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English Abstract 
 

One of the most problematic questions of Hungarian politics during the dualistic era (1867–

1918) was the policy towards national minorities. The population of five nationalities reached 

or even exceeded one million each. These minorities were not only large in population, but they 

were also touched by nationalist ideologies, as a result, they declared themselves nations which 

the Hungarian legislation was not willing to accept. In addition, most of these minorities had 

federative, or even separatist aims.  

The 19th century also saw the birth of history as a scientific discipline. Professional 

historians all over Europe had a crucial task: by construction a national history narrative, they 

had to legitimize the existence of their nation. This meant that the pas had to be presented as a 

process which inevitably led to the formation of the 19th century’s nation sate. Additionally, 

history served as a basis for both the Magyars and the nationalities in their argumentation. 

 The central question of the paper is how Magyar historians integrated the national 

minorities of the country into a national history narrative. The problem is studied in five 

syntheses on Hungarian history produced during the dualism. Our main questions concern the 

definition of the nation that we can find in these works, and the ways in which the historians 

reacted to the narratives of the nationalities. We also study which political concept of the 

minority question is supported by these narratives.  

  The research shows that the narrative of the historians supports the historical vision of 

the supporters of the Hungarian nation-state ideology, according to which the Magyars are the 

only makers of Hungarian history. It was them who accomplished every major act, with the 

passivity of the other nationalities. Also, according to the historians, the most important 

question is not who inhabited the territory before the other, but who managed to civilize it. This 

civilizational mission is presented as the accomplishment of the Magyars. Nevertheless, by 

presenting the international tendencies in historiography, the research also shows that Magyar 

historians hardly had any other perspectives. The main ideas, with which they interpreted the 

history of the country were dominant in the period all over Europe, such as the concept of 

mission civilisatrice, and the special value attached to the state.  
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Czech Abstract 
 

Jednou z nejproblematičtějších otázek Madarské politiky během dualistické éry (1867–1918) 

se stala politika týkající se národních menšin. Populace složená z pěti národnostních menšin, z 

nichž každá dosahovala nejméně jednoho milionu jedinců nebyla pouze významná svou 

početností, ale také ovlivněností nacionalistickými ideologiemi.  V důsledku tohoto procesu se 

menšiny prohlásily národy, což maďarská legislativa nebyla ochotna akceptovat. Navíc, většina 

z těchto menšin měla federativní, nebo dokonce separatistické cíle. 

 Devatenácté století je významné zrodem historie jako vědní disciplíny. Profesionální 

historici z celé Evropy měli zásadní úkol: konstrukce příběhu národní historie měla sloužit jako 

nástroj legitimizace existence jejich národa. To znamená, že pas musel být prezentovány jako 

proces, který nevyhnutelně vede ke vzniku národního státu 19. století. Historie se také stala  

základem argumentace nejen pro Maďary, ale i menšinové národnosti. 

 Ústřední otázkou této práce je studie způsobů začleněňování národních menšin 

maďarskými historiky do příběhu národních dějin. Tato problematika je zkoumána v rámci pěti 

syntéz vytvořených během období dualismu. Naše hlavní otázky se týkají definice národa, 

kterou můžeme najít v těchto dílech a způsobů, jak historici reagovali na narace dějin 

národnostních menšin. Dále je diplomová práce snahou porozumnět, která politická koncepce 

menšinové otázky je podporován těmito příběhy. 

 Výzkum ukazuje, že historiky sepsaný příběh podporuje vizi maďarské historie 

příznivců ideologie národního státu, podle níž jsou Maďaři jedinými tvůrci maďarských dějin. 

Měli to být právě Maďaři, kteří byli aktivními strůjci dějin, přičemž k národním menšinám je 

přistupováno jako k pasivním pozorovatelům. Historikové také nepřisuzují význam původnímu 

osídlení území, ale jeho zcivilizování.  Tato civilizační mise je prezentována jako úspěch 

Maďarů. Nicméně, tím, že představuje mezinárodní tendence v historiografii, výzkum také 

ukazuje, že perspektiva maďarských historiků nebyla nijak vyjjímečná a byla značně omezena 

soudobími tendencemi, neboť hlavní myšlenky, s nimiž interpretovali dějiny země; jako je 

například koncept “mission civilizatrice“ a obzvláště vysoké hodnoty připisované státu, byly v 

tomto období přítomny po celé Evropě. 
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French Abstract 
 

En Hongrie, dans la période entre 1867 et 1918, le problème le plus grave de la politique interne 

était celui des minorités nationales. En effet, il y avait cinq minorités dont la population s’élevait 

ou même dépassait un million. Non seulement ces minorités étaient nombreuses, mais aussi 

elles étaient touchées par les idéologies nationalistes du 19e siècle. En conséquence, elles se 

déclaraient « nations » ce que le gouvernement hongrois a refusé d’accepter. En plus, la plupart 

de ces minorités avaient des ambitions fédératives, voire séparatistes.  

En effet, le 19e siècle n’était pas seulement le siècle des idéologies nationalistes, il était 

aussi « le siècle de l’histoire ». Les historiens de l’Europe entière avaient une tâche cruciale : 

en écrivant une histoire nationale, ils devaient justifier l’existence de leurs nations. Ils devaient 

présenter le passé de leurs pays comme une histoire dont l’accomplissement est l’état-nation de 

leur époque. En plus, dans le cadre du Royaume de Hongrie, l’histoire servait comme argument 

de base et pour les Magyars et  pour les minorités nationales dans la querelle autour du statut 

politique de ces dernières.  

 L’objective de ce travail consiste à analyser la manière dont les historiens hongrois 

intégraient les minorités nationales dans l’histoire nationale de la Hongrie. La problématique 

est étudiée à travers des cinq synthèses sur l’histoire hongroise écrite pendant la période. Les 

questions principales portent sur les définitions de la nation utilisées par ces historiens, tout 

comme sur les réactions des auteurs des narratives des minorités.  

La recherche montre que le récit des historiens partage la même vision de l’histoire 

qu’avaient les partisans de l’état-nation, selon laquelle les Magyars étaient les seuls véritables 

acteurs historiques  sur le territoire de la Hongrie. Les actes majeurs étaient tous accomplis par 

eux, alors que les minorités nationales n’étaient que des spectateurs passifs. Aussi, d’après ces 

historiens, la question la plus pertinente ce n’est pas de savoir qui est-ce qui habitait le territoire 

avant l’autre, mais la suivante : qui est-ce qui a réussi de le civiliser ? Cette mission civilisatrice 

est présentée comme l’accomplissement des Magyars. Néanmoins, en présentant les tendances 

historiographiques internationales, les résultats montrent que ces historiens n’avaient pas 

d’autres perspectives: les idées majeures avec lesquelles ils interprétaient l’histoire du pays, 

comme la mission civilisatrice et la valorisation de l’État étaient celles qui dominaient les 

narratifs partout en Europe à l’époque considérée.   
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Introduction 
 

One of the most problematic questions of Hungarian domestic politics during the dualistic era 

(1867–1918) was the policy towards national minorities. The population of five nationalities 

reached or even exceeded one million each (Germans, Croats, Serbs, Slovaks, Romanians). 

These minorities were not only large in population but they were also touched by nationalist 

ideologies as much as the Magyars themselves. As a result, they had federative if not separatist 

aims. With the compromise of 1867 (Ausgleich), only the foreign politics and military affaires 

remained under common administration with Austria. Thus, Hungarian legislation became fully 

responsible for internal politics, and it became its task to regulate the question of the minorities. 

Its answer to this challenge was the theory of one political nation, which was introduced in the 

law of 1868. The law stated that  

  

[p]olitically all citizens of Hungary form one nation, the unified and indivisible 

Hungarian [magyar] nation of which every citizen of the country is a member of 

equal rights, regardless of their nationality.1  

 

The theory proved to be extremely controversial. Certain political forces tended to 

identify the political nation with the ethnic nation and accordingly believed that the duty of the 

government consisted of reinforcing the assimilation of the minorities and of creating a nation 

state. This interpretation of the political nation became progressively dominant from the early 

1880s. The tendency was reinforced by the Hungarian language itself, as in Hungarian there is 

no distinction between the political aspect (Hungarian: citizen of Hungary of whatever 

nationality) and the ethnic aspect (Magyar) as they are both referred to as “magyar”.2 In the 

meantime, for some nationalities, the concept served as a basis of their federative aims.3  

  However, the 19th century was not only the period of the birth of the Hungarian liberal 

state, but it was also, as Gabriel Monod put it, the “century of history”. In his Grand 

Dictionnaire published between 1866 and 1876, Pierre Larousse affirmed that history was as 

important for modern civilization as theology had been for the Middle Ages. Although the 

                                                 
1 (1868:44.) 
2 In English such distinction exists of which we are going to make use in this thesis. Nevertheless, regarding the 

quotations, we choose not to make the distinction, deciding what the authors thought. Hence, every time when 

the word “magyar” comes up in the original texts, we will translate it as “Hungarian” and indicate the original 

word in parentheses.  
3 L. Szarka, Szlovák nemzeti fejlődés – magyar nemzetiségi politika 1867–1918, Pozsony, pp. 23–24.  
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affirmation of Larousse was rather excessive,4 history was in fact a central factor in philosophy.5 

Moreover, most political and social theories were based on the belief that one could only attain 

the knowledge of mankind through studying its existence in history.6 In accordance with this 

general tendency, history served as a basis for both the Hungarian political elite and the 

minorities in their argumentation.  

 In addition, history became a scientific discipline during this century. In several 

European countries, professional historians tackled a double task: on the one hand, they aimed 

to be scientific historians whose objectivity is unquestionable; on the other hand, they 

contributed significantly to the nation building process by creating a “national history” narrative 

for their nations. This “national history”, the notion of which was invented by professional 

historiography, had to legitimize the existence of the nation in question. This meant that the 

past had to be presented as a particular history of one collective and as a process which 

inevitably leads to the formation of the 19th century’s nation state.7 The most revealing example 

of such method of writing history is the twenty-seven-volume work edited by Ernest Lavisse, 

which presented the past of France as a continuous history of one indivisible nation from Clovis 

to the Third Republic.8 

  In such way of thinking and writing history, national minorities are evidently the most 

problematic, perturbing factor. The main question of our research is how Magyar historians 

managed to integrate the nationalities into a national history narrative.  

  Our major sources are going to be five general works (syntheses) on Hungarian history. 

We chose this type of sources as we believe that as they treat Hungarian history from the 

beginnings to contemporary times, they master the most completely the task of writing national 

history. Also, even though they were written by professional historians, these works were 

addressed to and read by a larger audience, and had representative aims.  

  As the concept of “nation” has a central importance in our analysis, we limited the study 

to the analysis of the representation of the “non-nations”: the Slovaks, the Romanians, and the 

                                                 
4 F. Hartog, Croire en l’histoire, Paris, 2013, p. 10.  
5 K. Löwith, De Hegel à Nietzsche, Paris, 1969, pp. 49–53.  
6 G. Iggers, A német historizmus, Budapest, 1988, p. 58.  
7 G. Gyáni, Fin de siècle történetírás, in G. Gyáni, Emlékezés, emlékezet és a történelem elbeszélése, Budapest, 

2000, pp. 31–47, p. 33.  
8 G. Bourdé, L’école méthodique, in Bourdé G., Martin H. (eds.), Les écoles historiques, Paris, 1997, pp. 181–

215, p. 197.  

P. Nora, L’Historie de France de Lavisse in P. Nora (ed.), Les lieux de mémoire. La nation. III., Paris, 1997, pp. 

317–375. 
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Serbs.9 The Hungarian government refused to acknowledge these minorities as nations, which 

they had constantly requested since 1848. Accordingly, in our analysis, we are going to study 

the ways in which historians defined the nation, and how they denied the nation-like 

characteristics from the nationalities.10  

 In this research, we will be analysing the representation of two historical events. These 

events were not only the most problematic moments concerning the relationship of the Magyars 

and the nationalities, but they also had a role in everyday politics. The first event is the Magyar 

conquest of the territory of (the future) Hungary, the Millennium of which was celebrated in 

1896, opposing the Magyars and the “non-nation” minority groups. On this occasion, both the 

Magyars and these nationalities presented their own narrative of the event and of the entire 

history of Hungary. The other historical event is the revolution and war of independence of 

1848–1849. Having been the first ones to attack the constitutional government of 1848, the role 

of several minorities was more than delicate, especially considering the fact that the other 

possible enemy-figure in a narrative of the revolution was the king of Hungary during the 

dualistic era.  

Before analysing our sources, we will discuss the historical arguments with which the 

political elite legitimized their own standpoint on the nationality issue. This chapter will also 

give the political context of the minority question. We are also going to treat the birth of history 

as a discipline and its relations to the nation building through the examples of Germany and 

France, in order to show the international tendencies the Hungarian historiography fitted into. 

Furthermore, we will present the analysed works and their authors in detail, and the events the 

representations of which we are studying. In the analysis, our focus will be on the strategies of 

integrating the national minorities into the national history. Finally, we will draw our 

conclusions.  

 With this research, we aim to gain an insight into the historical imaginary of the period, 

and also to develop our knowledge of the relations between historiography and nationalism in 

the late 19th century.  

  

 

                                                 
9 The Croatians were acknowledged as nations; concerning the German minority, nationhood was not a factor of 

the few conflicts that this group had with the Hungarian government during the period. Cf. L. Katus, A modern 

Magyarország születése 1711–1914, Pécs, 2010.  
10 This aspect of the Eastern-European nation making was developed by Serhiy Bilenky, working on Polish, 

Ukrainian and Russian nation making. S. Bilenky, Romantic nationalism in Easter-Europe, California, 2012. 
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I. “History tells us that…” Historical arguments in the political 

literature on the nationality issue  
 

As we have stated in the introduction, during the 19th century historical thinking pervaded the 

field of political and social theories. In this chapter, we intend to demonstrate this affirmation 

with the examples of the discourses on the nationality issue in Hungary. Examining the two 

major ideologies on the basis of which the situation of the minorities was interpreted, namely 

the theory of one political nation and that of the nation state, we will be concentrating on how 

they interpreted the history of the country. The goal of this part will be to show how these 

different ways of thinking had also different views of history by which they legitimised their 

reaction to the contemporary situation. With this chapter, we also aim to present the political 

background of the nationality issue.  

 

 

I. 1. The political nation and its view of history: a history of Hungary 
 

The moral of the events of 1848/1849 was that the most dramatic conflict was that with the 

national minorities. It became clear to the leaders of the revolution that their ideal of a melting 

pot of freedom could never work: the assurance of the liberal freedom rights does not 

automatically solve the problem of minorities. It became most urgent to reject this idea.   

After the defeat, two major tendencies emerged, which represented two completely 

different viewpoints. The differnce between them was their relation with Austria.11 Important 

figures of the revolution (Kossuth, Teleki, Klapka) in exile set out from the certitude that 

Magyars need to attain an agreement with the minorities and not with Austria, the real enemy. 

Their belief was that Hungary could only be saved by a confederation with the Serbs, Croats 

and Romanians. Lajos Kossuth elaborated a plan of the Danube Confederation which consisted 

of the alliance of Central-European peoples that could efficiently defend itself against the great 

empires of the region, and would also be able to fulfil the duties of the declining Austria, in 

equilibrating the powers of Europe.12  

  The other major idea was elaborated by Hungarian statesmen living in Hungary or 

returning from the exile. Their fundamental belief was that one has to come to a compromise 

                                                 
11 J. Gyurgyák, Ezzé lett magyar hazátok. A magyar nemzeteszme és nacionalizmus története, Budapest, 2007, p. 

54–55.  
12 L. Csorba, Az önkényuralom kora (1849–1867), in A. Gergely (ed.), Magyarország története a 19. században, 

Budapest, 2003, pp. 279–367, p. 291. 
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with Austria and only then, from a better position, deal with the minorities of the country. The 

ideological basis of this concept was the idea of the political nation, which meant a mixture of 

nation concepts. On the one hand, it had a territorial meaning; on the other hand, it had its roots 

in the estate interpretation of nation, and intended to create a new synthesis of the Magyars and 

the national minorities. The theory was elaborated by Ferenc Deák, Zsigmond Kemény, but 

probably most importantly by József Eötvös.13  

  Eötvös addressed the question of national minorities in several theoretical works. The 

most fundamental of these was his two-volume theoretical work entitled The effect of the ruling 

ideologies of the 19th century on the state.14 Even though, as Gábor Gángó proved it, the 

favourable international reception of the work was a myth created during the dualism in order 

to show off an acknowledged founding father, the basic ideas of Eötvös were elaborated in this 

book.15 In his later works on the question of the minorities, Eötvös used and sometimes slightly 

modified these basic concepts presented here. Eötvös pointed out three ideas which he believed 

to be the most definitive ideas of the period: liberty, equality and nationalism. He treated the 

nationalism as one of the most important ideologies of the time; however, he claimed that it 

was a historical phenomenon: there was a time, namely the ancient and Middle Ages when it 

did not exist, and the time would come when it would cease to exist.16 

  Eörtvös highlighted two elements which, according to him, made up the national 

identity and difference: the language and the historical right. He argued that the neglect of either 

of these elements could lead to disruption; thus both needed to be respected.17  

 

The nationality issue in our country can only be regarded as definitely solved if 

the solution satisfies both directions, and meets the justified demands made in 

the name of both the [historically justified] political and the linguistic 

approaches.18  

 

                                                 
13 J. Gyurgyák, Ezzé lett… op. cit., p. 66.  
14 J. Eötvös, A XIX. század uralkodó eszméinek befolyása az államra, Pest, 1870.  
15 G. Gángó, Eötvös József uralkodó eszméi. Kontextus és kritika, Budapest, 2006, p. 13.  
16 Ibid., p. 118. 
17 J. Eötvös, Felelet Báró Kemény Gábor néhány szavára Báró Eötvös Józseftől, in J. Eötvös, Reform és 

hazafiság III., Budapest, 1978, pp. 308–338, pp. 312–313. 
18 J. Eötvös, A nemzetiségi kérdés, in J. Eötvös, Reform… op. cit., pp. 339–465, p. 367. 
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According to Eötvös, Magyars possess “unquestionable historical rights”; the Croatians base 

their autonomy on historical rights as well, whereas the Romains and Slavs refer to the language 

and the origin when making demands that contradict the historical rights.19  

Eötvös contributed to the elaboration of the law which intended to regulate the question 

of minorities. His goal was the reconciliation of the two different claims.20 His principle was 

that he would be ready to give everything to the minorities that do not lead to the partition of 

the country in a political or territorial sense. Also, he rejected every way of forceful 

assimilation.21 The title of nation was attributed to the group that possessed the historical rights, 

thus “every citizen of Hungary make up only one nation, the one and indivisible Hungarian 

[magyar] nation”. Nonetheless, people from all nationalities must be regarded as equals, and, 

within the limits of the political integrity of the country, they are allowed to enforce their 

national (nemzetiségi) culture and language.22  

In order to fully understand the terminology of this concept on the minority issue, we 

need to cast a glance at the history of the notion of “nationality” (nemzetiség). In fact, the notion 

radically changed its meaning within a few decades. During the 1840s, it was used as a synonym 

of nation, accordingly, it was only used in relation with the Hungarian nation. It was not until 

the Ausgleich that its meaning became narrower, referring to a portion of people.23 From the 

Ausgleich, it was separated from the notion of nation, and used in reference to a linguistic-

ethnic group: a category inferior to that of the nation.24 

  During the diet of 1861, a committee was charged with the elaboration of the law of the 

nationailites. The committee had twenty-seven members, of which twelve represented national 

minorities. The report confirmed the doctrine of the political nation; however, certain 

representatives of the nationalities protested. They attached a declaration to the report claiming 

that all minorities of a great number and a different language must be recognized as nations,25 

not only “nationalities”. During the general debate of the law in 1868, the very same claim was 

made: the representatives of the minorities declared that the title of nation could not be refused 

                                                 
19 Ibid., pp. 357–358. 
20 G. Gángó, Eötvös József… op. cit., p. 71. 
21 J. Gyurgyák, Ezzé lett… op. cit., p. 71.  
22 L. Tevesz, Eötvös József nemzetiségpolitikai koncepciója és a Deák-párt  által kialakított alkotmányos-nemzeti 

hagyomány 1860–1868, in “Aetas”, 2002, 27, pp. 105–125, p. 108. 
23 Lajtai L. L., „Magyar nemzet vagyok” Az első magyar nyelvű és hazai tárgyú történelemtankönyvek 

nemzetdiskurzusa, Budapest, 2013, pp. 40–47.  
24 Ibid., p. 39.  
25 J. Gyurgyák, Ezzé lett… op. cit., p. 79. 
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from them and twenty-seven representatives left when the demand was harshly rejected by the 

Parliament.26 

Nevertheless, the “minority” law of 1868 was exceptional in the Europe of the period.27 

The first paragraph of the law stated the doctrine of one political nation, finalized by Ferenc 

Deák.28 The law did not guarantee collective rights, as it treated the individual and not the 

collective as the legal personality. However, setting out from the individual rights, it guaranteed 

a great liberty for using minority languages: even though the language of the parliament 

remained Hungarian, all laws had to be translated and announced in every language; tribunals 

had the duty to translate every document according to the needs of the client, also, the language 

of the schools could be decided by their financial supporter. We do not consider it necessary to 

list all major instructions of the law here. We believe that it is already visible that the law was 

founded on liberal principles; however, it is also clear that it was a law of regulating language 

issues rather than that of the minority question. It did not fulfil the needs of the nationalities, as 

it did not acknowledge them as nations.29  

  History, as we saw, had a crucial importance in the doctrine of political nation: it 

legitimized the special role of the Magyar nation and the refusal of the title from other 

nationalities in the country. However, Eötvös and Deák intended to give history another task as 

well. They were convinced that along with the common interest, the common past could 

constitute a centripetal force that could create a united political community, made of the 

Magyars and the nationalities.30 The common past and the common future were also seen as 

the basis of a united nation by Ernest Renan in his famous discourse on the definition of nation 

more than a decade later.31 Accordingly, these thinkers saw Hungarian history as the common 

past of all the people who lived on the territory; and they believed that this history, with all the 

common sufferings and joys, could create a consciousness of togetherness. As Eötvös put it, 

“(…) the feeling of community built among the citizens of this country in the course of a 

Millennium could not instantly fade (…)”.32 He continued: 

 

                                                 
26 Ibid. p. 80.  
27 L. Katus, A modern Magyarország születése 1711–1914, Pécs, 2010, p. 342.  

J. Estók, Magyarország története 1849–1914, Budapest, 2004, p. 146. 

J. Gyurgyák, Ezzé lett… op. cit., p. 77. 
28 “Politically all citizens of Hungary form (…) one nation, the unified and indivisible Hungarian nation, of 

which every citizen of the country is  member of equal rights, regardless of their nationality” 1868:44.  
29 L. Katus, A modern Magyarország… op. cit., p. 342. 
30 J. Gyurgyák, Ezzé lett… op. cit., p. 77. 
31 E. Renan, Qu’est-ce qu’une nation?, in E. Renan, Qu’est-ce qu’une nation? et autres essais politiques, Paris, 

1994, pp. 37–56, p. 53.  
32 J. Eötvös, A nemzetiségi kérdés… op. cit., p. 367.  
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One can hardly find another country that, so often attacked, kept not only its 

existence but also its borders, after centuries-long struggles, as our country. 

Standing at the borders of Western civilization, our whole past consists of heavy 

fighting; and looking back at the stormy epoch, the vigour in our struggles, the 

endurance we, if defeated, manifested, were not the consequence of the unity 

with which all inhabitants of this country braved the common dangers? – and the 

foundation of which can only be found in the conviction that the survival of this 

country is equally in the interest of each and every inhabitant.33   

 

 The very same interpretation of history can be found in the only theoretical work of 

another important figure of the nationality-issue, Lajos Mocsáry, entitled Nationality . Mocsáry, 

who had undoubtedly bravely fought for the rights of the minorities, was represented in the 

historiography of the period 1945–1989, but especially in the 1950s, as the “patriot who was 

ahead of his time”, who did not consider the Magyars to be the dominant nation in the country, 

and who fought for the national claims of the minorities.34 Not questioning the virtues of 

Mocsáry, who defended the rights of the minorities, for which he was often accused by his 

colleagues of being a traitor, we believe that such affirmations are, at least, misleading.35 In 

fact, Mocsáry, as well as the political elite, attributed a certain superiority to the Hungarians 

which he justified with history: “The hungarian (magyar) people cared for all those different 

peoples inhabiting its country. Everything has happened here all the time under its name, in its 

spirit, under its responsibility.”36  

Mocsáry is also treated as a peculiar figure of the time because he claimed, contrary to 

Eötvös and Deák, that the national minorities were nations as well. We believe that this is more 

of a terminological difference than a radical opposition to the principles of Eötvös and Deák. 

