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HUNGAROLOGY: 
CHANGES AND VARIATIONS IN THE MEANING 

OF A WORD AND CONCEPT 

LÁSZLÓ KÓSA 

Eötvös Loránd University 

"The word is not sufficient and yet is still necessary." Sándor Eckhardt, the direc
tor of the Institute of Hungarian Studies at the University of Budapest, wrote these 
words about the term Hungarian Studies (Magyarságtudomány) in 1942, which was 
then indisputably a synonym for Hungarology (Hungarológia). He had reservations 
about this term because although the term became generally known in the 20s in Hun
gary and soon after the other term, Hungarian Studies, was used regularly in the lit
erature of science-administration and policy, both terms were also popular in publica
tions, and in fact, the words did not have the same meaning to different researchers. 
Obviously, the concepts denoted by these words were multiple and complex. This 
diversity derived from two problems: what should be included in these concepts and 
what should be their theoretical base? 

Half a century after Eckhardt 's statement there is still no concensus on how to inter
pret the terms Hungarology (Hungarológia) and Hungarian Studies (Magyarságtudo
mány). They are real concepts and are used in spite of the lack of exact definitions. 
What is more, although over several decades the use of these terms was not permitted 
and later it was considered inappropriate to use them in scientific life in Hungary, and 
it seemed that the concepts themselves became obsolete, suddenly these terms were re
vived and a series of interpretations emerged. 

In this presentation I would like to attempt to give a more precise definition of these 
concepts. My method will be to follow the development of the various conceptions of 
Hungarology which are closely or loosely related to each other and to follow the 
changes of its elements and interpretations. I shall analyze them chronologically, sum
marizing them in eight points. 

1. According to our present knowledge, the word Hungarology was used by Róbert 
Gragger (1887-1926), a Hungarian professor at the University of Berlin, as a compre
hensive term for the activities of different branches of science. He did not systematize 
his notions about Hungarology, but one can gather what the term meant to him from his 
significant work accomplished in his short life time. Originally he studied Hungarian-
German comparative literary criticism, but his main goal was the introduction of Hun
garian culture into Germany. He was appointed to the University of Berlin in 1916. 
Soon after his appointment he created a Hungarian Department, then in 1917 the Ber
lin Scientific Institute. He started the Ungarische Jahrbücher periodical and the Un-
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6 LÁSZLÓ KOSA 

garische Bibliothek book series in 1921, and later established the Collegium Hungari-
cum in Berlin, which served as a model for later educational and research institutes. 

These institutes, together with the periodicals and the book series, were forums not 
only for Hungarian language and literature, but for historiography, art history, folklore 
and other similar fields as well. Besides papers in literary criticism, Gragger himself 
published excellent linguistic records, e.g., "The Lament of the Holy Virgin", which 
was discovered at that time. He also published an anthology of poetry, volumes of folk 
ballads and folk tales, and wrote articles about the fine arts. Obviously, in the Hungar
ian Department it was impossible to separate teaching the language from knowing the 
culture, but with Gragger there is no trace of anything beyond teaching subjects in their 
own settings, collaterally; he did not strive to show the relationships the subjects had 
one to another. 

2. Gragger's theoretical framework is not known in publication, which is why we 
do not know whether, through personal communication, his notions about Hungarol-
ogy met the ideas of Lajos Bartucz (1885-1966), who later became a famous anthro
pology professor at the University of Budapest. Not only Bartucz but other people as 
well referred to Gragger as a person who several times presented his point of view 
orally. In 1930, in one of his articles (A modern nemzeti tudományról/On National 
Science) Bartucz took the following thesis as a starting point: "... the attribute 'na
tional' would go mainly to those sciences which are national in their subject matter 
and in their goals in addition to the scholar's national character and originality, since 
his methods and administration of science are based on national language and logic." 
What follows is much more concrete. "Such sciences are above all Hungarian anthro
pology, folklore, archeology, linguistics, history, social studies, the investigation of na
tional character, the Hungarian land, culture, nature, and the study of various relation
ships between them." However, it was clear to him that "the biggest obstacle in clari
fication was the lack of impartial research and the imperfection of the research meth
ods," which is why he warned against imaginative speculation and subjective opinions. 

