authorities, so that the rights once acquired and the legitimate 

interests of all the peoples who make up the multilingual Hungarian state may be preserved and 

secured. 

We adhere again to the dissenting opinion submitted to Your Majesty in November 1865 

by the Romanian deputies and regalists of the Diet of Cluj and again draw Your Majesty's 

attention to the procedure by which the Banat and the so-called Parts (Partes adnexae) were 

merged.  

The unity of the Monarchy and the interest of the State, which is in favor of this unity, as 

well as the interests of the Hungarian kingdom, dictate that all the constituent elements of the 

State should be content and feel ready to risk their property and blood for the strengthening and 

defense of the common fatherland; but this is impossible as long as national rights are not 

recognized and taken into account in the practice of the execution of the laws. 

The attempt to consolidate the Hungarian state by ensuring the exclusive rule of the 

Magyars proved impossible after 25 years of futile effort. Neither its numbers, its culture, nor its 

political wisdom raised the Magyars to the height necessary to conduct the affairs of the common 

fatherland without the help of the other peoples, or even in opposition to them. The idea of 

transforming the multilingual Hungarian state into a Magyar nation-state by the national 

unification of its constituent elements proved to be a dangerous utopia. The present Hungarian 

State appears to be a formation whose only vocation is to maintain Magyar rule at all costs, to 
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help the Magyars, to deprive its other citizens of their rights, and to pursue a luxurious lifestyle 

in the field of Magyar national equipment from the income of the hard work done by others 

while denying the others even the most elementary facilities in their cultural work. 

The welfare of the Monarchy, of our virgin homeland, and even of the Magyars, demands 

that this state of affairs should be brought to an end and that an initiative should soon be taken 

for the internal unification of the peoples, so that we may all, gathered together in love and trust 

around the throne, compete in the work of consolidating and strengthening our common 

homeland. 

Today, when, as a result of imprudent and obstinate policy, these peoples have become 

hostile to each other, such a blessed change in our common life of state can only be expected 

from the natural mediation of Your Majesty. 

Imbued with the desire for peace which we so deeply lack, anxious for the fate of the 

country, with full confidence in Your Majesty's wisdom and paternal care, the Romanians hope 

that, as so often before, their traditional belief that the cure of troubles and peace of hearts 

always comes from the throne will be confirmed today, because it is for the sovereign that hearts 

beat, and hearts give the fullness of power. 

Your Majesty's most loyal subjects 

The committee sent to submit the memorandum to the large meeting of the 

representatives of all the Romanian electors in Transylvania and Hungary. 

Nagyszeben/Sibiu, 26 March 1892 
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Map of the Austro-Hungarian Empire and its administrative divisions. Hungary and Croatia-

Slavonia are in green.504

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
504 Ziffer, ñThe Map Shows Administrative Division of Austria-Hungary. Cisleithania, Governed by Austria, Is 

Shown in Red; the Lands of the Crown of Saint Stephen, Governed by Hungary, Are Shown in Green; the 

Condominium of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Which Was Governed by Both, Austria and Hungary, Is Shown in Blue.ò 
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Ethnic map of Hungary using data from the 1910 census.505

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
505 Dreamer, A Map Which Shows the Counties and Larger Regional Subdivisions of the Kingdom of Hungary 

According to the 1910 Census, with Majority/Plurality Ethnicities Indicated by Color. 
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The so-called ñRed Mapò by P§l Teleki. It is based on the 1910 census but overemphasizes the 

ethnic Magyar proportion.506 Ethnic Magyars are marked in red. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
506 P§l Teleki, Ethnographic Map of Hungary, Based on the Density of Population According to the Census of 1910. 

Original Scale 1 : 1 000 000. Every Square Millimeter Colored Indicates 100 Inhabitants. ñCarte Rougeò - ñRed 

Mapò Was Made for the Peace Talk in Trianon., 1920, 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Ethnographic_map_of_hungary_1910_by_teleki_carte_rouge.jpg. 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Ethnographic_map_of_hungary_1910_by_teleki_carte_rouge.jpg
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William R. Shepherdôs ñDistribution of the Races in Former Austria-Hungaryò map.507 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
507 William R. Shepherd, Historical Atlas, 5th ed. (Leipzig, Germany: Henry Holt and Company, 1926), 168 
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Hungarian Election maps from 1875 to 1910. The year is indicated on each map.508 Counties 

won by the Liberal Party and its successor the National Party of Work are marked in red. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
508 Fodor, ñA Magyarorsz§gi Orsz§ggyŤl®si K®pviselŖv§laszt§si Ker¿letek T®rk®pei 1861-1915-Ig [Maps of the 

Parliamentary Election Districts in Hungary from 1861 to 1915].ò 



 ннм 
 

  



 ннн 
 

 

  