Mocsáry makes a distinction between three categories, namely country, homeland and nation. 

For us, the latter two are important. According to Mocsáry, homeland “is the piece of land 

together with its inhabitants, which one embraces, whose interest one considers as one’s own, 

and that determinates one’s political status”. And nation is “the collectivity of people that are 

                                                 
33 Ibid. p. 375.  
34 Cf. G. Kemény, Mocsáry Lajos, in L. Mocsáry, Válogatott írások, Budapest, 1958, pp. 7–114. Also, it is 

worthy to look him up in the New Hungarian Lexicon, published in 1962, which intended to classify the “good” 

and the “bed” figures of Hungarian history.    
35 Cf. Gyurgyák, Ezzé lett… op. cit., p. 68.  
36 L. Mocsáry, Nemzetiség, Pest, 1858, p. 11. This sentence is somehow missing from the selected works of 

Mocsáry, published in 1958 and selected by Gábor Kemény. 
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of the same origin, speak the same language and consider themselves as one family”. 37 

Following the logic of his definitions, he does declare, that “there exist on the territory of 

Hungary a Slovak, a Serb, a Croat and a Vlach nation”.38 However, he also argues that  

 

Patriotism and attachment to the nation are two separate emotions that are united 

if homeland and nation are the same, but remain separate if several nations co-

exist in a common homeland. Out of the two, homeland is dominant. (…) As 

soon as a nation’s supremacy is established in the homeland, national feelings 

can fly freely, but only insofar as they do not conflict with the good of the 

homeland.39  

 

Concerning Hungary, he claims that “because of its greater force and historical status, only the 

Hungarian (magyar) race may set the pace in Hungary.”40 

As Mocsáry did not include a historical criterion in his definition of nation, he could 

attribute it to the minorities without any problematic outcome. Nonetheless, as we have seen 

above, with historical argumentation, he establishes the supremacy of the Magyar nation in 

Hungary. Thus, the conclusion is much similar to that of Eötvös and Deák, with the difference 

that the latter two placed the historical factor which proves the supremacy, already into the 

definition of nation. Nonetheless, Mocsáry claims with equal strength that to impose the 

Hungarian language and other national attributes by force, and by the oppression of other 

nations, is not only morally shameful, but its outcome is also more than questionable.41  

 

Let us renounce for good to the intention of extending our nationality at the 

expense of other nationalities in our homeland. (…) Such expansionary 

intentions would become an untoward effort and an arm returning against 

ourselves.42            

   

 We believe that it is quite clear that concerning the basic points, there is a great 

accordance between Mocsáry and Eötvös. Namely: (i.) Hungary is a country inhabited by 

                                                 
37 L. Mocsáry, Nemzetiség op. cit., p. 41.  
38 Ibid.  
39 Ibid., p. 57.  
40 Ibid., p. 68. Cf. E. Tóth, Mocsáry Lajos élete és politikai pályája, Budapest, 1967. This sentence is also 

missing from the selection effectuated by Kemény.  
41 L. Mocsáry, Nemzetiség op. cit., p. 70–71.  
42 Ibid., p. 204.  
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different groups of people among which (ii.) the Magyars are worthy to have an important 

leading role due to their past; in the meantime, (iii.) this can in no way be a reason for a violent 

assimilation, or for the oppression of the other cultures and languages, which cultures and 

languages can be nurtured as far as they do not contradict the good of the homeland. In fact, the 

opposition of Mocsáry and Eötvös is often overestimated.43 Mocsáry mainly reproached one 

thesis of Eötvös, elaborated in his work on the ruling ideologies, according to which the basis 

of the national feeling is the wish to rule; 44 this thesis was not used by Eötvös during the 

elaboration of the law of 1868.   

  The interpretation of history is similar as well in the works of the two men. Even though 

the leading role of the Magyars is deduced from history, the past is also common and thus can 

serve as a basis of a feeling of a common destiny and togetherness.  

 

This history, which can serve as a basis for the national feelings of Slavs living 

in our country is not exclusively a Slavic national history and the feeling based 

on it cannot be exclusively a Slavic national feeling. This history is at the same 

time a Hungarian [magyar] history as well, in which the Hungarians [magyarok] 

can also found their national feeling. (…) Our feeling meet and fuse in that 

respect. The history of Hungarians [magyarok] is the history of Hungary, the 

history of our Slavic compatriots is also the history of Hungary. It would be in 

vain to deny that centuries have attached us to each other and with stronger 

chains than we would think. (…) We have lived together, we have owned this 

land together, have lived off the land, have suffered and rejoiced together for a 

thousand years.45 

 

The doctrine of one political nation proved to be an unworkable historical-legal fiction, 

as an estate-like consciousness of the Hungarian nation, which it presupposed, did never come 

about.46 The doctrine contained inner ambiguities as well, as it wanted to create a common 

national feeling in the different ethnic groups, but in the meantime, it implied the claim of the 

linguistic-ethnic Magyar nation for supremacy vis-à-vis the ethnic groups with different culture 

                                                 
43 Cf. G. Kemény, Mocsáry Lajos op. cit., pp. 21–23.  

The similarity of the thoughts of Mocsáry and Eötvös is also shown by András Baka, though he concentrates 

mainly on public administration. A. Baka, Eötvös Józseftől Jászi Oszkárig, Budapest, 1990.  
44 G. Gángó, Eötvös József… op. cit., p. 255. 
45 L. Mocsáry, Nemzetiség op. cit., pp. 125–126.  
46 J. Guyrgyák, Ezzé lett… op. cit., p. 76. 
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and language.47 This phenomenon can also be seen in the ways in which the above quoted 

theoreticians interpreted history: although they empathized the aspect of a common past that 

can serve as a basis of togetherness, they also used history to legitimize the dominance of the 

Magyars. Furthermore, the political elite was susceptible to identify the political nation with 

the genetic, ethnic nation. The Hungarian language itself reinforced this tendency, as in 

Hungarian, the difference between the political (Hungarian: citizen of Hungary) and the ethnic 

aspect (Magyar) cannot be sensed: they are both referred to as magyar. The nationalist 

interpretation became progressively definitive in the political thinking and practice.48 After the 

death of Ferenc Deák, the evasion and the sabotage of the law of 1868 became general. At the 

turning of the century, the intended meaning of the political nation vanished, if ever existed.49  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
47 Á. Deák, „Nemzeti egyenjogúsítás” Kormányzati nemzetiségpolitika Magyarországon 1849–1860, Budapest, 

2000, p. 30.  
48 L. Katus, A modern Magyarország… op. cit., p. 566.  
49 J. Gyurgyák, Ezzé lett… op. cit., p. 76. 
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I. 2. The nation state and its view of history: a history of the Magyar nation 
 

The other ideology that became progressively dominant in the discourse on minorities and on 

the past, present and future of the country was the doctrine of the nation state. This ideology 

was strongly present at the school of legal and constitutional history. This school, opposing 

itself to the idea of political nation, identified the Hungarian state with the Magyar nation and 

flashed back this nation state into the most ancient times of Hungarian history.50 As Géza 

Ferdinándy put it: “The Hungarian state is the creation of a free nation awakened to 

consciousness a thousand years ago, hence a nation state right from its beginning”51  Also, the 

claim for a nation state appeared explicitly in the thinking of the political elite. For instance in 

the work of Dezső Bánffy, who was Prime Minister of Hungary for four years:  

 

“It is inadmissible to let linguistic and cultural aspirations of nationalities prevail 

in such a way that the ideal of a unified Hungarian (magyar) nation state, as a 

final goal, gets pushed away.52 (…) If Hungary cannot become a nation state, it 

will cease to exist.”53  

 

  The militants of this ideology had a different view of history than the ideologists of the 

political nation. They saw the history of Hungary, as the history of the Magyar nation, which 

they considered as the only nation on the territory. According to them, it was the Magyar nation 

that accomplished every major act, with the passivity of the other nationalities; this simple mass 

which was never capable of making history. Also, in this way of thinking, “nation” was not a 

phenomenon that had progressively developed throughout history, but a timeless value that 

some peoples have, some do not.  

  The profundity of the nation state ideology among the Hungarian political elite from the 

mid-1870s, is demonstrated by the fact that it arched over the sharpest frontier between political 

parties, namely their view of the compromise with Austria: not only those politicians shared the 

idea of the nation state who supported the compromise as Bánffy, but also those who were 

against it. Ernő Baloghy, for instance, was a member of the Independence party. In his only 

book, published in 1908, he treated the minority-issue.54 In this work he claims for an openly 

                                                 
50 J. Gyurgyák, Ezzé lett... op. cit., p. 90. 
51 G. Ferdinándy, A királyi méltóság és hatalom Magyarországon, Budapest, 1906, p. 66, quoted by Gurgyák, 

Ibid. p. 90.  
52 D. Bánffy, Magyar nemzetiségi politika, Budapest, 1903, p. 37. 
53 Ibid., p. 173.  
54 E. Baloghy, A magyar kultúra és a nemzetiségek, Budapest, 1908.  
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chauvinistic policy towards the minorities, without compromises. Baloghy legitimized this 

nationalist policy with historical reasoning. Although he admits that at the period of the 

conquest of Hungary, Slav peoples were already living on the territory, he also declares 

 

[i]t is a historical fact and a sociological reality that those autochthon inhabitants 

could not and did not develop into a primordium. (…) They did not have national 

consciousness, ability to perceive, sense for orderly conditions, in other words, 

Slav people only amounted to a raw multitude.55   

    

As the original inhabitants of the territory never created a “primordialist” entity (which we can 

interpret as a group of people that is capable of ruling, even though Baloghy does not define 

the notion clearly), it stayed a passive mass or participated unconsciously in the history that 

was formed by the Magyars.  

 

In this land, the Hungarian [magyar] race represents alone and exclusively the 

unified political and cultural efforts throughout centuries (…). The autochthon 

inhabitants did not participate in the process of evolution and development that 

took place in this country after the arrival of the Hungarians [magyarok]. The 

work of state creation was done solely by the Hungarians [magyarok].56   

 

Accordingly, contemporary movements of national minorities that claim the title of nation for 

their people is thought by Baloghy to be nothing more than a manipulation of a small group and 

thus completely artificial.57 Furthermore, Baloghy denies that the minorities can be even 

considered nationalities, but rather only “racial, linguistic interest groups and as such, unfit for 

evolution”.58  

 Baloghy, too, considers that the nation state was created in the period of the conquest 

of Hungary, and remained unchanged throughout history.59 This affirmation is supported by a 

proper perception of nation, according to which, “nation” is not a changing, developing 

phenomenon of history as considered by Eörvös; nor is it the basic relations of a given number 

of people as considered by Mocsáry; rather, it is a racial feature that is attributed only to a 

                                                 
55 Ibid., p. 17. 
56 Ibid., p. 23.  
57 Ibid., p. 20.  
58 Ibid., p. 37. 
59 Ibid., p. 26. 
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limited number of peoples. Baloghy calls the quality which enables a group to become a nation 

the national spirit (nemzeti geniusz), which Magyars do, while other groups in the country do 

not possess. “The national spirit is the internal force. Such force cannot be created by 

declaration, it must be present instinctively.”60 According to him, it is not history that creates a 

nation, on the contrary: it is only a nation that can form and have a history. From all this, 

Baloghy concludes: not only is it admissible for the only nation, the Hungarian (magyar), to 

claim for a total assimilation from the minorities; but it is the natural order of the world.61  

 Marius Turda examined the concept of Baloghy in detail. Turda considers that the 

thoughts of Baloghy belonged to the political school of “herrenvolk liberalism”. According to 

Turda, this movement was most current between 1880 and 1918, when nationhood was no more 

considered as a single step in the general progress of humanity, but as a value in itself.62 

Accordingly, national homogenization became one of the most important political programs. 

The idea was deeply influenced by social-Darwinism, and as a result, racial arguments were 

added to the justification of national supremacy.63 In the argumentation of Baloghy on national 

supremacy, historical reasons got mixed with biological determinism. The source of his concept 

was Gustav Friedrich Klemm, a German anthropologist who divided humanity into active and 

passive races. Klemm considered that the most active race was the German. Under the influence 

of Hegel, he claimed that the most active races could struggle for freedom.64 Baloghy imagined 

the Magyars and the nationalities on the basis of this logic. According to him, the nationalities 

are incapable of existing without the Magyars, hence it is necessary that they assimilate. Turda 

considers that, although there are undeniable similarities between the racial thinking of the 19th 

and that of the 20th centuries, important differences must not be neglected. Until 1918, racial 

argumentation only appeared in relation with the nation; it was only after the First World War 

that superiority was based uniquely on a racial basis. Also, these theoreticians using racial 

categories did not call out for racial purity, this is also a speciality of the 20th century. 65  

  The opposition of the interpretation of history through the political nation and the nation 

state is most clearly visible in the debate between Béla Grünwald and Michal Mudroň. Béla 

Grünwald is regarded by the Slovak historians as the symbol of all the negative elements of the 

Hungarian governments’ minority politics; as the chauvinist Hungarian politician. He was and 

                                                 
60 Ibid., p. 31.  
61 Ibid., p. 41–42. 
62 M. Turda, The idea of national sueriority in Central Europe 1880–1918, Wales, 2004, pp. 24–27.  
63 Ibid., pp. 71–72. Turda considers that Ágost Pulszky, Győző Concha and Gusztáv Beksics also shared this 

concept. 
64 Ibid., p. 116.  
65 Ibid., pp. 159–160.  
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still is considered to be the “killer”, the “bed spirit”, the “devil” of the Slovak nation.66 

Nevertheless, Grünwald is different from the Baloghy-type ideologists of the nation state, as he 

saw realistically the situation of the Magyars in the country; however, his conclusion was to 

join the chauvinistic policy, of which he became one of the most militant representatives. In 

1874, he initiated the closure of two Slovak secondary schools and a cultural association called 

“Matica slovenská”; this action made him famous and placed him along the nationalist 

politicians; also, it resulted in his election as a delegate in1878. However, his proposals for the 

reforms of the administration were never accepted by whichever party he entered, thus he left 

politics and turned towards history. Finally, history did not get the success that he wanted either, 

and having grave financial and health problems, Grünwald committed suicide.67  

  In A Felvidék68, which follows the logic of the petition that he presented for the closure 

of the Slovak high schools and cultural institution; Grünwald claims that the mission of the 

Magyars is  

 

within the borders of the country and consists of filling this State up to its 

outermost border, of occupying the position we are entitled to because of our 

members, our material, moral and intellectual preponderance, our historical 

significance.69  

 

Grünwald justifies this affirmation mainly with historical reasoning. His strategy consists of 

proving that Slovaks have no history thus cannot be considered a proper nation. According to 

Grünwald, Slovaks are the ideal people to be assimilated, as “they do not have any tradition of 

having an independent national life”70, and also because the Slovak people “is impressed by the 

thousand-year domination of the Hungarian (magyar) race, its greater wealth and culture, the 

ideal for the Slovak is not himself, but the Hungarian (magyar).”71 In fact, Grünwald goes even 

further, and just as Baloghy, he denies that the Slovak is a proper nationality.72 Grünwald 

intends to explain the described situation of the Slovaks with historical reasons: 

 

                                                 
66 R. Holec, Grünwald Béla két alakváltozata, két arca és a körülötte kialakult mítoszok, in A Felvidék. 

Grünwald Béla és Micha Mudroň vitairatai, Pozsony, 2011, pp. 233–261, p. 234.  
67 I. Romsics, A magyar nemzetiségpolitikai gondolkodás és Grünwald Béla, in A Felvidék… op. cit., pp. 215–

233, p. 227–229.  
68 The Upper Northern Hungary, a territory with a significant Slovak majority.  
69 Grünwald, A Felvidék. Politikai tanulmány, in A Felvidék… op. cit., pp. 9–127, p. 21. 
70 Ibid. 
71 Ibid., p. 30.  
72 Ibid., p. 32.  
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The Slovaks do not have a separate history, or national traditions. They do not 

have national heroes, great national figures. Their heroes are Hungarian 

(magyar) heroes, their great men are the outstanding figures of the Hungarian 

(magyar) nation. The Slovaks have no national literature that would make a 

person’s intellectual development possible.73  

  

Accordingly, he judges the national consciousness of the Slovaks only an eyewash, a result of 

the manipulation of an organized political party, which makes no sense at all, as  

 

It makes sense for someone to want to be Russian, or to want to be Hungarian 

(magyar), but it does not make any sense for someone to want to be Slovak. 

There is not any psychological motive, as a glorious historical past and, in the 

present, light and power.74  

  

 A Slovak lawyer and politician, Michal Mudroň responded to the work of Grünwald. 

Mudroň commences his article with opposing the ideology of Grünwald to the teachings of 

Hungarian history itself:  

 

‘Beautiful times’ they were indeed, when the body of the Hungarian nation was 

still free of the poison of national racial hatred. (…) If one or the other of them 

[i.e. the nationalist politicians] research that time (…) finds that national 

oppression and national privileges were unknown, during nine hundred years of 

our country’s history.75    

 

Mudroň refutes the historical argumentation of Grünwald with the interpretation of history of 

the political nation. In fact, he confirms that Slovaks have no separate national heroes or 

traditions. Nonetheless, he points out that in this country, historical heroes do not belong to any 

nationality, as they are the common figures of the history of Hungary, and not of any specific 

nationality: “none of the nationalities has a separate history, separate national heroes (…) as 

they are all part of the common Hungarian history.” Thus, history is a common heritage of all 

                                                 
73 Ibid., p. 30.  
74 Ibid., p. 43.   
75 M. Mudroň, A Felvidék. Felelet Grünwald Béla hasonnevű politikai tanulmányára, in A Felvidék… op. cit., 

pp. 127–215, p. 135.  
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the peoples of Hungary, and those who intend to assign it to a certain nation, subvert the country 

itself.76  

 

In such time were we content in this country when we did not search for and did 

not care about which nationality had given a Zrínyi, a Hunyadi, a Kinizsi, a 

Dugovics and we were all equally enthusiastic when hearing their names, simply 

because we knew they were great man of Hungary, whose glory we all shear. 

But as soon as the feeling of such community got loose and we started to ponder 

who brought what into the common household, who sacrificed what on the 

household alter, our happiness disappeared.77 

 

 Lastly, there is a highly revealing example of the nation state ideology’s perception of 

history and of the contemporary situation: the work of Pál Balogh. Balogh was a demographer 

who mainly worked on the demography of national minorities; in fact some of his analyses are 

still useful for research. In his book, published in 1902, entitled, The races in Hungary, Balogh 

intended to sketch out the frontiers of the languages spoken in the country, and also to present 

the different ethnic groups, their everyday lives and their place in the public life. He used the 

data of the census of 1880, according to which the proportion of Magyars only reached 46% on 

the territories of the Hungarian Kingdom. The one-thousand-seven-hundred-page work 

commences with a forty-five page long historical introduction, in which Balogh strives to base 

and legitimise the dominance of Magyars with historical arguments. This part at the very 

beginning of the book, makes it clear for the reader that whatever the demographic facts tell us 

in the rest of the work, in Hungary, the only nation is the Magyar nation, the superiority of 

which is unquestionable. Balogh declares that Hungary is, and has always been since its 

foundation, a nation state. Furthermore, it did not change through history, neither in a historical, 

nor in an ethnic or geographical sense. “The pure-blooded (törzsökös) traits of our national 

character and spirit have remained in their ancestors’ purity and force.”78 Additionally, the 

history of Hungary is exclusively the history of the Magyar nation. 

 

(…) whatever existed on this land for a thousand years, the exclusive subject has 

always been the Hungarian nation. The other races (…) can only be a part of our 

                                                 
76 Ibid., p. 138. 
77 Ibid. Quoted by J. Gyurgyák, Ezzé lett… op. cit., p. 101.  
78 P. Balogh, A népfajok Magyarországon, Budapest, 1902, p. 20.  
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history. All the glory and sorrow belong to the Hungarian nation, as its rightful 

moral property.79  

(…) And this spirit has always been as it is. (…) This is the Hungarian [magyar] 

Spirit. It has permeated our nation’s life; it has maintained it through the 

vicissitudes of its thousand-year old European history.80  

 

Finally, the most important driving force of this history and its meaning is the Magyar 

hegemony: 

 

This history tells us that there has been one guiding principle throughout ten 

centuries: the idea of Hungarian hegemony. That is what the nation has fought 

for, and has lived according to changing circumstances.81  

 

 Approaching the First World War, which led to the dissolution of the historical Hungary 

and also of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, a new political party was created, the Radical Civic 

Party (Polgári Radikális Párt) in 1914. Its president, Oszkár Jászi intended to brake with the 

political traditions of the Monarchy in every way, including the assimilation of minorities. 

However, Jászi did not only want to break with the nation state politics, but reflected critically 

on its interpretation of history.  

 

The whole concept rests on an anti-individual and anti-social interpretation of 

historical development, which could be called racial and state individualism. 

[According to this approach,] it is the race that is the true historical essence that 

wants to develop. (…) This way, the whole history becomes the divina 

commedia of races and States of different forces, origins and missions. 

 

Contrary to this approach, Jászi sketched out another way of thinking, which, however, due to 

historical circumstances, he could never put into practice.  

 

“An entirely different notion of history (…) nurtures the theory that does not 

consider the question of nationalities as a mere question of power but wants to 

                                                 
79 Ibid., p. 18.  
80 Ibid., p. 20.  
81 Ibid., p. 54.  
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subordinate the policy toward nationalities more and more to the requirements 

of common sense, democracy and humanism.  

This approach (…) does not consider the nation states as such absolute values in 

the exclusive interest of which the activities of the individuals should be 

directed.”82  

 

We can conclude that in the political literature on the nationality issue, the two major 

concepts, namely that of the political nation and that of the nation state, had two, clearly 

separable views of history. Theoreticians of the political nation viewed the history of Hungary 

as the history of all the peoples living on the territory, whereas supporters of the idea of the 

nation state saw the same history as the history of the Magyar nation. In this thesis we will 

examine which of these concepts did professional Hungarian historians support. However, 

before this analysis, we will examine the birth of history as a discipline, in order to understand 

the context in which the analysed works were created.  
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II. The birth of scientific history and its relations to the nation building 

in the 19th century: European examples and Hungary 
 

In this chapter we aim to present the birth of history as a scientific discipline through the 

examples of Germany and France in order to place the Hungarian historiography in its 

international context. Evidently, we will also treat the birth of the discipline in Hungary to see 

the scientific and ideological milieu in which the analysed historical syntheses were created. 

However, before going into the professional historiography itself, we will study the more 

general development of the concept of history. Additionally, we are going to cast a glance at 

the philosophy of history, which is considered to be the great “rival” of professional 

historiography.  

 

II. 1. The notion of “history” 
 

In order to understand why the 19th century was called the “century of history”, firstly we need 

to sketch out an important change in the history of notions which took place in the second half 

of the 18th century. In a significant nine-volume work edited by Reinhart Koselleck, Otto 

Brunner and Werner Conze, the great German historian and philosopher Koselleck showed how 

our notion of “history” was in fact the product of the 18th century.83 In a later study, Koselleck 

presented this process in relation with the transformation of the phrase Historia magistra vitae 

(History is the master of life).84  

  For two thousand years, the meaning of Historia magistra vitae was that history is a 

thesaurus of examples, meaning that a certain experience from the past could serve as an 

example for a similar situation in the present. This way of thinking presupposed that there is a 

defined number of possibilities in history, and the primary conditions do not ever change.85 

 However, this formula and its primary conditions lost their validity during the second half of 

the 18th century. History was commencing to be thought of as a process of progress in which 

every event is singular and irreproducible. Consequently, events of the past could not serve as 

examples for the present any more.  
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 The reason for this transformation was the formation of the new notion of history. 

Around 1750 in German lands, the word Historia was displaced by Geschichte; this 

phenomenon can be statistically proven.86 Earlier, Historia was the word for historical records 

and historical studies, whereas Geschichte meant the historical event itself. During the last half 

of the 18th century, however, Geschichte became the only word for both. In the meantime, as 

Geschichte overtook Historia, it became a singular collective noun instead of being a plural 

noun. Thus was born History with capitals, without a subject or an object. Since then, the notion 

of history is applied to the totality of History and not for concrete, isolated examples. According 

to Koselleck, this process can be seen completed in the 1770s, and its significance cannot 

possibly be overestimated.87  

In his latest book, François Hartog showed how this transformation happened in the 

French context. In the emblematic opus of the Enlightenment, the encyclopaedia published 

between 1751 and 1780, edited by Diderot, d’Alembert considered that several histories 

existed, and did not see history as a process. In the dictionary of Pierre Larousse published 

between 1866 and 1876, however, history appears with a capital ‘H’ and becomes a “universal 

religion”, the basis of all morality. As Hartog points out, between the publication of the two 

works, history became a central concept.88 

According to Koselleck, this transformation fitted into a tendency of the period. This 

trend consisted of creating singular words for originally plural notions as part of the struggle 

against the estate society: the different liberties for different estates became one liberty for 

mankind; the different justices became one justice for all. Most importantly, in the period, the 

most profound experience was the radical changing of the world, which led to a new perception 

of time.89 

  The above-described phenomenon of linguistic history had three major consequences. 