He strongly advised against the exaggeration of the national character of the sci
ences because, as he wrote, not every field is suitable for the expression of national 
character. In other words, he felt that his ideas were not on firm ground, but the en
couragement given by the school of Geistesgeschichte and the great national tradition 
alleviated his fears. He felt afraid for national culture, for the disappearance of the 
Hungarian language, which had been worrying Hungarian intellectuals for more than 
a hundred years. The sense of danger increased after the Treaty of Trianon, and was 
accompanied by a concern for the differentiation and specialization of modern scien
tific life. He referred to the latter when he stated that the small nations had a dimin
ishing chance to produce significant results in any field of science. It is not only an 
individual, but an absolute loss as well, because the small nations themselves are able 
to analyze their own culture most successfully. Because of this diversity, it would be 
necessary to undertake national research in the light of their common goals and to find 
the relationships among them. Hungarology is defined by Gragger as "an independent 
science which systematizes the knowledge referring to the nation" and this is in Bar-

Hutigarian Studies 7/1-2 1991/92 



HUNGAROLOGY: CHANGES AND VARIATIONS 7 

tucz's interpretation as well. The enumeration of its content would have allowed the 
birth of a cultural anthropology if the theory had possessed a modern ethnological 
background. But this was not the case. Only romantic heritage revived in the Geistes
geschichte could be used as a theoretical support. Bartucz was able to find precedents 
in studies of national character written in the last century. But he did not give a more 
precise definition of the vague concept of the study of national character and he did 
not systematize his ideas. 

In any event, by the time Bartucz had finished his first Hungarological paper, the 
Royal Hungarian University Press (Magyar Királyi Egyetemi Nyomda) had advertised 
its series entitled Hungarian Encyclopedia (Magyar enciklopédia) and furthermore the 
first book in the series Hungarian History (Magyar Történet) by Bálint Hóman and 
Gyula Szekfű had already been published (1925-). The first comprehensive folkloris-
tic study, the four-volume Folklore of the Hungarian People (A magyarság néprajza) 
was published in 1933-37, and the combined geographic-anthropological study, Hun
garian Land-Hungarian Race, was also published in four volumes (1936-1938). The 
proposed volumes on art history had not yet been completed. This vast undertaking 
made the term "Hungarology" widely known to the public, and the fact that the series 
was called "Hungarological" gives evidence for this fact. It is important to note that 
the volumes of the series were not consistent in their ideas and themes, that is to say 
they followed Gragger's pattern, cultivating the different sciences dealing with Hun
garian ethnicity and culture as two distinct, but parallel, issues. 

3. Meanwhile, the demand for Hungarology outside the field of science appeared 
with László Németh (1901-1975), a prominent figure in the Hungarian literature and 
intellectual life of the 20th century. In his periodical Tanú (Witness), written by him
self, he tried to represent the mind as the receptacle of all the world's knowledge. Né-
meth's concept of Hungarology, or Hungarian Studies as he called it, derived from his 
thirst for all knowledge. 

The concept had emerged even earlier, in the first issue of Tanú in 1932. Soon after 
it was expounded in a shorter article (A Plan for a Hungarological Association, Re
sponse, 1934) and in a longer article (The Tasks of Hungarian Studies, Hungarian 
Studies, 1935). There is no evidence as to whether the writer knew of the precedents 
of this field of study. It hardly would be imaginable that he did not, but it is obvious 
that he saw the tasks of Hungarology in an individual way, differently from the scien
tists. He contrasted the scientists who, according to him, had lost touch with real life 
and had become morally empty, with laymen who, because of their integrity, are more 
devoted to the search for true knowledge. He considered himself to belong to the lat
ter group. 

"Man's most important concern in life is his behavior", wrote Németh. Not only the 
relation between man and his environment depends on this; but his whole fate as well. 
As the official science and its "serving priests" expelled the "secular congregation" 
from its sanctuary (he used this theological metaphor) the latter group is forced to 
create some sort of new "behavior-and fate-science" for themselves, in order to get the 
desired knowledge. And this knowledge is more than the totality of the sciences. "It 
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is necessary to stress their common features, and these features constitute Hungarian 
Studies." In other words, he did not accept the University Press series as Hungarology, 
rather he considered them as volumes representing an auxiliary science of Hungaro
logy. He takes exception not only to the fact that the branches of science are separ
ated from one another, but also to the unwillingness to combine them. 