First, the disappearing of Historia and the new notion of Geschichte generated that from this 

point on, a fact from the past can only be considered as historical reality after it passes through 

the human mind. As Johann Gustav Droysen put it: “History is nothing else but the knowledge 

of history.”90 In addition, the singular form of die Geschichte made it possible for theoreticians 

to impute a certain power to history which unites all separate events into one monumental plan. 
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Furthermore, History with capitals made it possible for history to be seen as one enormous 

spectacle of which every event is unique and singular.91  

The singular and unique nature of historical events was equally accepted by the 

philosophy which sought for the possibility of progress, and by the historical science of Leopold 

von Ranke.92 For both disciplines, the common base was the new notion of history.  
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II. 2. Philosophy of history 
 

Before presenting the historical science, it is worthy to cast a glance on its rival, against whom 

it came to being: the philosophy of history. The rupture between these two disciplines was so 

definitive that even during the 20th century, historians never stopped to have strong suspicions 

about ideas and methods that came from philosophy.93    

  The term “philosophy of history” is used to describe several phenomena. It can be 

associated with a unique moment in the history of philosophy, for example the German 

idealism. The other extremity is to use it to describe any general view of history. Now, we are 

going to use the definition of Karl Löwith, according to which the philosophy of history is a 

“systematic interpretation of universal history in accordance with a principle by which historical 

events and successions are unified and directed toward an ultimate meaning”.94  

  The modern philosophy of history was the child of the Enlightenment; however, their 

relationship was rather complicated. As Tamás Miklós argues, philosophy of history was not 

coming from the so-called optimism of the Enlightenment; on the contrary, it was the product 

of disenchantment and grave doubts.95 As the religious dogmas eroded, the enlightened man of 

Western civilization was left alone with his one and only world-history. Earlier, the fear of the 

senselessness of history did not exist.  

 

For why would it matter if the history of the ‘Earthly City’ is a chaos, when the 

perfect ‘City of God’ gleams above it? Why would it matter if we experienced 

our history as disorder when we know surely that God’s wisdom guarantees 

order, even if this wisdom is unknown for us?96      

 

 Left without such belief, thinkers of the modern age had to urgently answer the question if this 

only history on Earth had a meaning or not. The belief that mankind is the central point of the 

world is a quintessential thought in the Bible, and thus in Western thinking. It signifies the basis 

of the idea of human freedom, as well as the domination of mankind over nature, or even the 

possibility of cognition. A meaningless human history would have automatically demolished 
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the central position of man in the world. In order to avoid this catastrophe, the philosophy of 

history secularized the Biblical tradition of theodicy, predicting world peace or a perfect state, 

as its most important interpreters had pointed it out.97 However, Miklós adds to this affirmation 

that these philosophers intended to reconcile the Biblical tradition with the rationalism of the 

Enlightenment. This double heritage created an irresolvable contradiction within the philosophy 

of history. Miklós argues that these philosophers were completely aware of the impossibility of 

their mission, but they were equally aware of the fact that “For the philosopher, there is no other 

way out”, as Kant had put it.98  

 Philosophy of history treated the historical material in a quite particular way. Its method 

can be briefly described by the warning of Rousseau: “Let us begin with setting aside the facts”. 

Fichte went even further, stating that philosophers only use history as long as it serves their 

purpose.99 This philosophy was not interested in the events themselves but in the possibility of 

presenting them as a sensible story of humanity. This does not necessary make it inferior to 

historical science; it is another approach seeking different answers. To quote one of the most 

significant thinkers of these auteurs, Hegel, the philosophy of history “does not deal with 

individual events but with a general thought that is passing through the whole”.100 However, 

philosophers and historians considered themselves as rivals, and this opposition remained a 

significant factor of their professional identity throughout the 19th century.101  
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II. 3. German historicism  
       

The other major manner of interpreting history which intended to monopolize the discourse of 

the past was historicism, the notion of which is also interpreted in very different ways. If we 

understand it in a broad sense, meaning the attempt to bring about the past as it actually 

happened, we could talk about historicism even in the antiquity.102 Karl Popper meant by 

historicism a concept, according to which the main task of history and the social sciences is 

prophecy on the future of history. Accordingly, he considered Marx, Hegel and Spengler to be 

as the main figures of this concept.103 Several German theoreticians, and also Frank Ankersmit, 

understand historicism being the exact opposite. According to them, it is the approach used by 

historians in the 19th century such as Ranke, Humboldt and Droysen which defines a given 

historical phenomenon in a certain historical process.104  

  Georg G. Iggers, who wrote the most acknowledged book on the subject,105 considered 

historicism to be the main trend of historical thinking in German historical and social sciences, 

and also in German political thinking from the times of Ranke and Humboldt to the middle of 

the 20th century. Taken in this sense, however, historicism is not limited to history or to 

Germany, but it pervaded all social sciences from linguistic studies to jurisprudence and ruled 

the intellectual life throughout Europe. 106 This concept of Iggers’ will be used in the present 

paper. 

  Even if several essential notions were created during the 19th century, we can state that 

the basic ideas of historicism can be found in the works of Johann Gottfried Herder. Herder, 

opposing the ideas of the Enlightenment, which stood on the principles of natural law, believed 

that all concepts of values and all forms of cognition are historically determinate and unique. 

This thought resulted in the assumption that objective criteria could never be given for the truth. 

Concerning the possibility of cognition, he stated that the human intellect could only understand 

lifeless things (e. g. phenomena of nature); consequently to be able to understand history, one 

has to enter into the spirit of the subject in question, rather than operate with one’s intellect.107 

Although Herder’s works were translated into several languages, historicism developed the 

most strikingly in Germany, which can be explained by historical factors. History played an 

important role in German political thinking throughout the 18th century, when regional rights 
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and traditions had to be defended against the centralist aims of the enlightened absolutistic 

monarchy.108  

  Nevertheless, the triumph of historicism over the enlightenment was due to the political 

events of the period 1795–1815, which had a deep effect on German spirit.109 The belief in the 

universal political and ethical values of the Enlightenment was overwhelmed by the fact that 

they were forced upon the Germans by a foreign army. As a result, the stigmatization of the 

past as Ancien régime was replaced by the conviction that every value and notion is a result of 

a unique historical and national development; accordingly, foreign institutions can never be 

successfully planted into the German soil.110 This increasing interest in the past already had 

important fundaments on which it could develop. The critical analysis of historical sources 

highly developed at the University of Göttingen since the second half of the 18th century.111   

 The basic metaphysic and theoretical presuppositions of the historicism of the period 

between Ranke and Meinecke were created and formulated by Wilhelm von Humboldt.112 

Humboldt criticized violently every philosophy of progress and history. He argued that 

introducing a sensible movement in history violates the historical facts, as it forces them into 

an artificial schema.113 This thought is essential in the criticism of historians against the 

philosophy of history.  

 

Altogether, historical truth is a great deal more endangered by the philosophical, 

than by the poetic approach, as (…) philosophy sets aims for events and the 

search for ultimate causes (…) confuses and falsifies any free contemplation of 

the specific working of forces.114 

 

Humboldt also defined the task of the historian. He stated that the duty of historians 

consists of describing the past. The historian has to create the synthesis of the given historical 

material with a rigorous, impartial and critical research. However, as the past is only partially 
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visible in the sensual word, the historian has to operate with intuition in those cases where other 

means fail.115     

  Another important historian and theoretician of historicism was Leopold von Ranke, 

who is, as Iggers points out, victim of a false judgment. Namely, it is commonly believed that 

Ranke was an anti-philosophical mind. In reality, through the 19th century, no other historian 

paid more attention to the theoretical basis of the scientific practice, except Droysen.116 Ranke 

elaborated the philosophical bases of the historical school between 1832 and 1836. During this 

period, at the University of Berlin, the conflict between the philosophical and historical schools 

had already created two opposing groups.  

  In fact, Ranke himself shared the thought according to which even though everything is 

of a historical character, behind the external appearance, there is a general truth hidden.117 He 

never considered the objectively and critically observed facts to be the final goal of the research. 

On the contrary, he believed that this is only necessary to be able to reach reality, which is the 

fundament of the ephemeral phenomenon. One could recognize in this thought the idea of Hegel 

quoted above. Nevertheless, there was a sharp line separating Ranke from Hegel. Ranke insisted 

that the cognition of this objective order can only be achieved by the profound research of the 

individual events; abstract schemes must not be forced on history. Also, according to him, the 

sense of history can never be discovered by human beings, as it is restricted to God. 

The claim of Ranke for a strict and objective criticism of the historical sources came 

from the idea according to which in order to be able to recognise the superior reality in the 

individual events, one must study them in a profound and intensive manner.118 Also, his 

preference of the history of states and diplomacy was due to the conviction that states are the 

thoughts of God, – the revaluation of the state was common among historians and philosophers 

of the German idealism as well, such as Hegel or Fichte.119 Ranke himself and his disciples 

considered the state to be not only the natural outcome of the forces of history, but also a 

positive, moral value, without which all culture and morality would be impossible.120 

  One of the most important aims of Ranke was to write a German national history: for 

him, narrative unity was the symbol of the problem of national unification.121 Ranke faced the 
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great difficulty of finding a protagonist for this history, who could hold the narrative together. 

As Ranke claimed, in the case of Great Britain, the Parliament could fulfil this task, as British 

history could be told with the history of the Parliament. However, the German Imperial Diet 

was unsuitable for this, as its struggles to modify the constitution failed constantly. Finally, 

Ranke choose Luther to represent the nation, hence the constitutional and religious issue were 

joined, and Augsburg became the summit of German history.122 

 Historicism became “canonized” in the middle of the century: it created its institutions, 

and its methodological rules were codified. In 1859, a disciple of Ranke, Heinrich von Siebel 

founded a revue entitled Historische Zeitschrift, which was essential in the process of the 

institutionalisation of the discipline as it provided a forum for debates. Furthermore, it became 

the model for historical revues all over Europe.123 History began its march of triumph at the 

universities: first it obtained an individual department at the University of Berlin, founded by 

Humboldt in 1810; during the century the number of history departments reached one hundred 

and seventy-five.124 In the university education, Ranke created the system of seminars. The 

propos of the system was to master the method of source-criticism in a creative way, with a 

limited number of selected, talented students.125  

 The successors of Ranke managed to master and even improve source-criticism; 

however, they saw history more and more as a tool in service of the creation of the liberal 

German nation state which they believed, after 1848, to be achievable only with the leading of 

Prussia. Almost every significant German historian had political titles. In fact, German 

historians had never before taken part as actively in politics as they did in the period between 

1830 and 1871, in the period of national unification.126 The severe methodology did not hinder 

them using history as a tool of legitimization. Though they stated that historians must participate 

in political struggles, they were strongly convinced that their political commitment would never 

influence their objectivity as historians.127  

  The disciples of Ranke formed the Prussian-school which contributed greatly to the 

national legitimization of the Hohenzollern dynasty. Gustav Droysen arrived to the archives 
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already with answers, which were in favour of the dynasty.128 Historians, though not without 

exceptions, also played a major role in legitimizing the order which was established with the 

unification of 1871.129  

  This conformism was in fact partly due to the institutional background: in Germany, 

literally a handful of professors controlled the university appointments, guaranteeing that the 

heads of departments had the same social background, the same political views and were of the 

same denomination. The system was also efficient in maintaining the conformity in 

methodology as well, as a result, historians with new concepts, such as Karl Lamprecht, were 

marginalized.130 
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II. 3. France: the école méthodique and the nation state building 
 

In France, before the Third Republic, professional communities of historical science did not 

come about. History occupied a marginal place at the universities; at the Grands écoles, in the 

institutions which were charged with the education of the future administration, it was not 

taught at all. Consequently, there were no objective criteria for scientific works: the doctoral 

thesis of Michelet, for example, was only twenty-six pages long. During the Second Empire, 

history was completely subordinated to politics, and was under the control of the aristocracy.131  

 This situation changed radically with the formation of the Third Republic. Wanting to 

break with the ancient régime in every possible aspect, the new state guaranteed autonomy to 

historical studies. History started its conquest of the universities: while in 1870 there were 

practically no history students at universities, in 1900, Sorbonne only had more than a 

thousand.132 In fact, history was not only taught at the faculty of humanities, but as a part of 

law and political sciences too, which made it the most powerful discipline of the period.133  

  This incredible progress was due to the victory of the Prussians over the French army 

during the war of 1870–1871. The German conquest modified the frontiers of the French 

national identity. According to the new concept of nation, which had important antecedents in 

the works of Fustel de Coulanges134 but was fully elaborated by Ernest Renan, national identity 

meant the identification of oneself with the totality of the nation’s history. Thus the whole 

history of France became the object of interest and respect, not only the revolution as during 

the period before.135 Even though this phenomenon is not unprecedented, as during the reign of 

Louis Philippe it was necessary to reconcile the revolutionary and monarchic past,136 the crucial 

change came with the Franco-Prussian war. This process was, in many ways, similar to the 

German reaction to the Napoleonic conquest in the beginning of the 19th century, as described 

above. The two rival nations motivated each other to explore the past.  

  Strangely, for constructing a scientific historical discipline, French historians sought for 

examples in the country which had trampled down the gloire. Numerous French intellectuals 

visited Germany right after the defeat, and found that the main reason for Germany’s victory 
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lied in its brilliantly organised institutions.137 The sensitivity towards the German sciences was 

common among French intellectuals; one of the most enthusiastic among them was Gabriel 

Monod.138  

  Gabriel Monod was, along with Ernest Lavisse, the most important figure of historical 

studies at the end of the 19th century. In every work on the foundation of the historical science, 

Gabriel Monod is treated as the central figure of the process.139 He was respected in his lifetime 

as well, occupying the most prestigious academic posts. When he died, the American Historical 

Review declared that the whole discipline lost one of its most representative figures.140  

As Monod studied from professors who were the most deeply touched by the German 

génie, he respected the German science long before the war, and spent a great amount of time 

in Berlin as a student. During the war, he criticized harshly the German scientists claiming that 

they were nothing more than the humble servants of Bismarck’s militarism. However, this 

period of anti-German behaviour could not be but brief, as it contradicted the values that were 

most important for him; besides, he was well aware of what the social sciences owed the 

Germans.141 Thus Monod claimed that French historians had to sit into the German school.  

 Monod laid down his methodological and ideological principles in the first edition of the Revue 

Historique in 1876. This “inaugural address” is treated as the “manifest of the école 

méthodique” (Carbonell). Specialists of French historiography consider it to be the key-text of 

this school, along with the methodological opus of Charles Seignobos and Charles-Victor 

Langlois.142  

  In the text, Monod follows through the development of historical studies from the 

Renaissance. Speaking of the 19th century, he states that it was Germany that contributed the 

most to the development of the historical science. This superiority was due to the German génie 

which inspires the persistent research and, above all, to the well-organized institutions. 

Germany, claims Monod, became a laboratory of history; the development of the science is 
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remarkable itself: the publication and criticism of sources, the thoroughly executed research on 

every part of history by such personalities as Ranke, Niebuhr, Savigny, so that there is hardly 

anything which has not been researched yet. Moreover, every social science masters and 

employs the method of historians. Monod emphasises that German scientists are not only 

examining history out of a purely erudite curiosity, general ideas do abound but these are not 

fantasies of a wild imagination nor are they artificially logical and beautiful systems of theories, 

but these are progressively elaborated general scientific ideas.143  

  Concerning France, even though Monod acknowledges the positive factors of its 

historiographical traditions, admitting that a literary way of writing history can give life to the 

ancient times, he reproaches the French system for forcing the historians to be autodidactic 

without masters or disciples, and for excluding the intellectual life from of the universities.144   

Monod also explains how a proper historical discipline should function. For him, history must 

be the object of a long and methodical investigation during which one progressively advances 

from the particular to the general, from the details to the whole. The historian must clarify every 

uncertain point of the material and only after this can he construct justifiable, scientific general 

ideas. Historians must abstract from religious and political views; also, they must never 

condemn or celebrate historical facts and actors but only understand and explain them.145  

 Monod claims that for this scientific work, it is necessary that historians carry out the different 

parts of the same whole one. The Revue historique is destined to insure a forum for this 

collaboration of the scientific community.  

 

Our Revue will be a collection of positive science and of free discussion, but it 

will lock itself up in the realm of facts and will stay closed to political or 

philosophical theories.146   

 

These principles are considered the fundaments of the “methodological school”,147 

which is misleadingly called “positivist”, as this word can be easily associated with the 

philosophy of history elaborated by Auguste Comte, which is, as we have seen, excluded from 
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the science à la Monod.148 The methodological basis was the conception of Ranke. According 

to his ideas, the past objectively exists, and is accessible for the human cognition. The task of 

the historian is not to educate the contemporary world, but only to show how the pas had 

happened, discovering as many facts as he can from the sources, which he examines with a 

critical attitude. Also, the style is without importance.149  

  However, this discipline of Monod was far from being a pure science l’art pour l’art; 

on the contrary, it had serious social duties. In the last lines of his inaugural address in the first 

number of the Revue, Monod points out the special circumstances that give an extraordinary 

responsibility to the historians. 

 

As far as France is concerned especially, the painful events that (…) recently 

mutilated the national unity slowly created by centuries, make it now our task to 

awake, in the mind of the nation, the conscience of itself through a deep 

knowledge of its history. Only in this way can all understand the logical link 

between each period of the development of our country (…) it is this way that 

all will feel to be scion of the same land, children of the same race, not denying 

any part of the paternal heritage, all sons of old France and at the same time, all 

equal citizens of the modern France.150  

 

According to Monod, this task is fully reconcilable with the scientific exigencies stated earlier 

in the text, as he considers this “awakening” as a scientific and not as a political task. Also, as 

he advised his colleagues to keep their scientific work clean from political and religious beliefs, 

one can presume that the “nation” of Monod is meant in a cultural and not in a political sense.151 

Accordingly, he could logically conclude that: 

 

It is in this way that history, without setting other objectives and other aims than 

the gain that can be drown from the truth, works secretly and surely for the sake 
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of the greatness of the Fatherland and at the same time, for the advancement of 

mankind.152  

 

However, all pieces of significant French specialist literature state that in the practice of 

the historians of the école méthodique, the national and the scientific exigencies were in fact 

contradictory and it was the social duty which triumphed over the scientific aspects.153 This 

“social duty” consisted of creating the myth of a nation state, which is, and always was one and 

indivisible.154 This strategy of historical interpretation is most visible in the twenty-seven-

volume opus edited by Ernest Lavisse, the other important figure of the discipline in the period, 

entitled L’Histoire de France, which Pierre Nora considers a place of memory. The work 

presents the history of France as the history of one nation from Clovis to the Third Republic, 

which is the summit of its history. The most revealing example of this idea in the work is the 

placing of the Tableau géographique de la France of Paul Vidal de la Blach. It is a geographical 

description of the French lands and it is the very first book of the work. Jules Michelet, who 

also wrote a general work on French history, placed his Tableau in the third book which treated 

the conquests of Hugot Capet, as he suggested that France was created in that period. The 

solution of Lavisse, placing the Tableau of Vidal before telling anything about the history 

implies that France, its territory, its contours and its characteristics existed even before 

France.155  

  The conception of Lavisse of the French history was definitive in the elementary 

education through the Petit Lavisse, a textbook written by the historian.156 Besides, the 

historians of the école méthodique were significant supporters of the educational politics of 

Jules Ferry. The lavissien concept ruled the elementary history education until the 1960s.157 In 

fact, Suzanne Citron believes to have discovered it even in the rhetoric of Nicolas Sarkozy.158      

A famous phrase of one of the most important students of the école républicaine expresses 

perfectly this concept of history: “Il y a un pacte vingt fois séculaire entre la grandeur de la 
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France et la liberté du monde.”  This phrase of Charles de Gaulle, which is carved on his most 

important statue in Paris, visions a France of which the origins can be found in mythical times, 

and which has spread the greatest values of the revolution and of the Third Republic throughout 

its history.   

The école méthodique dominated the French universities until the 1940s. In the 

meantime, it had to face several serious challenges. On the institutional level, the inner 

anomalies were causing tensions between generations: the young scientist could not advance in 

the hierarchy, whereas the elders accumulated the professional titles.159 Meanwhile, on the 

methodological level, the centrality of politics and events was more and more criticized not 

only by other disciplines such as sociology, but by historians as well. Finally, the ideological, 

nation-building tasks of history which we described above, was thought to be more than over 

exaggerated. As Lucien Febvre put it ten years before founding the Annales with Marc Bloch: 

“Professeurs de l’université française de Strasbourg, nous ne sommes point les missionnaires 

débottés d’un Évangile nationale, si beau, si grand, si bien intentionné qu’il puisse paraitre.”160    

 

 

As a conclusion of these two sub-chapters on German and French historiography, we can state 

that historiography and nationalism had a common dimension on a European level. In fact we 

could have discussed Great Britain or Italy as examples of this phenomenon.161 During the 19th 

century, the methodological rules of historical research were codified, first in German 

universities from which it then spread to other European countries, such as France. Besides the 

scientific goals, all historiographies served the purposes of legitimizing the state and 

contributing to the nation-building process. In fact, this close relation with the nation-building 

led to conformity.  

  In the meantime, although such general tendency can be observed, several significant 

differences can also be shown between these countries. The level of conformity could differ 

according to the structure of the scientific institutions. In Germany, the state had perfect control 

over the universities and a small group of professors were charged with the appointments. In 

France, the system was more open which is considered to be one of the main reasons why social 

history could develop more efficiently in France.162  
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161 Cf. S. Berger, M. Donovan et al (eds.), Writing national histories… op. cit.  
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  Due to the special historical circumstances, the protagonists, who hold the narrative of 

these national histories together were different. In Germany, it was the dynasty which realized 

the national unity; in France, it was the republic which created the nation state. Also, the 

national characteristics attached to these nations were evidently different. For German 

historians it was the superior German science and culture which differentiated their nation from 

both the West and the “barbaric” Slavs. For French historians, the special values of the nation 

were those attained with the French revolution.163 
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II. 4. Hungary: “justness and patriotism” 
 

Through the examples of Germany and France we have showed above that historical science 

contributed significantly to the nation state making process in Europe. In this part, we intend to 

demonstrate that the Hungarian case was no different from the European tendencies. 

  Hungarian historiography had always followed Western European trends; however, this 

usually happened with a significant delay.164 During the 18th century, the most important 

developments in historiography were the collection of sources by Jesuits. In fact, these corpuses 

included numerous laic sources as well as ecclesiastics. The collections were placed in the 

library of the University of Pest which thus became the first workshop of Hungarian 

historians.165 Under Maria Theresa, the university was moved to Buda, and in 1777, a historical 

department was founded.166 The voluminous collections of sources inspired the historians to 

rethink the findings of humanist historians by using original documents and not only narrative 

sources.167 György Pray is considered the greatest Jesuit historian, he is regarded as the 

introducer of professional source criticism in Hungary.168 His disciple, István Katona left a 

significant oeuvre, which consisted mainly of the publication of documents, on which historians 

of the early 19th century greatly relied.169 

The development of the Hungarian historiography in the 19th century can be divided into 

the same periods as the political history of the country. During the Vormärtz period, the greatest 

interest was shown for the “prehistory of Hungarians”, which meant the period before the 

conquest of the Hungarian territory. Most of the time, this lead to rather wild fantasies as in the 

case of Isván Horváth, who aimed to prove that Hungarian was an ancient language, even 

though he was one of the most renowned specialist of genealogy and diplomatics.170 

Nonetheless, the first half of the 19th century saw other results as well: specialists of the 

Hungarian historiography consider the publications of sources as a breakthrough. The most 

remarkable of them was the Codex diplomaticus Hungariae, a forty-three volume work edited 

by György Fehér. Furthermore, Mihály Horváth, one of the most important Hungarian 
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historians of the century, appeared during the ‘30s. Shortly before 1848, the creation of a 

historical association was planned, but could not come to being before the revolution.171 

  The defeat of the revolution in 1849, caused a regression in the historical science. 

Important personalities died in the fights (e. g. Pál Vasvári), got locked up in prison (Flóris 

Rómer) or were forced into emigration (Mihály Horváth, László Szalay). In the meantime, as 

the Habsburg oppression roughened, the interest in the past grew, which resulted in the creation 

of small historical associations.172 The most important historiographical work in the period was 

The time of the Hunyadis in Hungary by József Teleki. Although the publication of historical 

sources advanced, hardly any significant work was effectuated at the Hungarian Academy of 

Science.   

  The institutions of the historical science were created during the dualistic period (1867-

1918). The period saw a remarkable development not just on the field of economics, but on that 

of general culture as well. The proportion of illiteracy decreased from 67% to 31%; in the 

meantime the number of secondary school increased from thirty six thousand to eighty 

thousand; at the end of the period 3% of the teenage population frequented high school. Through 

the foundation of new universities, the number of university students reached seventeen 

thousand in 1914.173  

History made a longue journey in the university hierarchy. Until 1866, only one 

professor taught Hungarian as well as world history, concentrating mainly on constitutional 

history. During the first years of dualism, history gained an individual department at the 

University of Budapest. This department was shortly divided into two, one for the Hungarian, 

and the other for world history, which was further divided according to historical periods. 

Another important development in the education consisted of a rule in 1873, according to which 

the condition of the doctorate was a published thesis.174 However, these significant 

developments did not immediately lead to a proper history education at the university. As 

Henrik Marczali, who later became the greatest historian of the period, recalled in his memoires, 

in the lectures entitled “methodology”, students were taught how to operate with different past 

tenses in order to create a moving narrative.175 Nevertheless, the scholarships which enabled 

professors and students to visit countries such as France and Germany served well the creation 

of the discipline. Marczali took the opportunity and got to know Monod and Ranke during his 
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journey. Arriving back to Budapest in 1880 he insisted on the introduction of the system of 

seminars invented by Ranke, at the Hungarian universities. Literature considers this as the 

beginning of scientific education.176  

  The historians were divided according to three lines, namely their religion,177 their 

relation to Vienna, and methodological questions. Concerning the relation to Vienna, every 

historian accepted the emperor; differences were only superficial and were also influenced by 

the religious aspects. These differences manifested mainly in the choices of themes. 

Methodologically, according to Péter Gunst, historians proved to be indifferent, except for 

Gyula Pauler, who studied seriously the positivist philosophy of Comte. However, Pauler 

himself never wrote in the spirit of the ideas of Comte, his method always stayed under the 

influence of Ranke.178 A significant attempt to introduce economic history was the undertaking 

of Ignác Acsády, who founded the Hungarian review of economic history.179  

  Along with the fourth section of the Hungarian Academy of Science and the National 

Archives, the other important centre of historical science was the Hungarian Historical 

Association founded in 1867, which published a historical revue entitled “Századok” in the very 

same year.  In the first issue of the revue, two speeches which were given on the founding 

meeting of the association were published: one was held by the president, Imre Mikó, the other 

by the vice-president, Mihály Horváth. In both of these speeches, we can recognize the most 

important ideas of the article of Monod, treated above.  

  The short speech of Mikó is a declaration of war against the legends and mythical 

elements which people tend to force into the history of Hungary. “As long as a nation remains 

captivated by the fabled past of its history and by mythological representations, it is not worthy 

of the title of manhood.”180 Mikó states that “a nation of serious duty must aim above all at the 

truth in science and in its culture just as much as in political life.”181 Evidently, historical science 

can purify the culture from wild mythologies. However, the capacity and mission of history 

does not terminate at that point; as Mikó claims: “There is no science leading to the knowledge 

of reality and to real political maturity on a more reliable path than history does.”182 Mikó 

considers the 19th century to be the age of “historical consciousness” when the “national 
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intelligence” takes historical sources under severe criticism throwing out the elements of fables, 

thus elevating national history to the level of general culture (életoktatás).183 In order for this 

great mission to be successful, a scientific society had to be created, to guarantee the financial 

background, the support of young talents and the judgement of scientific works.184 The hostility 

towards folklore memory, which we can see in the thoughts of Mikó, appears several times on 

the pages of the Századok, which shows the intention of professional historians to monopolize 

the past.185  

The speech of Horváth is not only similar to Monod’s work concerning the general 

ideas, but it is also similarly structured. Both historians declare their methodological exigencies, 

also, they designate the great mission of historians and the special circumstances which placed 

this heavy duty on them. Concerning the method Horváth states that all delusions and erroneous 

ideas should be excluded from the historical science, and replaced with “truth, fidelity and 

thoroughness”. Above all a “scrupulous investigation of history” is necessary which can be 

achieved only by a “diligent and critical examination of sources and the collection and selection 

of data”.186 As we have seen above, Monod explained that the war of 1870-71 with Germany 

gave extraordinary responsibility to historians as it became their task to unite the nation through 

its history. Horváth basically arrives at the same conclusion, and his reasoning justifies the 

subject of the present research. He claims that one of the most dominant notions of history is 

the notion of nation, which, for him, is the motor of the century.  

 

Those peoples that (…) have got under the domination of a foreign government 

or another people, want to found their freedom through restoring their 

independence. They track down their historical rights and declare them to be 

imprescriptible. They consider them as their only salvation and rise for the most 

persevering struggle for them.187  

 

Moreover, Horváth suggests that this movement is so universal that it even involves the “less 

developed fragments of people”. This tendency creates a competition among the different 

peoples, in which “one nation can enjoy a long life only by taking the common path of 
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mankind”. People’s proper nationality and national traditions do not signify a drawback, on the 

contrary, “in the diversity of nations itself resides the most efficient force of progress”.188 This 

is the moment when history takes its place in the logic, for “who is the one that does not know 

or has not experienced in his own self that history is the most efficient nurse of national 

feelings”. In fact, Horváth claims that “There can be no conscious national feelings in anybody 

who does not know their national history”. Furthermore, given that “patriotism itself goes along 

with national feelings” the most urgent and foremost duty of every nation is to “study 

assiduously its own history”. Thus “we are under the obligation to study our history as 

thoroughly and as broadly as possible”.189 Horváth, in the same way as Monod, considers the 

national and social duty of historians to be reconcilable with the scientific principles quoted 

above; in fact, just as in the thinking of Monod, it is exactly the objective and truthful history 

that can be of the nation’s benefit.190  

  The other important event in the early history of the Association was the congress held 

between the 3 and 6 July 1885, in Budapest. Historiographers hardly treat this congress, even 

though it marked an important stage in the development of Hungarian historiography.191 In the 

presentation of the three main lecturers, historians declared to break definitively with the 

autodidact ways of history writing and aimed to lay down the foundation of a modern, 

professional methodology. Lajos Thallóczy and László Fejérpataky spoke of the importance of 

the publication of sources, while Henrik Marczali treated the question of university education 

of historians, propagating the seminar system.192 The introductory lecture was held by Arnold 

Ipolyi. This text193 is extremely rich and unjustly forgotten in the literature on Hungarian 

historiography. Here, we must limit ourselves to stress only some of its statements. Ipolyi 

begins by outlining the development of historical sciences from the very beginning up to Ranke 

whom he considers to be the summit of this history as the historiography of Ranke is the perfect 

“aspiration for historical faithfulness.”194 Ipolyi gives proof of a deep knowledge of the different 
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trends in the historiography and in the philosophy of the period. In fact, this lecture can very 

well modulate the affirmation of historiographers, according to which Hungarian historians 

were not interested in the theoretical debates of the period. Ipolyi did know positivism rather 

well, his choice of Ranke was a well-founded decision. Nevertheless, he also considered 

political and diplomatic history to be superficial, as they deal with the “surface of the life of the 

nation”, accordingly, historians are ought to “descend into the depth of people’s life” by which 

he means the history of law, culture and the development of social institutions.195 The 

importance attached to the history of culture is due to the fact that on the territory of Hungary 

it was developed by the Hungarian (magyar) nation.196 This incredible achievement of the 

Magyars is due, according to Ipolyi, to their strong devotion to the “national historical idea”. 

This was the basis of the greatness of the past, and in order to preserve this greatness for the 

future, “the state must be imbued with the spirit of national history”.197 Ipolyi states that the 

basis of the national spirit is national historical consciousness, which cannot be constructed on 

myths, but only on scientific research. He even qualifies these myths as anti-national.198 For 

Ipolyi, any kind of development can be imagined only on the basis of historical consciousness, 

for the awaking of which, he gives Germany and France as examples to follow.199 Just as in the 

case of Horváth, the nationalities are also mentioned in the argumentation of Ipolyi who refers 

to them as “alien elements”. According to Ipolyi, even if these “elements” manage to master 

the language, the danger remains that they would not attain the national ideal. However, this 

does not mean that they need to be excluded; on the contrary: in accordance with the political 

traditions of Hungary they must be accepted and assimilated. This assimilation can only be 

really achieved through an education of national history. Naturally, this is mainly the task of 

the school; however, the Academy of Science and the Historical Association must also 

participate, so that all alien elements would be imbued with national history.200  

 Considering the argumentation of Horváth, and that of Ipolyi, we believe it is worthy to 

study the ways in which historians with such principles represented the peoples who proved to 

be the rivals of the nation on the field of historical rights.  
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III. The general works and the historians  
 

We had two main reasons for choosing general works on Hungarian history as our source for 

this part of the thesis. The first reason is theoretical, while the second refers to the question of 

the level of representation.  

 As we have already mentioned in the introduction, we consider that the general works 

on Hungarian history master the most completely the task of writing national history. An article 

of Hayden White helps us to conceptualize this thought. In his study entitled, The politics of 

interpretation: Discipline and De-Sublimation201 the emblematic figure of the linguistic turn 

examines the formation of history as a scientific discipline in the 19th century. According to 

White, the new discipline did not serve the nation state by transmitting an explicit ideology. 

Rather, its strategy consisted of presenting history as a rational, understandable process, which 

logically concludes in the contemporary situation. This view of history was deeply 

conservative, as by presenting the contemporary world as the only reasonable outcome of a 

rational history, it excluded the possibility of imagining significant changes in society.202 In 

opposition to this interpretation, stood a point of view which regarded history as chaos and thus 

implied a vision of a need for profound change.203 Using aesthetic categories, White labels the 

professional interpretation of history as “beautiful”, as it is logical and reasonable, while the 

other is classified as “sublime” as it is chaotic and irrational.  

Applying this theory of White, we can state that the general works are the most direct 

manifestations of the ideological goals of professional history as they tell the story of the nation 

from the beginning to the end, –the end being the nation state of the 19th century, a conclusion 

that puts every event in a logical order and makes all sufferings of the past reasonable. Due to 

their completeness, we can classify these works as the most “beautiful” products of professional 

history. Into this “beautiful” history, historians had to integrate those elements which meant the 

greatest threat to the completeness of the “national story”: national minorities can be considered 

as the most problematic, perturbing factor. Furthermore, we can also interpret these general 

works as created in opposition to the historical narratives of the minorities which saw a violent 

rupture in their history, leading to an unjust situation in the contemporary world that needed to 

be changed. This latter narrative can be corresponded to the “sublime” way of interpretation.  
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  Accordingly, in our analysis, we will be focusing on the strategies of integration and 

also on the strategies of refuting certain narratives of the minorities of Hungarian history. We 

are not aiming to judge if the discourse found in these works is “correct” or not, as that would 

be nothing more than superimposing the discourse of today on that of the dualism. Rather, we 

intend to identify strategies of representing the “other” in the national history narrative.  

 Our second reason refers to the level of representativeness of the research. Our aim was 

to find a source which, although coming from professional history, is not exclusively red by 

and addressed to a very limited group of intellectuals. According to their introductions, these 

general works were addressed to a large, “cultivated” audience.204 By the word, “cultivated” 

we can identify this social group as the middle class, as in the period, this adjective was 

associated with it.205 Also, members of this class possessed the financials to buy these works, 

which they did, in fact, buy: the Millennial History of the Hungarian Nation206, edited by 

Sándor Szilágyi sold more than twenty thousand copies207, which is an impressive number, even 

though we should not be naïve concerning the number of copies actually read.  
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III. 1. General works on Hungarian history before 1867 
 

Before analysing our sources, we consider it worthy to cast a glance at the general works on 

Hungarian history produced before our period, as, just as similarly to Hungarian historiography 

itself, the works that we are going to treat, had important antecedents. Here, we are not aiming 

to list all syntheses, but only those that one can consider as milestones in the genre. In this sub-

chapter, we will be mostly relying on the recently published book of László Lajtai.208 

  The first historian to systematically treat the historical sources that were explored during 

the 18th century was György Pray. He published his “Annals” between 1761 and 1770, and later 

this work became the basis for his History of Hungary,209 in which he discussed the history of 

the country until the death of Maria Theresa. The work, written in Latin, meant a radical 

reinterpretation of Hungarian history before the Christianistaion of its people, using Byzantine 

sources with which Pray could criticize the Hungarian chronicles, written centuries after the 

events.210  

  Published also in Latin, the work of István Katona211 can be considered more as a 

commented publication of sources, rather than a proper historical narrative; nevertheless, a 

crucial contribution to historiography was his periodization of the political history of the Middle 

Ages, which historians still use today: Hous of Árpád (until 1301), Age of elected kings (until 

1526), and Austrian kings (from 1526).212   

General works on Hungarian history began to get published in a living language only 

from the last third of the 18th century. Detailed syntheses which aimed to be professionals, were 

firstly published abroad; however, their authors were connected to Hungary, as Johann 

Christian von Engel213 who worked on the chancellery of Vienna and wrote a respected, five-

volume long “History of Hungary.214 The romantic approach was adapted to Hungarian history 

by Aurél Ignác Fessler.  His work215 was the most voluminous one until the History of the 

Hungarian Nation, edited by Sándor Szilágyi216 which we will be analysing later in this paper. 

Among Engel, Fessler is the only one who aimed to present not only the political but also the 
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cultural history of the country. His interpretation is also considered to be unique for the period, 

as he saw the nation as an organic phenomenon which develops progressively, and did not 

consider it an ahistorical entity.217  

  From the 1780s, Hungarian language became progressively considered as a 

representative of the nation and as a potential communicator of science. From the 1810s, 

transferring information in Hungarian became a pedagogic task for historians as well.218 

Nevertheless, the first historical works in Hungarian were written in a rather difficult language 

containing expressions directly translated from office-Latin and German. This changed with the 

works of historian Mihály Horváth.219 Although in his first writings, Baroque-like phrases and 

Latin-structures could still be found, from the 1840s on, these were replaced with a dynamic, 

light and easily understandable, only slightly rhetorical style. As Henrik Marczali put it, quite 

expressively: “He taught historiography how to express itself in a beautiful, understandable 

Hungarian language.”220 Horváth wrote three syntheses on Hungarian history. Two of these 

works were to be used as history textbooks, the third piece221 was a more extensive one, which 

Horváth developed and completed during the following decades, and finally ended up as an 

eight-volume synthesis of the history of Hungary.222 The most important feature was that the 

historian used the modern notion of the nation instead of its estate-definition.223 

  During the period between the revolution and the Ausgleich, two major syntheses were 

written. Both of them were works of historians in exile: Mihály Horváth and László Szalay. 

The work of Szalay was written in a rather old-fashioned stile. Szalay, being a follower of what 

he believed the Rankien way of writing history, hardly expressed his own point of view on the 

subjects he was treating; instead he aimed to present them in a strictly objective way which 

meant long quotations of sources.224 Horváth, on the contrary, mastered a style that resembles 

almost completely today’s written Hungarian language. His interpretation was more normative 

and passionate than that of Szalay; accordingly, Horváth interpreted his sources instead of 

purely quoting them on several pages. Both historians aimed to situate the history of Hungary 
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into a European context; however, while Szalay concentrated exclusively on the history of 

politics and diplomacy, Horváth included history of economics, society and culture, even 

though with the dominance of politics. Concerning “ancient” Hungarian history, Szalay only 

presented it from 800, the period from which written sources can be found, whereas Horváth 

included the traditional myth in his work.225 Szalay died before he could finish his work. This 

was not the case of Horváth, who even managed to complete his synthesis with the history of 

the revolution and war of independence of 1848–1849, in which he actively participated.226 

This work contained an explicit political message: Horváth clearly broke with the anti-

Habsburg policy of Lajos Kossuth, and urged a reconciliation between Austria and Hungary.227   

  To sum up, important tendencies can be seen in the syntheses written during the 

approximately one hundred years before the institutionalization of Hungarian historiography: 

crucially important concepts, such as the political periodization of history were formulated, the 

Hungarian language was made suitable for historical discourse, and the old framework of 

notions that were attached to the estate society started to dissolve and gave place to a new 

perception of the nation.228   
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III. 2. The general works and their authors  
 

We aimed to make such a selection of general works that would cover a wide range of historians 

with different methodological and ideological convictions. As already discussed in the first 

chapter, literature mentions three basic types of frontiers, along which historians can be 

separated in our period, namely their religion, which is closely connected to the second, their 

relation to Vienna, and finally, their methodology.229 One might complete this list, with the 

generational or more precisely, educational factor, meaning the difference between autodidactic 

historians and those who received a proper university education, which prepared them for 

historical research.230 With this varied list of historians, we attempt to examine if the 

methodological and ideological differences inspired different ways of representing the national 

minorities of Hungary.  

 

III. 2. 1. Fraknói  

 

Vilmos Fraknói (1843–1924) was born under the name Frankl. His father, a doctor, was Jewish, 

but Christianised before his son’s birth, who studied theology and philosophy at the university 

in Pest and was ordained in 1865.231 Fraknói wrote his first historical work, for which he was 

awarded by the Academy of Science in 1860, about the period of the conversion of the 

population of Mediaeval Hungary. Fraknói first became teacher in Nagyszombat, later, in 1875 

he was employed at the National Library; in the meantime, he became member of the Academy 

of Science of which he was named secretary general in 1879. He was also appointed bishop in 

1892.232  

This impressive career made it possible for him to concentrate fully on historical 

research. His first important work treated the life of Péter Pázmány and both academics and 

clerics were fond of it, as a result, Fraknói was assigned by the Saint Stephen’s Company to 

write a synthesis of Hungarian history from the Catholic point of view,233 it is this work that we 

chose to analyse. 

  Fraknói was one of the most important figures of the science policy of the period. As a 

historian, he had a wide range of interest from the Middle Ages to the World War I.234 He was 
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an autodidactic historian; however, under the influence of Henrik Marczali, Fraknói mastered 

the critical abilities of professional historians. Although he claimed to go beyond political 

history in many of his works, he was rarely successful in fulfilling this task. Fraknói was also a 

combatant clerical and a categorical supporter of the Ausgleich.235 In the work of Ignác Romsics 

on Hungarian historiography in the 19th and 20th centuries, he is treated as the most illustrative 

figure of pro-Habsburg, Catholic thinkers.236 In his historical works, this clerical and pro-

Habsburg attitude was always present, concerning the peasant revolt of 1514, as well as the 

Martinovics-plot at the end of the 18th century. Nevertheless, Fraknói is treated as one of the 

most important historians of the period, not only in the recent literature but by Marxist 

historiographers as well.237 

  His work treated in this thesis is a four-volume History of the Hungarian nation. It was 

published between 1872 and 1874; therefore it was long before the period in which Marczali 

could influence his older colleague to acquire knowledge of professional research and criticism. 

According to its introduction, the work was ordered by the Saint Stephen’s Company in order 

to “fulfil the demands of the catholic public”. For the author, the goal of writing history 

consisted of “showing the path on which one must advance, and the whirlpool that one must 

avoid”, and inspiring “selfless love for the fatherland”.238 Fraknói also states that his aim is to 

present not only the “events of wars and the deeds of rulers” but also the “inner life of the 

nation, its legal, religious and cultural life”. In the meantime, he is aiming to concentrate 

exclusively on the facts and events that are important due to their impact on “the life of the 

nation”. 

The work ends with the year 1825, hence it is not completely suitable for our research, 

as it does not discuss the revolution and war of independence of 1848–1849. However, due to 

the importance of Fraknói, but most importantly, to the interesting contrast that his beliefs make 

with those of Acsády, we consider this exception justified.  
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III. 2. 2. Acsády 

 

Ignác Acsády (1846–1906) criticized several times Fraknói’s Catholic and deeply conservative 

view of history. In fact, Acsády is treated as an emblematic figure of the “kuruc” (pro-

independence) and anti-clerical historians.239 He is also considered to be a crucial figure of 

Hungarian economic and social historiography.240 Acsády was also born into a Jewish family 

(his name was originally Adler), but never converted to the Christian faith. His father was a 

medium estate-owner, which meant the highest social position among Jewish people in the 

period. Acsády studied in protestant high schools, later he became a law student at the university 

of Pest. In 1869, Acsády abandoned his career as a lawyer and became a journalist, which 

remained his official profession throughout his life. As his biographer, Péter Gunst put it, after 

this event “he quasi does not have a biography”.241  

 Even during his years as a law student, history and in particular, Hungarian history 

fascinated him more than law. As a journalist, he was interested in the contemporary world; 

however, he always aimed to discover the roots, the antecedents of contemporary problems. To 

attain this knowledge of deeper causes, he turned to history: he believed that to be able to 

successfully understand the present, one must know the past.242 His main concern was the 

significant difference between the level of development of Hungary, and that of the western 

parts of Europe, for which he believed the reasons to be found in the economic history of the 

16th and 17th centuries. Acsády became acquainted with the basic critical and methodological 

skills of historical research between 1885 and 1892.  

  When Acsády turned to economic and social history at the beginning of the 1890s, the 

discipline hardly existed in Hungary.243 In fact, in several fields, Acsády was working almost 

parallel with his western colleagues.244 He considered demography a crucial factor in history 

and although his demographic researches are mostly defective,245 we must keep in mind that he 

was working in an unknown way with the sources. However, Acsády is perhaps most 

remembered for being one of the key figures of the Review of economic history, the first edition 

of which was published in 1894, only a few moth after its German equivalent.246 In the inaugural 
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address of the review, he emphasizes the importance of economic history, which he considers 

superior to traditional political and diplomatic history. One can even observe some elements of 

historical materialism in this text, such as the emphasis put on economic interest as the key 

factor of historical development; however, Acsády never completely accepted the idea. In 

reality, he was under the influence of different philosophies such as materialism or social 

Darwinism and thus had a rather eclectic philosophical background.247  

  For this research, Acsády is most interesting for his double life of journalist and historian 

which makes him a fascinating example for studying the relations between politics and 

historiography. In fact, he himself claimed that not only historiography has an influence on 

society, but society too has an influence on historiography.248 At the beginning of his career as 

a journalist, Acsády was a supporter of the political ideas of Ferenc Deák and József Eötvös; 

however, as early as the 1870s, he turned away from them, stating that Deák only set the 

foundation with the Ausgleich, which needs to be developed to a greater independence of 

Hungary.249 In the heart of many of his political suggestions, stood his fear of the national 

minorities of the country; it was this that inspired his demand for a stronger, more centralized 

public administration and the reason why he rejected suffrage to be made universal.250Also, his 

views on foreign policy were determined by his fear of pan-Slavism.251 In theory, he accepted 

the principles of Eötvös and Deák, which were codified in the law of 1868; in practice, however, 

he wanted an active magyarization, a strong reinforcement of the assimilation process. At one 

point, he even proposed the revision of the law of 1868.252  

 The work of Acsády, treated in this chapter, is his synthesis on Hungarian history, 

entitled History of the Hungarian Empire,253 written during his last years, along with another 

synthesis on the history of the Hungarian serfdom. The first volume was published in 1903, the 

second one in 1904. At the period, the idea of a Hungarian empire was rather common in 

journalism and in the society.254 According to its introduction, this work had been planned for 

a long time and it was addressed to a large public. The historian also claimed that his synthesis 

aimed to be the “complete history of the Hungarians [magyarság]” thus the “working classes” 
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had their rightful place in it along with the rulers; also, all factors of life, as culture and 

agriculture, would be included, not only politics.255  

  The criticized element of the book in the period was its strong anticlericalism. János 

Dudek, a secondary school director, wrote an almost five hundred-page-long monograph, in 

which he aimed to refute in detail all the statements of Acsády, which he considered to be 

hostile to the Church or to diminish its role in the Hungarian history.256 In his conclusion, Dudek 

claimed that “The present work of Acsády (…) does not represent progress, but degeneration. 

It was in vain to put so much effort in this work (…) Science will not benefit from it.”257 In the 

1960s, Péter Gunst, the specialist on Acsády, considered that despite its “nationalism” and 

“imperialism”, the History of the Hungarian Empire is a significant work, as it showed that in 

the process of the foundation of the state, the Church did not at all have the great role that the 

contemporaries of Acsády attributed to it.258 
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III. 2. 3. Marczali 

 

With the work of Henrik Marczali (1856–1940), we leave the sphere of autodidactic historians, 

at least for a while, to study the greatest professional historian of the dualism:259 Hungarian 

historiography owes fundamental elements of the discipline to him.  

  Marczali was born under the name Morgenstein, his father was a cultivated Jewish rabbi. 

Marczali went to the University of Pest at the age of fourteen in 1870. At this time, history had 

already gained an individual department at the university; however, as already discussed in the 

second chapter, this education was still rather primitive compared to Western developments. 

As Marczali himself recalled these years in his memoirs “My professors did not stand at the 

heights of science; nevertheless, they were serious men of good will.”260 However, Marczali 

was one of those history students who benefited from the generous scholarships of the minister 

of culture, Ágoston Trefort, which enabled him to visit the universities and cities in which 

historical research was of the highest standard: Paris and Berlin. During this journey, Marczali 

studied from such historians as Theodor Mommsen, Karl Wilhelm Nitzsch (who made the 

greatest influence on him), Gabriel Monod, and he also met Leopold von Ranke.261 Hungarian 

historiography benefited greatly from this journey, as Marczali had a major role in introducing 

the seminar system into university education, and it was also him who insisted on the obligation 

of publishing sources with a detailed introduction and footnotes.262  

  Returning to Hungary, Marczali worked as a high school teacher, a job that he found 

inspiring; in fact, he felt most depressed when he had to leave the high school to become a 

university professor.263 Even though this was planned as early as the 1880s, he became a 

professor only in 1892, as he refused to convert.264 His productive career started to decline at 

the beginning of the 20th century with a series of personal attacks. Marczali was always ready 

to participate in scientific debates; however, at the turn of the century, the debates started to 

change style: he was accused of committing plagiarism, of falsifying sources and of cheating at 

the doctoral exam of one of his students.265 Although the innocence of the historian was proved 

in all of the three cases, the vulgar, often anti-Semitic attacks of the right-wing press wore him 
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down.266 His pessimism was strongly reinforced by the political crisis of the period.267 From 

that point on, with a very few exceptions, Marczali only published small studies. After World 

War I, he was progressively pushed aside, as his rivals gained the key positions in academic 

life.268 In 1927, he completely retired.  

 As already mentioned, Marczali is considered to be the greatest historian of the period. 

His first significant contribution was a study of the chronicle of Anonymous:269 he mapped the 

sources of the work of Anonymous, and showed how the unknown chronicler wrote the events 

of his own lifetime into his work on early Hungarian history. This was a turning point for 

Hungarian historiography.270 Later, his main field of interest proved to be the 18th century, a 

period rather unexplored at the time; nevertheless, he made important contributions to almost 

all periods of Hungarian history. Marczali also emphasized the superficiality of political history 

and the necessity of including cultural, economic and social factors in historical analysis, he 

even criticized Ranke for the exclusivity of political history in his works.271 However, the basics 

of Marczali’s perception of history were the Rankien principles, such as the central importance 

of ideas, and that the states serve as ultimate frames of history.272In the meantime, Marczali 

was the most successful among Hungarian historians, in including social, economic and cultural 

factors in history-writing.273 

  Contrary to Acsády, Marczali never wanted to express himself on contemporary 

political matters. In his memoirs, remembering his early years, he wrote, that “it seems, that 

even subconsciously, I was preparing to be an objective historian. I was completely natural in 

the Franco-Prussian war, I hardly read any newspapers.”274 He aimed to overcome the kuruc-

labanc (counter-Habsburg and pro-Habsburg) antagonism, he criticized both the court and the 

Hungarian nobility in his work on the 18th century.275 Accordingly, in his memoirs, there is 
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practically no reference to politics, except for a brief period at the turning of the century.276 

Fortunately, his indifference for politics did not mean an indifference to the question of the 

nationalities. This is discussed his memoires, which can also be explained by the fact that the 

work was written after the treaty of Trianon.  

  The minorities appear for the first time during the Paris years, when on one day Marczali 

was in a gathering of students in which there were eight Slovaks who hardly spoke Hungarian. 

“I comforted them with the words of Saint Stephen: weak and fragile is the monolingual people. 

I believe that my perception of the nationalities, which was so different from the period’s, is 

originating from this event.”277 Nevertheless, speaking of Béla Grünwald, whom he personally 

knew, Marczali seems to have no objections to the politician’s views on the minority question, 

discussed in chapter one. In fact he states that Grünwald “had seen through the witches’ kitchen 

of pan-Slavism”, which implies that he accepted Grünwald’s activity on the closure of the 

Slovakian cultural association and secondary schools.278 At the end of his memoires, discussing 

the chaotic events of the early-20th-century Hungarian politics, he returns to the minority 

question. Marczali claims that he always believed that the Magyars must help their minorities 

to lift their moral, economic and spiritual level, which can be easily accomplished, as in 

Hungary, culture and liberty are much greater than in the neighbouring states. Forced 

assimilation is counterproductive; assimilation has to be voluntary as it was throughout 

centuries. A crucial, primary condition is, as it had always been, that the Magyars themselves 

show impressive cultural, economic and spiritual values, on which their hegemony can be 

based. This was lost, according to Marczali, in the disorder and violence of the early 20th 

century’s politics and public life.279 

If we disregard the fact that Marczali’s above-quoted support of Grünwald makes it 

problematic to believe that he always stood strongly against forced assimilation; from his 

explicit statement, we see a devoted supporter of the basic ideas of Eötvös and Deák. This 

means a respect for the culture of the minorities with the constant hope that, eventually, they 

will voluntarily assimilate. Similarly to Acsády, Marczali too believed in the cultural supremacy 

of the Magyars; nevertheless the ways in which this supremacy should manifest and should be 

reinforced is more idealistic and pacific than in the opinion of his older colleague.  

                                                 
276 This was about a possible cooperation between István Tisza and Albert Apponyi, which did not come about. 

In Marczali’s memoirs: p. 243.  
277 H. Marczali, Emlékeim op. cit., p. 82. He recalls this event later as well: p. 255.  
278 Ibid., p. 160.  
279 Ibid., p. 255.  
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Marczali was aware of the fact that his memoires could be accused of being retrospective 

way of self-justification. As a response to this, he urges his readers to turn to his works written 

in the period he is speaking of to see that he had the very same opinion at the time.280 The work 

we are going to analyse is the History of Hungary, a synthesis published in 1911, one of the 

very last large works written by the historian. There is no preface to the book; however, it is 

discussed in his memoirs, more thoroughly than some certainly more significant works of 

Marczali. The reason for this over-representation of the synthesis, is the national minorities, 

more precisely, the Romanians. According to the memoirs, the work was written “under the 

influence of what I saw and what I understood” during a trip to Transylvania, where he 

experienced a significant increase of the Romanian population and, parallel, a decline of 

culture.281 With the final words of his synthesis he states that Hungarians face a double duty: 

the reconciliation with Austria, and the creation of a national culture. Although hands are tied 

in the question of the relations with Austria, “Culture depends completely on us. Our future 

depends on how we use this free hand.” From the context of the text it is clear that by “free 

hand”, Marczali means making the Hungarian culture more attractive for the minorities and not 

a forced integration of them into this culture.282 Thus, this explicit opinion is in accordance with 

what he claimed in his memoirs. We shall see in the next chapter five, if the same tendency can 

be found in the representation of the minorities in Hungarian history.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
280 Ibid., p. 244.  
281 Ibid., p. 186.  
282 H. Marczali, Magyarország története, Budapest, 1911, p. 714.  
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III. 2. 4. Histories for the Millennium  

 

We left the two works produced for the celebration of Millennium in 1896, for the end of this 

part, as they represent a source of slightly different nature than those discussed above. The 

reason for including these two works in our research is not exclusively related to the personality 

or the ideological and methodological convictions of their authors, even though those elements 

remain an important aspect, but the event in honour of which they were written. The Millennium 

of the Magyar conquest of Hungary, as it will be more thoroughly discussed in chapter four, 

was the celebration of the common origins, the beginnings of the history of the nation, and of 

the one-thousand-year-long history itself.  

  Naturally, historians had a great role by their profession. They were expected to produce 

scientific works on the conquest, based on the researches made during the previous decades, 

which could replace the differed Medieval and romantic myths about the event. The exact date 

had to be settled. This became the duty of a committee, a member of which, Gyula Pauler set 

the definitive date to 895, which is still used today.283 Historians were also expected to sketch 

out the main line which connects the contemporary period and the event itself.284  

In spite of that the Academy of Science, the Historical Association, and even the minister of 

culture himself expressed a need for a new historical synthesis for the Millennium, the serious 

planning of the work did not begin before 1890, and became most pressing with a decision of 

the Parliament according to which, the millennial celebrations would take place in 1896 (as it 

was impossible to prepare them for 1895). The list of the authors of the work was not complete 

until the middle of 1893.285 Accordingly, as we shall discuss it later in this chapter, the synthesis 

was only completed in 1898.  

  However, the year of the Millennium did not pass by without any representative, 

illustrated edition on Hungarian history, even if it was a revision of an earlier work 

(nevertheless, the first edition was also published during the dualism). We will cast a glance on 

this work, before presenting the ten-volume long synthesis.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
283 I. Romsics, Clio bűvöletében… op. cit., p. 153.  
284 Ibid., p. 152.  
285 M. Mann, A millenniumi „Magyar Nemzet Története” szerkesztési munkálatairól, “Századok”, 102, 1968, pp. 

1117–1141, p. 1118.  
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III. 2. 5. Histories for the Millennium I. Szalay-Baróti 

 

As this work is forgotten by Hungarian historiographers, we have to almost exclusively rely on 

its introduction.286 The four-volume work was originally published between 1878 and 1883, its 

main author was József Szalay (1857–1885), except for the first volume which treated 

Hungarian history up to the death of Louis the Great, written by a writer, Lajos Bodon. Szalay 

was a historian by profession, he was mostly interested in the early modern period. His 

productive career (he published five books in seven years) ended in 1885, when he died at the 

tragically young age of twenty-seven. His synthesis had a great success, Szalay received the 

price of the Academy for it; moreover, approaching the Millennium, without any hope that the 

great work edited by Szilágyi would be completed in time, the editor asked Lajos Baróti (1856–

1933), to re-edit and complete the book of Szalay. Baróti studied law at the University of Pest; 

nevertheless, he also studied history and geography. He became a secondary school teacher and 

published several history and geography textbooks, usually in collaboration with historian 

Dezső Csánki.  

The collaboration of Baróti consisted of writing an entirely new first volume, which 

meant the complete work of Lajos Bodon as “it was not written by a professional”.287 

Furthermore, he had to complete the work from 1815. Otherwise, he claimed to have only 

changed the chapters of Szalay, when “the results of the newest research made it necessary”. 

Consequently we are practically going to analyse the work of Baróti and not that of Szalay.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
286 J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A magyar nemzet története I., Budapest, 1896, pp. I–III.  
287 Ibid., p. II.  
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III. 2. 6. Histories for the Millennium II. Szilágyi 

 

As mentioned above, the planning of a great synthesis for the Millennium practically began as 

late as the early 1890s. The head of the publishing house “Atheneum”, Gusztáv Emich, 

managed to win the project over the ageing Sándor Szilágyi (1827–1899). Szilágyi had plenty 

of experiences in editing, as he was not only editor of the most important historical review, 

Századok from 1875, but also of other historical publications. Additionally, he had the post of 

secretary general of the Historical Association.288  Naturally, Szilágyi was an autodidactic 

historian, he made a career as a journalist. However, for us, Sziágyi is not interesting for his 

own works, but for his genius organizing skills. Not only was he an efficient organiser, but he 

also knew how to reconcile his colleagues of many ideological, methodological and even 

personal differences.289 This quality became essential for the History of the Hungarian Nation, 

which was his master work as an organiser.  

After several changes, the ten volumes had sixteen authors, among whom the work was 

divided rather disproportionally.290 The choice of historians was constantly criticized by the 

press for different reasons: some reproached the large proportion of clerics,291 while others that 

of Jewish historians, and therefore later called the series “the Saturday books”.292 The volumes 

had twenty-thousand subscribers, which means that every one in four hundred Magyar 

inhabitants owned a copy.293 Although this is indeed an impressive number, one must not 

overestimate its importance. One of the authors, Dávid Angyal, presumed that the owners 

bought the book out of patriotic duty, cast a glance at the illustrations and put them on the shelf, 

never to open them again.294  

The history of the conquest of Hungary was assigned to Henrik Marczali whom we have 

already presented above. In fact, originally, the revolution and war of independence was also 

to be written by him; however, the historian, already overcharged, resigned from this task.295 

This happened as late as 1897; Szilágyi had to ask Sándor Márki. Márki was from the same 

generation as Marczali; nevertheless, even though he studied history at university, he is 

regarded to be on the same level as his autodidactic older colleagues, as he did not have the 

                                                 
288 M. Mann, A millenniumi… op. cit., p. 1118.  
289 E. Lederer, A magyar polgári történetírás rövid története, Budapest, 1969, p. 38.  
290 I. Romsics, Clio bűvöletében… op. cit., p. 156.  
291 M. Mann, A millenniumi… op. cti., p. 1123.  
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293 I. Romsics, Clio bűvöletében… op. cit., p. 163.  
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chance to complete the still rather primitive education with foreign studies.296 He is treated as 

a pro-independence, democratic thinker. Márki’s first significant work treated the Dózsa 

peasant uprising of 1514 in an original manner: he presented Dózsa and his movement as one 

fighting for a juster social and political order.297 This interpretation merited him the title of 

“progressive” by Marxist historiographers.298 His main work was a three-volume biography of 

Ferenc Rákóczi, in which Márki presented the Transylvanian prince in a way which was less 

idealistic compared to the tendencies of the period, although still romantic.299  

On the rest of the list of the authors, we see historians with different concepts of history, 

as well as with different ideological convictions. The most striking is probably Fraknói’s and 

Acsády’s presence in the same work; we have presented them above as the counter-points of 

each other. As a result of the selection of the authors, and also of the fact that Szilágyi never 

aimed to influence the content of the works of his historians, the Millennial History of the 

Hungarian Nation became an ideologically eclectic work. A most revealing example of this is 

related to the representation of Dózsa. Although Fraknói is not as hostile to him as in his earlier 

work,300 according to him, Dózsa is not a positive or even significant character of history.301 In 

the meantime, when Sándor Márki wanted to express the greatness of Kossuth, he compared 

him to Dózsa,302 which only makes sense in the context of the historian’s oeuvre, but not in the 

synthesis itself. 

  Historiographers, even Marxists, consider the work a significant achievement; however, 

they emphasize its eclectic ideological nature.303 Nevertheless, there is a very clear, long, 

explicit part in it, from which the reader can learn the meaning of this one thousand years of 

history and can draw the conclusions from it for the future duty of the nation. This very part is 

not the introduction which was published under the name of the archbishop of Esztergom, and 

which represents a rather outmoded vision of history being governed directly by God, –a vision 

which takes us back to the pre-enlightenment clerical historians.304 The part we are referring to 

is the last chapter of the tenth volume, which treats the period from the revolution to the 

                                                 
296 E. Lederer, A magyar polgári történetírás… op. cit., p. 58.  
297 I. Romsics, Clio bűvöletében… op. cit., p. 150.  
298 E. Lederer, A magyar polgári történetírás… op. cit., p. 58.  
299 I. Romsics, Clio bűvöletében… op. cit., p. 151.  
300 V. Fraknói, A magyar nemzet története II, Pest, 1871–1873, pp. 214–221. 
301 Cf. V. Fraknói, A Hunyadiak és a Jagellók kora, in S. Szilágyi (ed.), A Magyar Nemzet története IV., pp. 402–

403. 
302 S. Márki, Az 1848–49-ik évi szabadságharcz története, in. S. Szilágyi (ed.) A Magyar Nemzet története X. pp. 

5–394, p. 135. 
303 E. Lederer, A magyar polgári történetírás… op. cit., p. 42.  
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millennium (1849-1896).305 Even though Hungarian historians were not completely hostile to 

the task of presenting the contemporary period, the part was assigned to a journalist. In fact, 

this almost became the fate of the part treating the revolution and war of independence.306  

The author, Gusztáv Beksics was an important intellectual of the period. In the 

development of his thinking, one can in fact follow all dilemmas of the dualism.307 In this work, 

the two important elements concerning the lessons of the past and the duties of the future are 

the questions of the relation to Austria and that of the nationailities. Concerning Austria and the 

emperor, the final conclusion is positive.308 His view of the years of the neo-absolutist politics 

of Vienna and the Ausgleich is in perfect harmony with the rather pathetic illustration that was 

put on the first page of the chapter.309 According to Beksics, Franz Joseph is progressively 

including national elements in the monarchy, which is a tendency that makes him believe that 

the emperor could follow the glorious traditions of King Mathias.310 Nevertheless, even if the 

Ausgleich proved to be a definitive and positive turn in Hungarian history, it did not fulfil the 

greatest mission of the nation which is to create a nation state (nemzeti állam) in Hungary. This 

is the task of the future.311 According to Beksics, it can only be attained if the nation does not 

only become unified but homogenous as well. For him this means that the state must be 

exclusively Magyar.312 In fact, according to Beksics, this does not mean a forced assimilation 

of the minorities, nor a complete repression of their languages, rather the assurance that the 

Hungarian language remains in an exclusive position in the field of culture, administration and 

communication between the different groups.313 This would guarantee that the minority 

question ceases to be threatening to the nation state.314 What this implies is the exclusion of the 

non-assimilated minorities from higher education and culture, which is slightly contradicting 

the explicit statement which rejects the repression of the minorities. On the last pages, Beksics 

quotes the festive speech of Dezső Szilágyi, in which we see the basic values of the law of 

1868: the rejection of the idea of oppressing the nationalities, the demand that they should be 

                                                 
305 G. Beksics, I. Ferencz József és kora, in S. Szilágyi (ed.), A Magyar Nemzet története X. op. cit., pp. 397–838.  
306 Historian Árpád Károly told Szilágyi, that the history of the war of independence was ought to be written by 

“some politician”. M. Mann, A millenniumi… op. cit., p. 1123. 
307 Zs. L. Nagy, A „nemzeti állam” eszméje Beksics Gusztávnál, “Századok”, 6, 1963, pp. 1242–1278, p. 1243.  
308 In fact, this was a period in Beksics’ thinking in which the alliance with Austria was increasingly upgraded. 

cf. Zs. L. Nagy, A „nemzeti állam” eszméje ... op. cit., p. 1269 
309 A young woman, with the Holy Crown on her head, is kneeling next to the gallows in chains. An angel, above 

whom a star is spreading light, is pointing to the right, where we see Franz Joseph in the middle holding the hand 

of Gyula Andrássy and Ferenc Deák. 
310 G. Beksics, I. Ferencz József…. op. cit., p. 517.  
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312 Ibid., p. 825.  
313 Ibid., p. 403.  
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faithful to the state, and even the reference to a common past as a basis for the future that the 

different groups would build together. The same thoughts can be found in the response of Franz 

Joseph, which is also entirely quoted.315   

The ten-volume work is concluded with an epilogue written by the most celebrated 

writer of the period, Mór Jókai. This short text is a rather empty formality with hazy 

considerations for the future. It starts with the optimistic assumption that the Millennium ended 

well, as the “nation discovered itself”. Concerning the future, Jókai states the nation must solve 

the problems of “the tongue and the stomach”. He also hopes that the different peoples will 

repent from the “fights on grammars and dictionaries” without denying their own nationality; 

however, he does not specify the possibilities.316  

What we find in the concluding chapter of the representative synthesis, which intends 

to draw conclusion from history and give instructions to the nation for the future, is an 

unequivocal celebration of the Augleich and the emperor; in the meantime, unclear, ambiguous 

statements, sometimes of double meanings, concerning the minority question. In chapter five, 

we will examine if a similar tendency can be shown in the representation of the minorities in 

the “national history” itself.  
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IV. The events: the conquest of Hungary and the revolution and war of 

independence of 1848–1849 
 

In this chapter we present the events, the representations of which we are going to analyse in 

syntheses on Hungarian history. Our goal is not to show how these events “really” happened, 

our aim is rather to demonstrate, why these are the events to be analysed in relation with the 

nationality question. Also, we pay special attention to the political importance of these historical 

events during the period of the Ausgleich. Regarding the conquest, we will almost exclusively 

concentrate on the millennial celebrations of the event, as it was an important stage in the 

relationship of the nationalities and the Magyars, during which both sides presented their own 

narratives of Hungarian history.  

 

 

IV. 1. The conquest of Hungary and its Millennium 
 

The conquest and settlement of the Magyars on the territory of Hungary took place in the last 

decades of the 800s, when Magyar tribes coming from Asia conquered the land which was 

already partly inhabited.  

The Millennium (the one thousandth anniversary) of this event was celebrated in 1896 

by the Hungarian government. On the 31 December 1895, at midnight, bells began to ring all 

over the country, announcing the celebratory year. The Millennium was also enacted:  

 

The legislature of the countries of the holy crown of Hungary renders thanks to 

the divine providence with religious devotion for having taken the fatherland 

founded by Árpád and his brave warriors into its protection (…) [with the help 

of which] has maintained its existence throughout a thousand years of 

innumerable vicissitudes.317  

 

The festive exhibitions were opened by Franz Joseph on 2 May 1896. The central venue was 

the Town Park (Városliget) in Budapest. For the occasion, several buildings, roads, a bridge 
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and the first underground railway of the continent were inaugurated. Countless exhibitions 

demonstrated the rapid development of Hungarian industry and agriculture.318 

  However, the celebrations were not only honouring technical development and progress, 

but the past as well. Act, according to the original plans, the developments of the present were 

to dominate the events. In 1891, the proposal of Gábor Baross, minister of foreign trade, put 

the emphasis on the agricultural and industrial exhibitions.319 It was historian Kálmán Thaly 

who suggested that the celebrations should take a “retrospective turn”.320 The proposal was 

supported by the opposition, and was also rapidly accepted by the governing party. Shortly 

after, the “retrospective” tendency became dominant.  

  As we can see from the paragraph quoted above, not only one historical event, namely 

the conquest was celebrated, but the totality of the thousand years that had passed since. 

Accordingly, the historical exhibitions were divided into eight parts, and treated history from 

the conquest to 1892. In addition, historical statues were erected on seven parts of the country. 

The places were selected according to what the medieval chronicler Anonymous considered to 

be significant stages of the conquest, such as the “first assembly” at Pusztaszer, or the final 

victory of Árpád, presumed leader of the conquerors, at Pannonhalma. As Ferenc Baráth put it 

in his article on the monuments, published in Századok, the purpose of the monuments was to 

proclaim that “the Magyar had been the master of this land for a thousand years”. Further 

characteristics attached to the Magyars which had to be transmitted through these monuments 

were “combative” and “cultivated”, according to Baráth.321In reports published in Századok on 

the celebrations, the act of the conquest and the foundation of the state are repeatedly treated as 

identical. It is not clear whether it is the conquest or the foundation of the state that is the subject 

of the millennium, or if the two things signify the same.322  

  The year witnessed a real “raising” of history: cities and schools supported the 

publication of monographs on their history; historical paintings and maps were ordered. Also, 

new scientific works were written in honour of the millennium; three on the conquest itself and 

three syntheses on Hungarian history.323  

                                                 
318 F. Pölöskei, A dualizmus válságperiódusa (1890–1918), in A. Gergely (ed.), Magyarország története… op. 

cit., pp. 490–547, p. 427.  
319 T. Hofer, Néprajz és őstörténet a millennium idején, in “Magyar Tudomány”, 1996, 8, pp. 1018–1025, p. 

1022. 
320 Tárcza, in “Századok” 1893, 27, pp. 451–453, p. 451. (The authors of these articles, entitled “Tárcza“ are 

unknown) 
321 F. Baráth, A millennium és a magyar történelem, in “Századok”, 1896, 30, pp. 869–874, p. 870.  
322 Tárcza, in “Századok”, 1896, 31, pp. 667–668, p. 667. 
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  On the exhibitions, the Magyars were presented as the central actors of history. 

Hungarian history was accordingly shown as the history of the Magyars; however, it did include 

the foreign (Czech, Polish etc.) personalities of this history. Nevertheless, the nationalities were 

also presented at the exhibitions. In fact, their placement reflected perfectly the mainstream 

interpretation of the nationality question. Their costumes and customs were presented in the 

“ethnographic village”. This arrangement showed that Hungary is in fact a multi-ethnic country; 

however, the minorities are only nationalities with different customs and languages, living on 

the Hungarian land, the history of which is formed exclusively by the Magyars. As Tamás Hofer 

put it rather expressively, the exhibitions argued with history against ethnography.324 

  According to a report published in Századok “all the citizens of the country were 

enthusiastically celebrating”.325 In reality, a large proportion of the country’s inhabitants: the 

nationalities found the celebrations offensive. The year of 1895 marked an important stage for 

the political organization of the nationalities. In this year, the Romanians, Serbs, and Slovaks 

organized a congress together, and even if the results of this congress were rather trifling, the 

fact that it was organized, and the way in which it was organized signified a change in the 

political thinking of the minorities. The Romanians changed their approach to the Magyars and 

their fellow minorities completely. Up to that point, it was commonly believed among 

Romanian intellectuals that in the “sea of the Slavs” they must seek the alliance of the Magyars. 

For the new generation, which was brought up in the period of the magyarisation (from the 

1880s), however, the fear of Pan Slavism became unrealistic, whereas the experience of the 

sabotage of the minority law of 1868 remained real. This led to the breaking-up of the traditional 

diplomatic policies.326 Also, a possible alliance of the Romanians and the Slavs had already 

important roots in the national movements of 1848–1849. 

  Another important element of the congress was that the nation and non-nation 

differentiation proved to be a division line among the minorities themselves. While the 

Romanians and the Serbs could finally settle their differences, caused by their Churches, the 

Croatians refused to participate in the congress, as they were reluctant to join the non-nations 

and possibly endanger their constitutional status.327  

The Hungarian government, not wanting to provide more advertisement for the 

nationalities, authorized the congress to be held, in 1895 in Budapest. According to their 
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program, the participants respected the integrity of Hungary; nevertheless, they stated that none 

of the peoples of the country have the right to impose their nationality on the others. Also, they 

gave up all hopes for collaborating with the Magyars.328 The Magyar press presented the event 

in a similar manner as Béla Grünwald treated the Slovak national movement: they claimed that 

the congress did not express the opinion of these nationalities, but only that of a handful of 

trouble-making intellectuals.  

The congress held sessions regularly between 1895 and 1898. Although its 

accomplishments were not significant, it did manage to draw the attention of Europe on the 

nationality-issue of Hungary. On 30 April 1896, the congress published a manifesto against the 

Millennial celebrations in a Slovak newspaper entitled Narodnie Noviny. It is immediately clear 

from this manifesto that in the languages of the minorities, the difference between the political 

(Hungarian) and ethnic (Magyar) aspect can be very well expressed: “The Millennial 

celebrations seek to prove to Europe that Hungary [uhorskỳ] is and always had been a Magyar 

[mad’arskỳ] nation state. This is false both in view of historical facts, and present ethnographic 

conditions.”329 

Although in the argumentation of the congress, history was no more a central issue,330  

this manifesto did treat history. Concerning the conquest, the manifesto stated that “The so-

called conquest and the foundation of the state are merely fictitious, and are based on the prose-

poem of no historical relevance whatsoever, written by a nameless [chronicler].” Moreover, 

even if the conquest did happen as presented by the Magyars, its celebration is offensive for the 

nationalities, who lost their “national independence” to it.331 Just as for the Magyars, for the 

congress as well, the Millennium did not only mean the event that happened one thousand years 

before but the totality of these thousand years. Accordingly, the manifesto presented a narrative 

of the complete history of Hungary. It stated that Hungary never had a Magyar character, its 

history is the common past of all the ethnic groups inhabiting it.  

 

For centuries, there had been no signs of the Magyar tribe giving a Magyar 

character to our homeland; in fact the non-Magyar peoples have all maintained 

their own particular characters. Throughout the history of Hungary, it can not be 

proven that even for a second, the country had a Magyar national character. (…) 
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Until 1790–1791, one could not find a single Magyar national feature, or the 

privilege of the Magyar language, not even in the legislation.332 

 

Finally, the manifesto condemns the celebrations of the Millennium and claims nationhood for 

the Slovaks, the Serbs and the Romanians.  

In the light of all this, in the analysis of the narrative of the conquest, we consider the 

following to be the main questions: how did these historians react to the narrative of the 

nationalities? How did they define the nation? Who did they present as the main subject of the 

history of Hungary? 
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IV. 2. The revolution and war of independence of 1848–1849 
 

The revolution and war of independence had special political importance during the period of 

the Ausgleich, as seven political parties named themselves after the event or certain 

accomplishments of it. This was related to the fact that political parties of the period defined 

themselves above all by their relation to the compromise of 1867. The revolution determined 

part of the public life and caused several conflicts, such as the celebration of the day of the 

outbreak of the revolution (15th of March) in 1898.333  

  The question of the “nation” had a crucial importance in the conflict between the 

Hungarian governments of 1848–1849 and the nationalities. The laws of April 1848, which 

codified the transition from the estate society to a modern civil society, hardly hinted at the 

nationality issue. In fact, only two arrangements concerned the minorities. The law stated that 

the official language of the departments was Hungarian; also only those who spoke Hungarian 

could become members of the Diet. These measures codified existing practices; also, the vast 

majority of the leading minority politicians did speak Hungarian.334 Another, equally existing 

practice was not codified, however, namely that the language of the administration of villages 

and cities, also that of the Church and other cultural institutions should be the language of the 

majority.335 The nationalities welcomed the first accomplishments of the revolution of 1848, 

several sympathy manifestation were organised in the South, in Croatia and in Transylvania. 

During the following weeks, however, each nationality organised their own assemblies on 

which they formulated their own programs. The most crucial of their demands was that the 

Hungarian government should recognize them as separate nations.  

On the assembly of the Serbs of Southern Hungary in Újvidék, the Serbs claimed to be 

devoted to the integrity of Hungary, and they also accepted that Hungarian would be the official 

language of the state. In the meantime, they demanded that the government recognise them as 

a separate nation.336  

  In the so-called “Liptó Points”, the Slovaks also demanded to be recognized as a nation. 

In fact, one of their principle organiser, Jozef Miloslav Hurban, a Lutheran minister, considered 

this recognition even more important than the abolition of serfdom:  

 

                                                 
333 Cf. P. Hanák, 1898 A nemzeti és állampatrióta értékrend frontális ütközése a Monarchiában, in “Medvetánc”, 

1984, 2–3, pp. 55–71.  
334 Gy. Spira, A nemzetiségi kérdés a negyvennyolcas forradalom Magyarországán, Budapest, 1980, p. 13.  
335 Á. Deák, Nemzeti egyenjogúsítás… op. cit., pp. 32–33.  
336 Gy. Spira, A nemzetiségi kérdés… op. cit., p. 18. 
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You have for several centuries been concerned only with forests, fields, manure 

and livestock (…) the main thing is, nonetheless, nationality, in other words, the 

right to be worth as much as any other nation in the country.337  

  

For the Romanians as well, the recognition of their nationhood was of a great importance 

for the national movement. Former philosophy tutor Simion Bărnuţ published an appeal to the 

Transylvanian Romanians on 24 March, in which he did not demand equality before the law, 

nor did he firmly demand the emancipation of the serfs, or the freedom of the press. Rather, he 

insisted on the demand that “our national existence [has to] be recognized and guaranteed” as 

Bărnuţ strongly believed that “liberty could not exist without nationality”.338 

  As for the Germans of Transylvania and the Croatians, their claims were of a completely 

different nature. The Germans rejected the idea that Transylvania should be united with 

Hungary; nevertheless, this rejection had no national perspectives, they only wanted to keep 

their ancient privileges for self-governance. The Croats had been acknowledged as nations by 

the Hungarian political elite, as they had a past of statehood. The conflict with the Hungarians 

dated back well to the Reform era. Banus Josip Jelačić managed to create an anti-Magyar 

national unity. The Croatian political elite aimed to be independent from Hungary, and only 

belong to the government of Vienna. In the long term, they aimed at an independent Illyria, 

which would have united the Serbian and the Croatian lands.339 Both the conservatives and the 

liberal Croat politicians supported this vision.340  

  The answer of the Hungarian political elite to these challenges was in accordance with 

the political traditions of the last decades. The Croatians were evidently recognized as nations 

and they were also offered a high degree of freedom in using their language: they were obliged 

to use Hungarian only when communicating with the Hungarian Diet. However, this proved to 

be too little for the Croatians. Concerning the Serbs, a delegation was sent to Bratislava in order 

to meet Lajos Kossuth, the most important Magyar personality of the events of 1848–1849. The 

Serbs reassured Kossuth of their loyalty, the meeting took place in a most friendly ambience 

until the point when the delegation brought forward their demand of being recognized as nation. 

Kossuth replied with the words which he used in the Diet earlier: 

 

                                                 
337 Quoted by Sipra, A nemzetiségi kérdés… op. cit. p. 18. 
338 Ibid., p. 20.  
339 A. Gergely, A forradalom és a nemzetiségi kérdés, in A. Gergely (ed.), Magyarország története… op. cit., pp. 

236–279, p. 247.  
340 Spira, A nemzetiségi kérdés… op. cit. p. 23.  
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I shall never ever recognize any other nation and nationality under the Holy 

Hungarian crown than the Hungarian. I know there are peoples and races who 

speak other languages, but there is no other nation here.341  

 

This refusal was not due to purely ideological reasons. The traditional liberal interpretation of 

the nation meant that nationhood required an independent government, which in this case would 

have led to the dissolution of the Hungarian Kingdom.342 The conversation turned violent: the 

Serbs claimed that they would “turn elsewhere” for recognition, to which Kossuth replied with 

the words: “In that case, the sword should decide”.  

In general, the government of Lajos Batthyány dealt with the claims of the minorities 

with an argumentation that remained to be common for the political elites for decades to come. 

It stated that these claims are not worth of paying much attention to, as they are not the real 

claims of these peoples, just those of a narrow circle, without significant support.343 

Additionally, the political elite still believed in the power of “the melting pot of freedom”, 

meaning the idea that assuring civil rights would automatically guarantee the loyalty of the 

nationalities. This hope proved to be an illusion. In May, the possibility of a reconciliation of 

the minorities and the Magyars was lost, as the nationalities became convinced that in order to 

fulfil their wishes, they have to turn to Vienna.344 Jelačić organised an army and attacked 

Hungary, he was defeated in September 1848.  

  The Serb troops were supported by Jelačić, they started an ethnic cleansing against 

villages of mixed ethnicities, which affected Germans and Romanians as well as Magyars, and 

became the most tragic during the winter of 1849, when all Hungarian troops were sent to fight 

the Austrian army led by Windisch-Gräzt.  

In Transylvania, the Romanian troops collaborated with Austrian forces and started a 

civil war, which also led to ethnic cleansing. The Romanians were defeated by the Polish 

general, Józef Bem in the beginning of 1849. In fact, the Hungarian legislation came to a 

compromise with leading Romanian politicians which resulted in the laws of Szeged, on 21 

July 1849. Though the Romanians did not get the autonomy they wished for, they were 

guaranteed a high degree of freedom in using their language; also, the Hungarian legislation 

recognized them for the first time, as a community and not anymore as individuals speaking the 

                                                 
341 As quoted by Spira, Ibid., p. 26.  
342 Cf. B. Trencsényi, A nép lelke. Nemzetkarakterológiai viták Kelet-Európában, Budapest, 2011, p. 331. 

   Cf. Chapter 1. 1.  
343 Spira, A nemzetiségi kérdés… op. cit. p. 27.  
344 Ibid., p. 51. 
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same language. This recognition is, in fact, considered to be a milestone in Hungarian political 

thinking.345 In May 1849, all uprisings of the nationalities were beaten, as they ran out of their 

reserves.  

In their manifesto against the Millennial celebrations, the nationalities saw the event as 

the first time that they stood up consciously, as nations, against the assimilating politics of the 

Magyars which started with the language laws of 1790–1791346, and culminated with the laws 

of April 1848. Accordingly, the main question of our analysis will be how Magyar historians 

presented these events in which the minorities acted together for their recognition as nations.  

  

  

 

 

 

   

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
345 A. Gergely, A forradalom… op. cit. p. 270. 
346 King Joseph II wanted to make German the language of the administration all over the Habsburg Empire, 

including Hungary. This provoked the strong opposition of the Hungarian nobility; finally, Joseph revoked this 

edict, among many other. From that point on, the Hungarian nobility aimed to make the Hungarian into the 

official language of the state. On the diet of 1790–1791, the nobility only managed make Hungarian a facultative 

subject at the higher education, and to create a Hungarian department at the University; however, Latin stayed 

the language of the administration. Progressively, Hungarian became official language which was codified in 

1844. Cf. A. Gergyely, Magyarország története… op. cit.  
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V. The representation of the national minorities in the general works  
 

In this chapter we are going to analyse the representation of the nationalities through the 

discourse on the events presented above.  

Due to the fact that we found the most important issues, such as the definition of the 

nation and a reaction to the narrative of the minorities, discussed mostly in the chapters on the 

conquest, our analysis of these parts is divided into several sub-chapters. First, the implied 

definition of the nation will be studied as the notion of “nation” was of central importance, not 

only for “national history” but also for the political discourse of the entire 19th century, when it 

was one of the most frequently used words.347 The definition of the nation also touches upon 

the question of who is presented as the maker of the history of Hungary. This aspect will be 

examined in the part entitled Whose history is it? In the next part, entitled What makes people 

a nation, we will treat the question of what historians believed to be the factor which made the 

Magyars a nation and was missing from the minorities. Although we decided to place this 

analysis in the part on the discourse on the conquest of Hungary, the nature of the question 

requires that even if we will concentrate mainly on the conquest, we will also need to cast a 

glance at the representation of other events as well. Nevertheless, the presentation of the 

problem in this part of the thesis is justified by the fact that the discourse on the nation is the 

most explicit in the chapters on the conquest. Even though the topic of the thesis is the 

representation of the minorities, this can be successfully analysed only if we compare it with 

that of the Magyars.  

In the second sub-chapter we will analyse the ways in which the studied historians 

reacted to the narrative of the nationalities. Subsequently, the presentation of the conflict 

between the natives and the Magyar tribes will be discussed. Lastly, the discourse on each 

nationality will be presented.  

 Concerning the revolution and war of independence of 1848–1849, we will limit 

ourselves to the study of the representation of the event itself, as in these chapters of the 

analysed works we did not find such general concepts as in the case of the conquest. In the part 

entitled “The secret hand”, we will present an explanation of the uprising of the minorities, 

which is common for all analysed historians. Later, we will also treat the significant differences 

between the authors in the perception of the nationalities.  

 

                                                 
347 Á. R. Várkonyi, A nemzeti kérdés a 19. századi magyar történetírásban, in F. Kulin, É. Sallai (eds.), A 

nemzeti tudományok historikuma, Budapest, 2008, pp. 165–226, p. 176. 
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V. 1. The conquest of Hungary  
 

V. 1. 1. Concepts of the nation   

 

According to the most prolific author on the question of nation and nationalism, Anthony D. 

Smith, during the entire 19th century and up to the Second World War, historians supported the 

perennialist idea on the origins of the nation. According to this idea, even if nationalism is an 

ideology which dates back only to the recent past, nations themselves have existed from the 

dawn of times, or at least for a really long time. “All that is necessary for perennialism is a 

belief, founded on some empirical observation, that nations – or at least some nations – have 

existed for a long period of time, for whatever reason.” This thought was reinforced by a 

particular understanding of race, according to which “race” signifies a group of common 

descendent and culture, not biological features. However, the idea is not equal to primordialism 

which is a completely naturalist way of interpretation.348 Our research shows that the statement 

of Smith is valid for the studied historians on the whole; nevertheless, there are two aspects for 

which such a study is being conducted. On the one hand, as we will see, there are some nuances 

even if not major differences in the perception of the phenomenon of nation. On the other hand, 

the Hungarian context makes it necessary to study a rather hazy part of Smith’s definition in 

detail, namely the reason why some nations have existed for a long period of time, while others 

did not. In other words we are aiming to examine how this way of interpreting the nation 

influenced the perception of the minorities of the country. 

According to historiographers, historians of the dualism used the notions of nation, 

nationality and race completely inconsistently.349 We would argue that they do, in fact, operate 

with several notions of the nation; however, they are not completely inconsistent. From the 

romantic period, historians inherited different definitions of the nation, which had their roots in 

the 17–18th centuries. As early as this period, nation could refer to the privileged estate, to 

nationality or to the homeland.350 During the dualism, this list was completed with the notion 

of the political nation, meaning the totality of the citizens of the country, regardless of their 

nationality, and the ethnic-linguistic Hungarian (Magyar) nation; naturally, both definitions had 

their respective antecedents.  

                                                 
348 A. D. Smith, Nationalism. Theory, Ideology, History, Cambridge, 2001, pp. 49–50.   
349 F. Rottler, Bevezetés, in F. Rómer, A. Ipolyi, V. Fraknói, Egyház, műveltség, történetírás, Budapest, 1981, p. 

82.  
350  Á. R. Várkonyi, A nemzeti kérdés… op. cit., p. 176.  
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The difficulty is that historians do not reflect on the notion. It is certain however, that 

the estate-definition of the nation has perished. Even the earliest work (that of Fraknói) refers 

to the noble men of the country as “the free, noble members of the nation”.351 An important 

point is the Union of the three nations,352 which could have interfered with the concept of the 

history of one nation. Those historians who mention it, make it clear that in this case, nation 

signifies the estate-nation, by emphasising that the members were the nobility, or the leaders.353 

An exception is Antal Pór, who considers that the union made the three nations of Transylvania 

into one political nation against the common enemy.354  

 

 

Whose history is it?  

 

Hereafter, the notion of nation is not explicitly reflected, even though it has great importance 

as it is strongly related to the question of whose history is in fact the history of Hungary. This 

is crucial in relation to the political discourse, in which, as shown in chapter one, the two major 

concepts of the minority question had two clearly different interpretations of the history of the 

country. According to the theoreticians of the political nation, the history of Hungary is the 

history of all the peoples living in the territory, which can serve as a basis for a feeling of 

togetherness. In the meantime, ideologists of the nation state claimed that the history of 

Hungary is the history of the Magyar nation, the only history-maker on the territory.  

The question has methodological aspects, as well as ideological. A work that only deals 

with political and diplomatic history would evidently not include the history of stateless 

peoples, but only the policy-making stratum, regardless of its nationality. Nevertheless, with 

the exception of Baróti, all authors state that they wish to go beyond political history and discuss 

the “totality of the nation’s life”. In the case of Acsády355 and Fraknói,356 this is explicitly stated 

                                                 
351 V. Frankl, A Magyar Nemzet története I. Budapest, 1872, p. 175.  

A similar definition is given by Baróti: “The free members of the nation or the nobles…” J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A 

Magyar Nemzet története I., Budapest, 1896, p. 373. 
352 In 1437, in Transylvania, a peasant uprising broke out due to the taxes of the Church. The Magyar nobility, 

the German settlers of a special status (“szászok”) and the Székely leaders (people of special status, charged with 

the task of defending the Eastern frontiers) gathered into a Union against the peasants, which was called the 

“Union of the three nations” Evidently, nation signifies the estate nation, referring to their privileges. Cf. B 

Köpeczi (ed.), L’histoire de la Transylvanie, Budapest, 1992.  
353 I. Acsády, A Magyar Birodalom története I., Budapest, 1903, p. 586.  

H. Marczali, Magyarország története, Budapest, 1911, p. 283. Fraknói and Szalay do not speak of the union.  
354 A. Pór, Gy. Schönner, Az Anjou ház és örökösei, in. S. Szilágyi (ed.) A Magyar Nemzet Története III, p. 602.  
355 I. Acsády, A magyar birodalom története op. cit., p. 2.  
356 V. Frankl, A magyar nemzet története op. cit., p. VII.  
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in the preface, whereas in the case of Marczali, one would assume that it on the basis of other 

works of the historian.357 However, by this enlargement of aspects, Acsády understands the 

inclusion of different social classes and Fraknói means that of law and religious life. 

Historiographers also state that neither of them succeeded in this task.358 

The question of who is the main subject in this history naturally leads us to study the 

titles. The title of the work of Marczali is evidently inclusive as it is the History of Hungary, 

not limiting this history to an ethnic group or to a nation. Unfortunately, the historian did not 

write an introduction to the work. Theoretically, the rest of the titles could be either inclusive 

or exclusive. If we disregard the political beliefs of Acsády presented earlier, the title of his 

work, History of the Hungarian Empire could also mean an integrative aspect above nations 

and ethnic groups. Acsády affirms on the very first page, however, that he is aiming to present 

the history of the Magyars (magyarság).359 The other three works are entitled History of the 

Hungarian nation.360 This could refer to the political nation, which includes the minorities as 

equal members of the nation. However, the prefaces make it clear that by nation, historians 

understand the ethnic group which conquered the land one thousand years before.361 Naturally, 

this is strongly emphasised in the case of the works published in honour of the Millennium.  

The use of the word in the works themselves is rather confusing. In fact, before the 

period of Romanticism, describing the Hungarian territory, the authors avoided to make the 

conceptual distinction between ethnicity and nation, and hence believed to be evident that 

several nations lived in the same country.362 With the emergence of Romanticism, however, 

this multi-ethnic discourse dissolved. In the early 1840s, Imre Vahot published a geographical 

description of Hungary entitled, The Hungarian land and its peoples (Magyarföld és népei), 

where he uses the notion of Hungarian (Magyar) in several senses at the same time. When he 

writes that “The Hungarians [magyarok] are Christian, except for the Jews” Vahot is clearly 

                                                 
357 Cf. the sub-chapter on Marczali.  
358 E. Lederer, A magyar polgári történetírás… op. cit., p. 68. 

Gunst, Acsády Ignác… op. cit., p. 181.  
359 “A magyarság teljes története akar lenni.” I. Acsády, A magyar birodalom története I. op. cit., p. 1.  
360 In English, Hungarian would clearly mean that we are dealing with the political and not the ethnic definition. 

However, the reader should keep in mind that, as it was discussed in chapter one and elsewhere, in Hungarian, 

there is no distinction between the political aspect (Hungarian) and the ethnic aspect (Magyar) they are both 

referred to as “magyar”. Hence “Magyar nemzet” could mean both.  
361 V. Fankl, A magyar nemzet történte I. op. cit., pp. VI–VII.,  

J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. I.,  

K. Vaszary, Bevezetés, in Szilágyi (ed.), A Magyar Nemzet története I., Budapest, 1895, pp. 9–15, p. 10.  
362 B. Trencsényi, A nép lelke. Nemzetkarakterológiai viták Kelet-Európában, Budapest, 2011, p. 306.  
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referring to all the inhabitants of the country. Elsewhere, however, Hungarian (magyar) refers 

exclusively to the Magyar ethnic and linguistic group.363  

Historians are using the notion of nation in the very same confusing way. It can mean 

all the inhabitants of the country or the Magyar ethnic group, even in one paragraph. We are 

speaking of those periods where historians admit that several different ethnic groups inhabited 

the Hungarian territory. For instance, speaking of the death of Árpád, leader of the conquest, 

Baróti wrote: “The prince who has gained an ever-lasting homeland for his grateful nation, died 

in 907.”364 At this point, nation refers to the ethnic group that conquered the land of Hungary 

in the late 800s. However, presenting the reign of Stephen I, Baróti speaks of the Magyar nation 

and even the Magyar people, even though the context makes it clear that the reference is made 

to all the inhabitants of the country.  

 

Shortly after his coronation, Stephen gathered the clerical and laic leaders and 

consulted them in order to determine how the Hungarian [magyar] nation should 

live in peace and honour, and to set laic laws next to the religious ones, to lay 

down the punishments for every crime. It seems that the Hungarian [magyar] 

people had an inclination to fighting, for the law punishes this crime the most 

severely.365  

 

In the meantime, he states that in the period, “Concerning the inhabitants, Hungary was as 

varied during the reign of the Árpáds as nowadays”.366  

These kinds of affirmations could be found in every studied work, and generally the 

reference is not as easily identifiable as in the quotation of Imre Vahot, or in the above-presented 

case of Baróti. We could explain this phenomenon with the linguistic factor that partly hindered 

the concept of the political nation from capturing the imagination of the Magyars, namely the 

fact that in Hungarian, there is no distinction between the politically Hungarian (the citizen of 

Hungary of whatever nationality) and the ethnically Magyar, as they are both referred to as 

“magyar”.367 This type of confusion is also present in the chapters on the reform era and the 

revolution. Speaking of the reform era and the laws of April,368 national state, and national 

                                                 
363 Ibid., p. 318.  
364 J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. 104.  
365 Ibid., p. 143.  
366 Ibid., p. 366. 
367 Cf. chapter one and also L. Katus, A modern Magyarország… op. cit., p. 566. In Romanian, Solvakian and 

Croatian, such distinction exists.  
368 The law abandoned the estate society and laid down the fundaments of civil society in April 1848.  
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transformation signify the transformation from the estate society to a civil society where the 

members have the same rights and obligations.369 However, in the part on the war of 

independence, and in particular, treating the rebellion of the minorities, nation is opposed to 

nationality, the former meaning the Magyars, the latter the minorities.370  

Nevertheless, most of the analysed historians make it explicit that the real maker of 

Hungarian history is the Magyar (ethnic) nation. Most of them make this unambiguous treating 

the conquest of Hungary, where they speak of the civilizational mission of the Magyars, which 

we are going to analyse in detail later. According to Baróti, the ancient inhabitants laid down 

certain fundamental elements; however, higher civilizational features were built by the 

Magyars: “They laid down the basics on which later the Hungarian [magyar] nation could carry 

on building, creating a new state and new culture”371 In the Millennial History of the Hungarian 

Nation, Marczali presents the civilizational task as an exclusive task of the Magyars. “This 

people, the Magyar, solved the one thousand-years-old geographical and historical problem. It 

created an independent empire of which the centre is here.”372 

Acsády states several times that the only one who can form history is the ethnic Magyar 

nation. On the very first page of his work, he states that the Magyars made the territory where 

they arrived one thousand years ago into a Magyar nation state. Also, the presentation of the 

Magyars as the only makers of history comes up in his work every time when a minority group 

has to be mentioned. One of the most revealing cases is that of the reign of Michel the Brave in 

Transylvania at the very end of the 16th century, which was a crucially important event for the 

Romanian national movement, as it meant the historical example of the unification of the three 

Romanian lands.373 Acsády aims to refute the Romanian narrative and claims (and repeats 

constantly in the chapter) that the “sly” Michel could conquer Transylvania only with the help 

of the Magyars who were unsatisfied with the local leaders. Hence the Magyars are always the 

principal actors, even if they act against themselves.374 A similar tendency can be found in his 

presentation of the war of independence of 1848–1849 that we will analyse in detail in the next 

sub-chapter. Also, the final thought of the book was written in the same spirit:  

                                                 
369 E. g. I. Acsády, A Magyar Birodalom története II op. cit., p. 732.  
370 Ibid., p. 713.  
371 J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., Budapest, 1896, p. 1.  
372 H. Marzali, A vezérek kora és a királyság megalapítása, in Szilágyi (ed.), A Magyar Nemzet története I. op. 

cit., p. 4.  
373 Cf. R. Cipoeş, Nationalism and identity in Romania. A history of Extreme Politics from the Birth of the State 

to EU Accession, London, New York, 2010, p. 39.  
374 Acsády also wrote the passage on the period in the Millennial synthesis: I. Acsády, Magyarország három 

részre oszlásának története, in S. Szilágyi (ed.), A Magyar Nemzet története, V. op. cit., p. 547.  

I. Acsády, A Magyar Birodalom története I. op. cit., p. 237. cf. Gunst, Acsády Ignác… op. cit., p. 150.  
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The Hungarian [magyar] nation which has lived and carried out its historical 

mission for a thousand years, looks with youthful enthusiasm to the future, since 

its renaissance of 1848/1867. And, as in the past, it is devoted to its national 

individuality, and independence, to all those noble ideas for which it has worked 

and suffered for a thousand years, from Árpád, the founder of the homeland 

[honalapító] to the present.375 

 

This narrative is irreconcilable with that of the minorities who claimed to have worked, and 

suffered for the common good of the homeland in complete equality with their fellow Magyars 

up until the language laws of the last decade of the 18th century.376  

 

 

What makes people a nation?  

 

The other important question in relation to the problem of the nation is what historians thought 

about the ancientness of the Magyar nation, and what they believed to be the element that made 

the Magyars a nation and was missing from the minorities of the country. We have identified 

two groups.  

The first group is formed by Fraknói and Baróti. They represent those perennialists who 

considered the Magyars a nation from the beginning of their existence. For Fraknói, Magyars 

in Asia constitute a nation and, accordingly, the conquerors as well.377 Moreover, the Magyars 

that stayed in Asia, and, according to the historian, remained in “primitive cultural conditions”, 

constitute a nation as well.378 Nation-ness does not depend on cultural level, or on political 

structure: while the Huns are considered a nation379 the “Vlachs” are not, even though Fraknói, 

relying on Anonymous, presents them as an organised people under the rule of a prince.380 The 

                                                 
375 Acsády, A Magyar Birodalom története II. op. cit., p. 789.  
376 Cf. Az 1867. évi turócszentmártoni szlovák nemzeti gyűlés felterjesztése az országgyűléshez in G. Kemény G. 

(ed.), Iratok a nemzetiségi kérdés történetéhet Magyarországin a dualizmus korában 1867–1918. I. 1867–1892, 

Budapest, 1952, p. 29. Also see chapter IV.  

A nemzetiségi kongresszus végrehajtó bizottságának tiltakozása a millenniumi ünnepségekkel kapcsolatban, in 

G. Pajkossy (ed.), Magyarország története a 19. században. Szöveggyűjtemény, Budapest, 2006, pp.729–733, p. 

731.  
377 V. Frankl, A magyar nemzet története II. op. cit., pp. 2, 8.  
378 Ibid., p. 4.  
379 Ibid., p. 16.  
380 Ibid., p. 18.  
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other ethnic groups found on the territory are “peoples” or “tribes”. For Baróti as well, Magyars 

formed a nation before the foundation of the state, and even before the conquest of the 

Hungarian territory.381 The minorities are equally referred to as “tribes”, “peoples” or “natives”.  

These historians do not reflect on the reasons for which certain peoples can be 

considered nations while others cannot. However, in the political literature of the period, we 

can find an author who develops this way of thinking more fully: Ernő Baloghy, whom we have 

already presented in chapter one. According to Baloghy, the main difference between the 

Magyars and the ancient inhabitants of the country, the nationalities, is that the Magyars 

constitute a primordium, while the minorities do not. The ability of constructing a primordium 

is the ultimate sine qua non of being worthy of the title of nation. For this, national genius is 

needed, which could not be attained by simple declaration, it has to be present instinctively. It 

is not history which forms a nation; it is only a nation that can have a history. Accordingly, the 

history of Hungary is the work of the Magyar nation to which the minorities could not even 

contribute as they never formed a primordium, not even a half-primordium, but only a raw 

mass.382  

The above-analysed historians imply an interpretation of the Magyar nation and the 

minorities on the basis of this logic, which is, after all, racial. In fact, the work of Baloghy was 

published in 1908, years after the above-quoted historical works. However, it fitted into an 

ideological movement that started in the early 1880s with the Hungarian reception of the works 

of Charles Darwin.383 Implicitly and, probably, unconsciously, these historians supported the 

thinking of Baloghy and others.384 Nevertheless, this thinking is not completely exclusive, as it 

accepts assimilation as an ultimate solution for the nationalities, and does not claim racial 

purity.385 Accordingly, historians discuss how the “blood, soul, thinking and personality” of the 

Magyars changed over time, so that the “The Hungarians (magyarok) of the conquest hardly 

resemble those of today”.386 The mixture of blood, assimilation is possible, even desirable.  

  The work of Acsády and those of Marczali represent the second group. As the great 

medievalist, Gyula Kristó pointed out, for Acsády, Magyars form a nation only form the 

moment of the foundation of the state, the coronation of Stephen I.387 Even though, if we look 

                                                 
381 ex. In Etelköz, the Magyars were already a famous nation hardy of many fights. J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A 

magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. 83.  
382 E. Baloghy, A magyar kultúra és a nemzetiségek op. cit., pp. 17–18, 31.  
383 M. Turda, The idea of national superiority in Central Europe op. cit., pp. 114–117. Cf. J. Takáts, Modern 

magyar politikai eszmetörténet, Budapest, 2007, p. 69.  
384 Lawyer Géza Ferdinándy and demograhper Pál Balogh had the same ideas about nations. Cf. chapter one.  
385 E. Baloghy, A magyar kultúra… op. cit., p. 3.  
386 J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. 91.  
387 Gy. Kristó, A magyar nemzet megszületése, Budapest, 1998, p. 14.  
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closely, we can very well find traces of the thinking of the first group,388 it stays clear that for 

Acsády, nation is a historical phenomenon, into which peoples need to develop: “during 

centuries, this small people has developed into a giant nation”.389 Later, he sums up the results 

of the first Árpáds in the following way:  

 

The unity of the power created the unity of the state, and tied together the 

different parts of the country with strong ties; it unified the different elements of 

the people; it developed the material means, and shaped the military people into 

a nation.390 

 

Until the foundation of the state, Acsády mostly refers to the Magyars as “people”, or 

“Hungarians [magyarok]”. However this interpretation of the nation, different from that of 

Baloghy, does not hinder him from being the most committed supporter of the beliefs of 

Baloghy among these historians: the nation state and the forced assimilation of the minorities.391  

  We can find traces of the classical perennialist interpretation in Marczali’s work of 1895 

as well; however, the state-centred interpretation is more consistent than in the case of Acsády. 

According to Kristó, Marczali still considers that nations are natural communities and existed 

before states. Kristó aims to prove this affirmation by pointing out that, according to Marczali, 

the reign of Géza made the Magyar nation into a military-state.392 Nevertheless, we found that 

even if there are some traces of this kind of perception of the nation393 (just as in the case of 

Acsády), the state-centred interpretation is the dominant one. For Marczali, the state did not 

come about with the reign of Géza394 or Stephen, but already with the election of Árpád. For 

him, an organised community under one ruler classifies as a state and hence a nation. From the 

election of Árpád, Marczali refers to the Magyars constantly as a nation. In fact, contrary to 

Acsády, the interpretation of the nation influences the representation of the minorities as well. 

Marczali is so consistent that he states that the empire of Svatopluk was the nation of the Slavs 

(in the Millennial synthesis!), as Svatopluk managed to unify the Slavs and rule them 

                                                 
388 I. Acsády, A magyar birodalom története I. op. cit., pp. 35, 236.  
389 Ibid., p. 1.  
390 Ibid., p. 151.  
391 cf. Ibid., p. 1, II. p. 767.  
392 Gy. Kristó, A magyar nemzet megszületése op. cit., p. 14.  
393 Marczali, A vezérek kora… op. cit., p. 21.  
394 Árpád (prince: 895–900) is believed to have led the Magyars into the Hungarian territory. Géza (prince: 970–

997), his great grandson was the father of the first king, Saint Stephen I. (997–1038; king from 1000/1) cf. Gy. 

Kristó, Magyarország története 895–1301, Budapest, 2007, p. 304.  
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together.395 This tendency is strengthened in his work of 1911. The chapter in which he 

discusses the election of Árpád is entitled The first state organization. The Magyars became a 

nation after this act; during the conquest, Marczali refers to them as “our nation which has only 

been founded”.396 Also, summarizing the accomplishments of the Árpáds and Anjous, he 

affirms: 

 

Under the Árpáds and the Anjous, the Hungarian [magyar] nation made a long 

journey. From tribes, it became a nation of unified thinking and feelings, who 

fully understands its honour and power.397 

 

 This interpretation of the nation is in harmony with Marczali’s opinion on the problem, 

presented elsewhere. In a lecture on the historical problem of nationality in 1905, he stated that  

 

The kin, the tribe, the community are much older than the nation and the country, 

and everywhere, it is the state that has created a nation out of them, by melting 

them together.398 

 

Also, in his autobiography, he expressed the same opinion, speaking of the Czechs.399  

The population that the conquerors found here are referred to as “tribes”, “peoples”, 

“natives”, except for Marczali’s original presentation of the empire of Svatopluk. Concerning 

the “national characteristics”, in all the studied works, the Magyars differ greatly from the 

minorities. The characteristics of the Magyars imply activity, such as: hot-tempered, combative, 

and restless. Meanwhile those of the Slavs imply passivity: according to Baróti, before the 

arrival of the Magyars, they were extending slyly,400 and Acsády considers that Slavs 

exchanged patiently one foreign rule with the other.401  

  

 

                                                 
395 Ibid., p. 111.  
396 H. Marczali, Magyarország története op. cit., p. 36.  
397 Ibid., p. 235.  
398 H. Marczali, A nemzetiség történetbölcseleti szempontból, Budapest, 1905, p. 11.  
399 The Czechs are a nation, they had their independence and constitution which they lost after the battle on the 

White Mountain. H. Marczali, Emlékeim op. cit., p. 162.  
400 J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. 68.  
401 I. Acsády, A magyar birodalom története I. op. cit., p. 35. 
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V. 1. 2. Mission civilisatrice  

 

One of the most important aspects of the representation of the conquest is how historians reacted 

to the historical narratives of the minorities with which the nationalities legitimized their claim 

for nationhood and extended rights of self-government. As we have already seen from the 

declaration against the Millennial celebrations of the congress of three minorities (Slovaks, 

Serbs, and Romanians), one of the most important element of their narrative was that they are 

the oldest inhabitants of the territory, hence they have a claim on it rightfully, whereas the 

Magyars were aggressive conquerors, who disturbed their peaceful co-existence. The Slovak 

national assembly of 1867 formulated similar views: 

 

According to our ancient history and our national traditions, we are the most 

ancient inhabitants of this land surrounded by the Carpathians. Long before the 

arrival of the Magyars, our ancestors called this land their sweet fatherland. As 

early as that, they had long and bloody fights, protecting their national 

independence.402 

 

Slovak historians, tough we cannot talk about professional historiography in the period,403 

supported this idea.404  

 For the Romanians, a certain continuity with the Roman Empire had similar importance 

for the national movement. The idea was developed during the Enlightenment; initially, a direct 

descent from the Romans was claimed, stating that the Romans killed or deported every Dacian 

from the territory of Transylvania. The basis of this idea was the Latin linguistic affinity. The 

(Romanian) opponents of the idea claimed that Romanians were the descendants of the Romans 

and the Dacian natives. This claim became dominant during the Romanticism, as, on the one 

hand, the bravery and love of freedom of the Dacians was attractive; on the other hand, this 

version guaranteed superiority for the Romanians against all inhabitants of the territory, as it 

meant a two-thousand-year-long continuity.405  

  These narratives of the minorities had mythological roots; however their complete 

disproval would have required a recurring of national mythologies that could not have been 

                                                 
402 Az 1867. évi turócszentmártoni szlovák nemzeti gyűlés felterjesztése az országgyűléshez… op. cit., p. 28.  
403 cf. M. Masłovski, D. Francfort et al (eds.), Culture et identité en Europe Centrale. Canons littéraires et 

visions de l’histoire, Paris, 2011, p. 303. 
404 E. Niederhauser, A történetírás története Kelet-Európában, Budapest, 1995, p. 581.  
405 R. Cipoeş, Nationalism and Identity in Romania… op. cit., pp. 33–35.  
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proven with the tools of scientific history. Such a mythology would have been the descent from 

the Huns which would have meant that the Magyars were only returning to a land that was 

already theirs.406 Nevertheless, professional history separated clearly the amateur from the 

expert; mythology and history. Historians were expected to tell what had actually happened in 

history, separating reality from mythology.407 This “ideology of scientificity” is strongly 

present in the speech of Imre Mikó, discussed in chapter two, which is a declaration of war 

against folkloric historical myths. The second key speaker on the foundation of the Historical 

Association, Mihály Horváth, made similar remarks; even though some twenty years before, he 

considered that these traditions could have a role where written sources are not available.408 All 

historians cited by our research explicitly opposed historical myths;409 the harshest critic came 

from Henrik Marczali: “The commencement of every nation is lost in obscurity, only myths 

and traditions can shed some light on it; however, mostly, these lead us into a swamp.”410 

Accordingly, the origins of the Magyars are only briefly discussed as “it is veiled in mist” 

(Fraknói), and the authors turn the reader to linguistic studies. Historians even admit that the 

entrance of Árpád and the Magyars into the Carpathian Basin was more of an escape from the 

Pecheneg tribes than a victorious arrival.411  

However, there is an identifiable strategy that we can consider as a reaction to the 

historical narrative of the minorities. Every synthesis commences with a relatively long chapter 

on the ancient history of the Hungarian territory, where historians list all inhabitants of the 

country from the pre-historic times to the Magyar conquest. In the Millennial synthesis, this 

part of about two hundred and twenty pages takes up almost half of the first volume. The reader 

is presented with the names of countless different peoples who lived on any part of the territory 

for a shorter or longer while. On page thirty-nine there is thirty-one different peoples listed for 

Antiquity only.412 Although no other author goes as far as this, even if the number of pages is 

small, they always emphasize that the territory was extremely “colourful” and “varied”, and list 

                                                 
406 cf. L. Mocsáry, Nemzetiség, Pest, 1858, p. 121.  
407 S. Berger, Writing the nation. A global perspective, New York, 2007, pp. 32–33. 

G. Gyáni, Fin de siècle történetírás, in G. Gyáni, Emlékezés, emlékezet és a történelem elbeszélése, Budapest, 

2000, pp. 31–48, p. 32.  
408 L. Lajtai L., „Magyar nemzet vagyok”… op. cit., p. 427. 
409 V. Frankl, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. 1. 

J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. 74. 

I. Acsády, A magyar birodalom története I. op. cit., pp. 19–20.  
410 H. Marczali, Magyarország története op. cit., p. 22.  
411 I. Acsády, A magyar birodalom története op. cit., p. 22. 

J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. 84. 
412 R. Frőlich, Magyarország története a honfoglalásig, in Szilágyi (ed.), A Magyar Nemzet története I. op. cit., 

p. XXXIX.  
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a fair number of peoples. By this they show that even before the Slavs and Romanians, there 

were countless different ethnic groups living on the territory. Moreover, as the readers also 

learn from the historians, this fact means nothing, as none of these peoples were capable of 

taking advantage of the land, and, above all, of creating a state. The “country was continuously 

torn apart”;413 different peoples “appeared and disappeared without leaving a trace on the 

highway of peoples”,414 as no one could “achieve superiority”415. The territory was “a lonely, 

wild, empty desert”416 which “proved to be the grave of all the nations that ruled it after one 

another. Continuity was missing. What was built by one, was torn down by another.”417 

  The Magyars brought order into this chaos. As Marczali continues, “This historical 

curse was resolved by the settlement of the Magyars and the foundation of their state.”418 What 

counts in the historical perspective according to the authors, is who managed to civilize the 

territory. As Acsády put it, “wherever his cradle swayed” the Magyar “lead his desert homeland 

into the world of culture”.419 Marczali claimed that the Magyars brought stability into the “wild 

waiving of peoples”, and by developing culture, “they solved the one-thousand-year-old 

question”.420 According to Baróti, the Magyars made their country into the frontier of Western 

culture against the East.421 In fact, for all historians, the Western-European (for Fraknói: 

Christian) values are the greatest achievements of humanity, which have been spread on the 

territory by the Magyars since they became European Magyars.  

  Historians without exceptions admit as well that the peoples whom the Magyars “found” 

on the territory laid down important fundaments. According to Acsády, the inhabitants helped 

the Magyars to develop susceptibility towards Western institutions.422 Baróti emphasises the 

important role that Slav priests played in the conversion of the Magyars.423 However, historians 

also state that these were only elementary, primitive fundaments; the inhabitants could not 

create anything lastingly valuable. As Acsády put it:  

 

                                                 
413 Ibid., p. VII.  
414 H. Marczali, A vezérek kora… op. cit., p. 3.  
415 V. Frankl, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. 17.  
416 I. Acásdy, A magyar birodalom története I. op. cit., p. 1.  
417 H. Marczali, Magyarország története op. cit., pp. 16–17.  
418 Ibid.  
419 I. Acsády, A magyar birodalom története I. op. cit., p. 1.  
420 H. Marczali, A vezérel kora… op. cit., p. 4.  
421 J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. 416.  
422 I. Acsády, A magyar birodalom története I. op. cit., p. 52., 115.  
423 J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. 125. This is related to the national characteristics 

among which historians include susceptibility. 
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From that rudimentary, elementary development that Hungarians [magyarok] 

found on the land of their new homeland, only the Hungarian [magyar] creative 

spirit, political sense, and organizing skills managed to create something lasting 

in the course of time.424 

 

This civilizational mission is the duty of the Magyars; it also means the legitimization 

of their supremacy and it refutes the historical claims of the minorities.425 The centrality of this 

idea is the most revealing in the work of Fraknói. As the bishop published his work in the early 

70s, he relied greatly on Anonymous during the description of the conquest, whereas his 

younger colleagues, as we will see later, deny the reliability of the chronicler. Accordingly, 

Fraknói speaks of the Hun origins of the Magyars; however, he makes no connection between 

this lineage and the right of the Magyars to rule the territory. Moreover, the bishop, also relying 

on Anonymous, presents the “Vlachs” of Transylvania as an organised people under a ruler, 

whom the Magyars defeated.426 However, this does not interfere with the concept of Magyar 

supremacy, as it is based on the “providential mission” of civilizing the territory.427  

  The civilizational mission is closely related to the territory. As it is common with 

national histories,428 the Hungarian territory is presented as continuously unified throughout its 

history, with the short intermezzo of the Ottoman Rule. This division, which lasted for more 

than one hundred and fifty years is discussed; however, in the introductions and in the closing 

thoughts, the territory is presented as indivisible. This territory is only viable if unified, and 

lead by the Magyar nation. According to Acsády, the Hungarian territory was a wild desert 

from which only the Magyars managed to create the Canaan of today.429 For these authors, this 

mission of the nation concerns only this land. The notion of empire, which is even in the title 

of one of these syntheses, and is present in many, is only meant for the Carpathian Basin. 

However, on this land, it is only the Magyar nation that has the talent for accomplishing the 

mission of guaranteeing the order of statehood, spreading culture, and defending Europe. This 

determinist thinking is only absent in the second work of Marczali, published in 1911. 

                                                 
424 I. Acsády, A magyar birodalom története I. op. cit., p. 52.  
425 H. Marczali, A vezérek kora… op. cit., p. 4. 

I. Acsády, A magyar birodalom története I. op. cit., pp. 2, 388. 
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defeat, the people elected the Magyar leader as their prince. This passage of Anonymous was important for the 

Romanian historical claims. Cf. E. Niederhauser, A történetírás története… op. cit., p. 372.  
427 V. Frankl, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. 17.  
428 P. Nora, L’Historie de France de Lavisse… op. cit., p. 329.  
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According to the historian, the Magyar conquest wrecked the foundation of a Slavic state which, 

was in progress, and was only interrupted by the Magyars.430  

The argumentation that we find in these works was dominanat in the political discourse 

of the period, András Gergely called it the historicist concept of the nation.431 It resembles the 

ideology of the colonial powers, particularly of French and the Portuguese, who claimed to 

spread civilization on the territories they conquered and thus presented their conquest as a 

legitimate act.432 The idea was supported by several French historians of the period.433 Austrian 

historiography showed a similar tendency; however for the Austrian Empire, the civilizational 

mission concerned Central-Europe.434 

This idea had a central importance in the argumentation of the Hungarian peace 

delegation of 1920,435 and also in the revisionist discourse of the inter-war period. The most 

revealing example is the introductory chapter in Justice for Hungary, a collection of studies that 

aimed to show the anomalies of the treaty of Trianon. The introduction was written by count 

Albert Apponyi, the key speaker of the peace delegation. Speaking of the “providential duty” 

of the Hungarian nation, which consisted of guaranteeing inner stability, cultural development 

and the defence of Europe, Apponyi explicitly refers to the Pax Romana and the Pax 

Britannica.436 The indivisibility of the Hungarian territory is also crucial for Apponyi. 

According to his argumentation, in order to be able to fulfil her mission, Hungary needs her 

body and soul to be whole. The soul is the nation, the body is the territory, which together 

“constitute a natural unity” and was indivisible for “a thousand years”.437 Only as a territory of 

one state can this body serve humanity again.438  

According to Miklós Zeidler, specialist of the inter-war period, this way of thinking was 

not only dominant in the public opinion, but it also made part of the official foreign policy and 

                                                 
430 H. Marczali, Magyarország története op. cit., p. 43.  
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politique française, Paris, 2008.  
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437 Ibid., p. 8.  
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had a major role in the fact that the mainstream of the public opinion and the government could 

never break with the ideal of the historical Hungary.439 
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V. 1. 3. Conflicts with the natives during the conquest 

 

After sketching out the main tendency, we consider it worthy to cast a glance at the 

representation of the conflict between the conquerors and the natives. 

  At the end of the 18th century, a Slovak conception was formulated, according to which, 

the arriving Magyars did not conquer the land by defeating the Slavs; on the contrary, the Slavs 

received them hospitably without any conflict. The idea was to neutralise the claim of the 

Magyars for the right of the conqueror.440 The military conflict is mentioned by almost all 

historians; however, the emphasis is not on this or on the victory, but on the rather quick 

voluntary submission of the natives.441 Acsády is the only historian who does not mention a 

conflict, according to him the Slavs immediately surrendered without any resistance.442  

The authors also mention that “[the] Slavs must have got used to bondage”; accordingly, 

the Magyar rule was not that much of a change in their lives.443 Historians also stress how the 

Magyar rule was particularly humane, which made it attractive for the conquered natives.444 

This is related to a commonly referred characteristic of the Magyars, the ability to assimilate.445 

In fact, Marczali is the only historian who affirms that the Magyar rule must not have been any 

better or worse than any other.446  
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V. 1. 4. Discourse on the different groups 

 

In the last part of this sub-chapter, we are going to present the discourse on the natives 

individually.  

The largest group is referred to as “Slavs” without making the distinction between the 

different groups. At one point Baróti writes Old Slovens in parenthesis.447 Concerning the 

period shortly before the arrival of the Magyars, the majority of the authors state that neither 

the “moral authority” nor the force of these natives was enough for founding a state.448 Acsády 

is the only one who states that this inability of creating a lasting state is not exclusive to the 

Slavs of the Hungarian territory, but is common among Slavic people in general.449 The 

emphasis is put on how uncivilized the Slavs are, to stress the unique mission of the Magyars, 

presented above. We have also seen that Marczali alone admits the state-founding abilities of 

the Slavs, referring to the empire of Svatopluk as a nation of the Slavs in the Millennial 

synthesis; also, in his later work, he claims that the Magyar conquest interfered with the 

foundation of a Slav state in progress.  

Concerning the assimilation of the natives, the historians are quite contradictory. Baróti, 

as already quoted, considers that the country was as multi-ethnic during the middle ages as in 

the 1890s.450 In the Millennial synthesis, Marczali wrote that although a considerable number 

of the natives assimilated to the Magyars, there were certain parts of the country, where the 

Slavs remained “unmingled”.451 In his later synthesis, he makes the same affirmation;452 

however, thirty two pages later in the work, speaking of Stephen I., he claims that the Slavs had 

already assimilated.453 We find the same contradiction in the work of Acsády; however, the 

historian strongly emphasises the national character of the society under the Árpáds.454 Also, 

completely referring to his own times, he explains how the assimilation of the minorities should 

be political at the first stage and then linguistic, to be complete.455  

Concerning the Romanians, or as all of the authors refer to them, the “Vlachs”, as 

already mentioned, only Fraknói claims, relying on Anonymous, that they lived as an organised 

                                                 
447 J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. 93.  
448 V. Frankl, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. 17. 

J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. 68. 

I. Acsády, A magyar birodalom története I. op. cit., p. 15.  
449 I. Acsády, A magyar birodalom története I. op. cit., p. 52.  
450 J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. 366.  
451 H. Marczali, A vezérek kora… op. cit., p. 201.  
452 H. Marczali, Magyarország története op. cit., p. 43.  
453 Ibid., p. 75.  
454 I. Acsády, A magyar birodalom története I. op. cit., p. 367.  
455 Ibid., p. 388.  
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people in Transylvania. The other historians refute this statement, criticizing Anonymous in 

detail, pointing out that the chronicler wrote the events of his own lifetime into his work. 

Marczali only refutes that the Vlachs lived in Transylvania as an organised people.456 

According to Baróti, the Vlachs only entered the territory in the 13th century; he also considers 

that even the legend of the white horse is more reliable than Anonymous, as it includes 

Svatopluk, whom the chronicler does not know about.457 However, the author who deals with 

Anonymous the most severely is Acsády, who affirms that although the chronicler is a 

“patriotic, Hungarian [magyar] thinker, he is not searching for historical truth for which he has 

no sense whatsoever”, thus his work is completely worthless.458 In general, historians make the 

most explicit and negative remarks on the Romanians. In a summarizing chapter on the Middle 

Ages, Baróti repeats his detailed criticism of Anonymous, also he aims to refute the theory of 

the Daco-Roman continuity.459 Marczali is equally severe with the Romanians, especially in his 

later book, which was written under the impacts of a negative experience in Transylvania, as 

mentioned above.460 

Even though we decided to analyse the representation of the minorities of the congress 

of 1895 (the “non-nations”), we need to mention the representation of the German settlers as it 

is closely related to the civilizational mission. Some authors are neutral; however, mostly, the 

impact of the settlers is treated as a positive phenomenon which helped to establish the Magyar 

people as a valuable part of the European civilization. However, the settlers are not presented 

as the ultimate “civilizers” of the Magyars.461 

Lastly, we need to mention the interpretation of the Admonitions of King Stephen I, 

which contained the basic governmental principles of the king, addressed to his only son, Imre. 

In a passage, in Chapter 6, which is entitled “On the housing and protection of guests” there is 

a statement in the text,462 according to which foreign peoples should be welcome into Hungary 

“as the country of one language and one custom is fragile and weak”.463 It is clear from the 

                                                 
456 H. Marczali, A vezérek kora… Ibid., p. 106.  
457 J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., pp. 99–100.  
458 I. Acsády, A magyar birodalom története I. op. cit., p. 262.  
459 J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. 367.  
460 In the work this severity is most revealing in the chapter on the War of Independence.  
461 I. Acsády, A magyar birodalom története I. op. cit., pp. 246., 397. 

 J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. 370. 
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363.  
463 István király intelmei Imre fiához, in L. Veszprémi (ed.), Szent István és az államalapítás, Budapest, 2002, 

pp. 37–43, p. 41.  
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context that the sentence refers to settlers coming from abroad; however, it was treated as a 

demand for tolerance with the national minorities and not only by the minorities themselves.464 

We have already seen that Marczali himself interpreted it as an imperative of tolerance. 

Moreover, Ernő Baloghy had the same interpretation. Given that Baloghy was a supporter of 

forceful assimilation, this meant a difficulty for him, which he overcame by stating that the 

sentence was a result of the aristocratic, rather irresponsible behaviour of the Magyars, which 

consisted of the simple indifference towards “inferior peoples”.465 The text is treated by all the 

historians, except Acsády, and most of them believe that it was written by the king himself. 

However, they explain the text by its original meaning.466 Only Baróti feels it necessary to stress 

that one language and one custom means a country isolated from foreign lands.467 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
464 “In his testament, our king, Saint Stephen warned his son, Imre, that ’regnum unius linguae inbecille et fragile 

est’; he already gave him the fatherly advice, to respect the habits and morals of the different peoples in the 
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465 E. Baloghy, A magyar kultúra… op. cit., pp. 21–22.  
466 V. Frankl, A magyar nemzet története I. op. cit., p. 54. 
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V. 2. The representation of the revolution and of the war of independence of 1848–1849 
 

The revolution and war of independence is a historical event of a completely different type than 

the conquest of Hungary. As the latter case stood on the frontier of myth and history, the 

revolution stood on that of history and contemporary event. As we have already mentioned, the 

special nature of the revolution posed some dilemmas for the historians. For the request of 

Szilágyi who wanted Marczali as the author of the volume on the revolution, Marczali replied 

with the following words: “Uncle Sándor, you will surely find someone who has the courage, I 

do not”.468 However, Marczali must have had more problems with the political relevance of the 

event than with the fact that it was close in time, as in his synthesis, which he wrote in 1911, he 

stopped discussing Hungarian history only reaching the events of 1901 claiming that historical 

judgement is not yet possible.469 For Hungarian historians, treating events close to their times 

was not so much out of question as it was for their French colleagues.470 In his monograph on 

the revolution, published in the tenth volume of the Millennial synthesis, Sándor Márki affirms 

that fifty years after the revolution, historians should be capable of examining the event 

objectively.471  In a review published in Századok on the work of Márki, the author, Márton 

Hegyesi, agreed with Márki, adding that the data available are enough for such research, in fact, 

new sources from Vienna would surely only confirm the main statements.472  

The most interesting questions concerning the representation of the revolution are 

probably those that were relating to the political discourse of the period (the Declaration of 

independence, the Constitution of Olmütz etc.). Nevertheless, the question of the minorities is 

not less relevant. According to the narrative that the three nationalities of the congress of 1895 

presented, 1848–1849 was the time that the minorities acted as nations in order to stop the 

magyarisational process, which began with the language laws of 1790, and to restore the 

historical order in Hungary, which consisted of the co-existence of equal nations.473 

                                                 
468 Quoted by M. Mann, A millenniumi… op. cit., p. 1123.  
469 H. Marczali, Magyarország története op. cit., p. 714.  
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In this sub-chapter we are going to present general tendencies and also the differences 

that can be shown in the representation of the minorities in the four historical syntheses.474 As 

in the case of the conquest of Hungary, the analysis is not strictly limited to the chapters treating 

the revolution itself, the pre-revolutionary period is also included, as it signified the 

commencement of the national movement of the minorities. Also, as the Croatians had a very 

important role in the war of independence; we will include them in our analysis, although they 

had a special status among the minorities, as they were perceived as a nation. 

 

V. 2. 1. The “secret hand” 

 

According to András Gergely, historians of the 19th century spoke of a counter-revolutionary 

rebellion of the minorities, incited completely by Vienna and Saint Petersburg. With this 

simplifying explanation they “discharged” the “deceived” minorities.475 Our research shows 

that this affirmation is correct; in fact, the common feature among these historians is the 

importance they attach to the “secret hand”.  

Speaking of the national movements of the minorities, which is referred to as a feeling 

of togetherness of the race, or as a respect for the mother tongue, historians consider that three 

elements caused them. The first is the European trend which is, as they specify, the very origin 

of the Magyar national movement as well. The second is the “Pan Slavic” subversion. However, 

the definitive factor is the support from the Viennese government; without this, the national 

movements of the minorities would not have represented any danger.476 Although the Croatians 

fall under a different category than the Slovaks or the Serbs, as their nationhood is 

acknowledged, their national movement is stated to have the very same elements, of which the 

most important is the sly tactic of the Viennese government, which would support anything that 

might be in favour of its policy.  

The same tendency can be seen in the discourse on the rebellion of the minorities during 

1848–49. Historians stress that these movements only gained importance from the fact that 

Austria turned against the Hungarian State as well.477 This type of explanation puts much 

                                                 
474 Fraknói concludes his work at the year of 1825.  
475 A. Gergely, A forradalom és az önvédelmi háború (1848–1849), in A. Gergely (ed.), Magyarország története 
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476 J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A magyar nemzet története IV. op. cit., p. 403. 

G. Ballagi, A nemzeti államalkotás kora, in S. Szilágyi (ed.), Ibid IX., p. 444. 

I. Acsády, A Magyar Birodalom története II., Budapest, 1904, p. 713. 

H. Marczali, Magyarország története op. cit., p. 631.  
477 S. Márki, Az 1848–49-ik évi… op. cit., p. 149.  
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emphasis on one factor; in the meantime, it does admit the existence and relevance of others. 

However, in the work of Acsády, the historian states that the minorities were already incited to 

rebellion, and were only waiting for the signal.478 This explanation has two major 

consequences: on the one hand, the claims of the assemblies of each minority, that of the 

Slovaks, Serbs, Romanians, and Croatians lose all relevance. On the other hand, the question 

of the responsibility of the Hungarian government in handling the nationality issue in the spring 

of 1848 becomes completely pointless, as the violent rebellion was already fully organised.  

The strategy of stressing the –sometimes exclusive– role of the “secret hand” represents 

the minorities as passive objects even when they are actively confronting the Hungarian 

government. In these narratives, the minorities are not acting consciously in their interests 

compared to how a nation would; rather, they are the “raw mess” of Baloghy, “minor” peoples 

who are easily manipulated by the conspirators of the Viennese court. Nevertheless, this 

argumentation also involves a dispensing attitude towards the minorities, as it is most visible in 

the work of Márki, in which the historian uses a Biblical parallel: 

 

The poor, deluded people, if taught well, can become capable of comprehension; 

the masses who shout “Crucify him!” today, can give the most beautiful reward 

if enlightened: recognition and love.479  
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V. 2. 2. Differences in the perception of the nationalities 

 

Besides this common perception of the minorities, there are important differences between 

historians concerning the judgement of the nationalities, and also on the conclusions that the 

Magyars should draw for the future from the rebellion.  

As already mentioned, historians all consider that the national movement of the 

minorities corresponded to a common European trend just as that of the Magyars. However, 

Baróti and Acsády are only pointing out the deconstructive features of the nationalism of these 

peoples, the growing hostility towards others, in this case, the Magyars.480 Moreover, 

comparing the movement of the minorities to that of the Magyars, Acsády states that while the 

latter wanted “liberty, equality, and constitutionalism”, the former was following “sick 

phantasms”.481 Márki and Marczali represent another group. Márki claims that the Croat and 

Serb movements were “truly following ideals” at their commencement.482 Marczali states at the 

very beginning of the chapter on the minorities that “each and every national feeling has to be 

respected”.483 The historian also breaks with the usual structure: instead of discussing the hostile 

policy of Vienna, of which only one strategy is the subversion of the minorities, Marczali begins 

by discussing, in a relatively long passage, the situation and national aspirations of the 

minorities. He also states that one must not believe that the Croat aspirations were simply the 

results of Russian and Austrian propaganda.484   

  Concerning the interpretation of the rebellions of the minorities, we can also see 

important differences. Neither Acsády, nor Baróti comments on the fact that the laws of April 

did not treat the question of the use of minority languages thoroughly. Baróti does not evaluate 

any laws of the period, neither the laws of April 1848, or the law on minorities of 1849 or that 

of 1868. Acsády celebrates the laws of April as the laws which “restored the ancient unity of 

the Hungarian Empire, and created the nation of equal rights and duties.”485 Acsády does not 

mention the laws of Szeged of 1849, which guaranteed a certain degree of liberty for using the 

Romanian language. The historian treats the minority question of the revolution without any 

criticism of the Hungarian government and political elite. He sees it as an episode which is 

finished; an ordeal that the Magyars overcame proving that they rightfully have the supreme 

status in the country.  

                                                 
480 J. Szalay, L. Baróti, A magyar nemzet története IV. op. cit., p. 402.  
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The Hungarians [a magyar] have defeated all their inner enemies, showing to the 

word again that, as since a thousand years, they are still the one and only factor 

in the Hungarian Empire, destined to rule due to its numerical and spiritual 

force.486 

 

Márki’s perception of the issue is different. Presenting the laws of April 1848, which he 

considers a glorious achievement, the historian discusses the faults of the laws, including the 

fact that they hardly hinted at the nationality issue, even though it was among the greatest 

concerns.487 Moreover, Márki is the only historian who not only describes the horrifying actions 

that minority troops committed on civilians, but also those that Hungarian troops committed on 

minority groups.488 There is another unique element in Márki’s work. Enumerating the 

provisions of the law on minorities of Szeged of 1849, Márki mentions that the Romanians 

stated that from that point on, they wish to be called Romanians (and not Vlachs). In his work, 

from that point on Márki himself refers to them as Romanians and not any more as Vlachs, 

which can be interpreted as a gesture of acceptance as he refers to the group in the same way 

as the group defines itself.489   

If we compare Márki’s account with the preceding volume on the reform era, written by 

historian Géza Ballagi (1851–1907), we see a striking example of the eclectic nature of the 

Millennial synthesis. In fact Ballagi has a similar way of thinking as Acsády. Ballagi explicitly 

claims the supremacy of the Magyars.490 Also, speaking of the Slovaks and the fact that their 

national movement was at an earlier stage than those of the other minorities, he quotes the 

famously degrading account of Béla Grünwald discussed in chapter one. According to this 

quotation, in Hungary, there exist Slovak speaking people, but no Slovak nationality.491  

Maczali affirms that Slovaks felt “deeply Hungarian [magyar]”, and this is the reason 

why the Pan Slavic propaganda did not penetrate their minds easily.492 The historian also speaks 

highly of the brave patriotism which the Slovaks made proof of during the war of 

independence.493 However, his views on the Romanian movement and the Romanians in 
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general, contradict the tendencies which one could identify in his work so far. Marczali does 

not discuss the idea of the Daco-Roman continuity in the chapter on the conquest, refuting it 

thoroughly by confronting the idea with historical sources as he did in the Millennial edition; 

rather, speaking of the national movements of the 19th century, he simply claims that the theory 

is a tale invented and spread by priests.494 The style of the presentation of the Romanians during 

the revolution is also unusual from the historian. Marczali affirms that “the semi-savage Vlach 

gladly believes that the Hungarain [magyar], for the blood and goods of whom he has thirst, is 

an enemy”.495 As already discussed, Marczali wrote the work under the impression of a journey 

to Transylvania, where he experienced a decline in culture. It is this experience that caused his 

hostility towards the Romanians, which is strikingly explicit in his account.  

 A general explanation is present in all of these works. Historians hardly make any 

distinction between the manipulations from Vienna and the claims of the intelligentsia of the 

nationalities. This narrative presents the minorities as minor peoples far from being worthy of 

the title of nation. However, there are differences which are not negligible; there exists a scale 

from Acsády to Márki in the understanding of the minorities, and in considering the faults of 

the Hungarian government.  
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Conclusions 
 

The conclusions of the thesis will be organised into three main points. Firstly, we are going to 

treat our hypothesis on the impact of the ideological convictions of the historians on their 

perception of the minorities. Secondly, we will conclude our main findings on the notion of 

nation found in these works and on the representation of the minorities. Thirdly, we will propose 

further research which can logically follow the one presented in this thesis. 

  Concerning the ideological and methodological differences of the analysed historians, 

we can state that the mentioned ideological contrarieties did not inspire strikingly different 

perceptions of the minorities. Considering that, as shown in the first chapter, the judgement of 

the minority issue arched over the main frontiers between political parties of the period, this 

fact does not seem odd. In fact, there are more differences between Acsády and Márki, both of 

anti-Habsburg tendencies, than there are between Acsády and the clerical and unconditionally 

pro-Habsburg Fraknói. With regard to the methodological aspects, we came to the same 

conclusion. Although all historians, except for Baróti, claim to have overcome the political 

approach, this never leads to an increase of the presence of the minorities. However, we have 

also seen that for most of these historians, this enlargement of perspective failed in general.  

It is also clear that the representative synthesis published in honour of the Millennium, 

edited by Sándor Szilágyi is not the most ideologically charged work. In fact, it is this work in 

which Marczali refers to the empire of Svatopluk as the nation of the Slavs; also, it is here that 

Sándor Márki presents a narrative of the revolution and war of independence that is most 

understanding with the minorities and most critical with the Hungarian government. In the 

meantime, the work perfectly reflected the logic of the Millennial exhibitions: the Magyars 

were presented in the synthesis as the only makers of history.  

Regarding the notion of “nation”, we found that although the estate-definition has 

clearly perished, historians do not reflect on the notion; accordingly the usage of the world can 

be confusing as it can mean both the Magyar ethnic nation and the totality of the inhabitants of 

the country. This implies that historians, just as most political thinkers of the period, did not 

differentiate between the Hungarian political nation and ethnic, linguistic Magyar nation. 

Nevertheless, historians are completely consistent in one aspect, namely, that minorities are 

never referred to as nations.  

One of the most important research questions of this thesis concerned the views of the 

historians on the origins of the nation. The issue had political as well as historiographical 

aspects. We managed to identify two major groups. Even though Fraknói and Baróti implied a 
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clearly racial definition of the nation, commonly held during the period, it also stayed clear that, 

again, in accordance with the tendencies of the time,496 this did not lead them to claim racial 

purity. In fact, we must disagree with historian Emma Lederer, who stated that during the 

dualism, all historians were “wild chauvinists”.497 

The interpretation of Marczali and Acsády was more historic, as it considered a 

historical phenomenon, namely that the state is the ultimate condition for a people to be 

acknowledged as a nation. In fact, the consistent application of this idea of the nation led 

Marczali to some rather original affirmations in relation to the nationality issue. Not only did 

he claim that the empire of Svatopluk was the nation of the Slavs, he also suggested that the 

Slavs were about to form a state and the arrival of the Magyar tribes interrupted them. Despite 

the fact that Acsády interpreted the phenomenon of the nation in the same manner, for him, 

there is no question of the potentials of the minorities reaching the same level as those of the 

Magyars. Moreover, he is the only historian who considered that not only the Slavs of Hungary, 

but Slavs in general are incapable of creating a lasting state.  

The emphasis put on the ability of creating a state is closely related to the civilizational 

mission which is considered by all historians to be exclusively the mission of the Magyar nation 

on the territory of Hungary. Although only the bishop Fraknói uses the term “providential duty”, 

the logic is present in the case of all historians. In fact, the concept of the civilizational mission 

can be interpreted as a response given to the historical claims of the minorities. It admits the 

claim of the nationalities, according to which they have inhabited the territory before the 

Magyars; however, it also claims that it is only the civilizing nation that is worthy of the 

supreme position in the country.  

This narrative makes the tendency which is only implied by the controversial usage of 

the notion of nation and by the titles of these works, definitive. According to this tendency, on 

the territory of Hungary, the only conscious actor is the Magyar nation, which has accomplished 

every major act on the territory, civilizing the passive minorities of the country. In fact, passivity 

is the key characteristic attached to the minorities. Even if there are differences between the 

historians in the perception of the minorities, which are the most visible in the discourse on the 

revolution and war of independence of 1848–1849, these are only differences within the above-

described common overall approach. Such an approach supports the way of thinking about the 

history of Hungary of the theoreticians of the nation state, and not that of the supporters of the 

one political nation, both discussed in chapter one. We have also seen that this way of thinking 
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remained dominant during the inter-war period for both the public opinion and the mainstream 

of the political elite, and proved to be rather unproductive.  

Nevertheless, we must consider the fact that these historians hardly had any other 

perspectives. The major ideas, by which they interpreted the history of the country were 

dominant in the period. Above all, as we have shown in the second chapter, national history, 

the presentation of the past as the history of one national collective was an attribute of 

professional history of the late 19th century. A similar way of thinking can be observed in the 

synthesis on French history edited by Ernest Lavisse. As also mentioned in chapter two, the 

special importance and ideological value attached to the state, and accordingly, the belief in the 

supreme position of the people that was capable of forming a state can be also treated as a 

symptom of the period, originating in the philosophical school of German idealism, especially 

in the ideas of such philosophers as Hegel or Fichte. It was also the basis for the Rankien 

concept of history. Last but not least, the concept of civilization and that of the civilizational 

mission which we found in these works were also symptoms of the period. We are not only 

referring to the mission civilisatrice of the colonial powers; as mentioned in chapter five, for 

Austrian historians the civilizational mission of the Habsburg Monarchy concerned the whole 

Central Europe.  

In the light of these conclusions we can formulate a more general question concerning 

the political and historical imaginary of the period. Specialists of the period of the Ausgleich 

suggest that the concept of one political nation was dominant until the late 1870s, when it was 

overthrown by the concept of the nation state, and all its implications concerning the 

nationalities.498 This explanation implies that we are dealing with two separate and rival ideas. 

However, as we have seen in the analysis of historians of a relatively large scale both in 

temporal and in political perspective, the interpretation of the history of Hungary as the history 

of a nation state remained unchallenged. In addition, we have also seen how this way of thinking 

was a product of the most dominant ideas of the period. The question arises, whether the concept 

of the political nation was capable of capturing the imagination of the political elite and that of 

the intelligentsia or it was only the prestige of Deák and Eötvös which managed to maintain its 

authority even for that short decade. In fact, during the late 1870s, we see nothing that could 

have led to the decline of the political nation and to the emergence of the nation state, except 

for the death of Deák and Eötvös. The question is extremely hard to answer, as it is already a 
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difficult task to find adequate sources. We hope, however, that our research managed to 

contribute to our knowledge of historical imaginary in the dualistic Hungary. 

There are several logical ways in which this research could be continued. Remaining on 

the case of Hungary, the analysis of the secondary school history textbooks of the period could 

enlarge the level of representation and would give an overview of what was expected from the 

cultivated middle-class-to-be to know about the minorities.  

Another way of enlarging our perspective would be to leave the national framework and 

use the new methods of comparative history for example, histoire croisée which can study the 

interactions between the objects,499 in order to systematically compare the narrative of the 

Magyars and the minorities. Nevertheless, one must be aware of the fact that most of the 

minorities (Slovaks, Romanians, and Serbs) did not have institutionalized historical science at 

the period. Also, if we use the concept of Miroslav Hroch on the classification of the national 

movement, we find that these peoples were at different stages of their nation revival.500 As a 

result, the structure, based on which a sensible comparison could be made with Magyar 

historiography, is missing. Such a structure does exist, however, in the case of the “historical 

nations” of the Monarchy; the Austrians and the Czechs have both developed an 

institutionalized historical science. Accordingly, a research on how the historians of these 

nations imagined the nation, the empire, and the civilization is possible and could be fruitful. 

Last but not least, a comparison with Polish historiography is also possible: the Magyars and 

the Poles shared the unique historical circumstances of having been obliged to build their nation 

in a multi-ethnic empire which hindered them in their national development, and with several 

minorities on the territory of their claimed national land.  

All of these may pose several methodological and theoretical problems. However, the 

deprovincialisation of our knowledge of the history of nation-building in Central-Europe, 

would surely compensate us for these difficulties.  

 

 

 

                                                 
499 M. Werner, B. Zimmermann, Túl az összehasonlításon: histoire croisée és a reflexivitás kihívása, “Korall”, 

2007, 28–29, pp. 5–30, pp. 12–13.  
500 M. Hroch, Writing national history for small nations, “Studies on national movements” 2013, 1, pp. 7–16., p. 

10.  

For the classification, the “three phases”: M. Hroch, Social preconditions of national revival in Europe, 

Cambridge, 1985.  
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