In Németh's opinion, Hungarian Studies is comparative studies. It is the province 
not only of "man" but of "Europeans", and within this, of "Central Europeans", and 
finally, "the innermost circle is the Hungarians". Around them there is Europe and the 
belt of ethnic minorities. Within this belt of minority peoples there is also the Hungar
ian tradition, as well as specifically Hungarian regions. What is the spirit of this geo
graphical and historical area? What is the nature of the people who live here? How 
did they find their place among the other nations of Europe? What are their disting-
ishing characteristics? What is the Hungarian "essence", the Hungarian "calling"? And 
what kind of behavior is required from those who possess this calling? (Kiadatlan 
írások / Unpublished Studies, I. 386.) 

The importance of searching for the "essential" and the "characteristic" often ap
pears not only in his studies, but also in others inspired by Geistesgeschichte. We can 
find no concrete answer for the questions raised above. It would be especially difficult 
to obtain the scientific results expected by Bartucz and Gragger, because László Né
meth's attitude toward Hungarian Studies is moral rather than scientific. Sometimes it 
concerns the search for a "calling", while at other times it stresses the importance of 
the prophetic as the source of actions which transform the future. This, however, il
luminates clearly the contradiction in his accusation that official science had lost touch 
with life, while he himself offers as a substitute a theory very far from practical life. 
Furthermore, he re-evaluated its concepts in a subjective way, calling them science, al
though they should belong to some other field, e.g., social policy or social education. 
Because of his vague theories, his general characterization of Hungarians, and his 
search for the "characteristic" and the "essential" is often highly subjective. His work 
over the following eight to ten years produced highly controversial issues which have 
been debated up to the present time. Bartucz had previously warned against this. 

It was the young Ferenc Erdei (1910-1971), a politician and economist, who first 
initiated this debate with Németh in one issue of Magyarságtudomány in an article en
titled "Hungarian Economic History". He enumerated his reservations regarding the 
search for "completeness", and while admitting the mediocrity of science he did not 
accept Németh's view of an "absolute science" which could replace disciplinary 
knowledge. Erdei, a rational thinker who tended toward Marxism, was not against the 
concept of general science, but against the approach of Geistesgeschichte. Erdei 
presented "Hungarian economic science" in a rational framework and gave it a role 
similar to that given by Németh to Hungarian Studies, although he did not call it 
"science of fate". He saw the largest problems of Hungarian ethnicity as economic 
rather than moral issues. He wanted to explore them in a detailed, scientific manner 
and investigated them systematically, exclusively in the field of political life, in hopes 
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of finding a way to solve them. This idea is the notion of Hungarian Studies from the 
perspective of social politics. 

The standpoint of István Bibó (1911-1979), a jurist and politician, can be joined 
with Erdei 's ideas. Bibó wrote his article "The Problems of Hungarian Studies" (A ma
gyarságtudomány problémája, Budapest, 1948) during the Second World War, but it 
was published only later. He clearly separated the scientific and social-political issues 
of Hungarian Studies. Bibó did not doubt the importance of the disciplines of science, 
but he definitely warned against drawing political conclusions, or, worse yet, making 
political decisions based on national character as defined by these disciplines of 
science. He pointed out that it was a dead end to consider the traditional peasant cul
ture as a source of renewal for national culture because it is a terminal culture which 
is not able to produce anything new. He took into consideration, although it was not 
true, that in the following decades the peasantry would play an essential part in the 
life of Hungary, which is why he attached so much importance to the state of the peas
antry, but he did not remove it from the structure of national society. In other words, 
it is not the transformation of the fate of the peasantry which would make a crucial 
impact on the fate of the nation, but just the reverse, both socially and politically. 

After all, Bibó did not deny the relationship between Hungarian Studies based on 
the research of rural culture and social politics, but he emphasized their possible, but 
indirect connections. In his concept of Hungarian Studies there is no trace of his being 
anti-science; he did not want to replace concrete research with a vague notion of 
"science of fate"; the achievements of the branches of science dealing with the history 
of civilization and language might be important for regenerating Hungarian culture; 
general historical research and investigation of society could provide politicians with 
a lesson worth following; and finally, it is the task of education and social policy to 
utilize those achievements in practical life. 

Between Erdei and Bibó, Hungarology received impetus again from studies of Bar-
tucz, behind which there was a historical scientific background stretching back to Ro
manticism. There is a possibility that László Németh influenced him, although there is 
no philological evidence of this. It is true that in his article On Hungarian National 
Consciousness ("A magyar nemzetismeretről", Ethnographia, 1936) Bartucz, just like 
Németh, speaks about the self-image and status-recognition of Hungarians, but by that 
time those terms had already become widely used. There is still no reference to this 
fact, but the terms "essence", and later "Hungarian essence recognition", and "Hun
garian national consciousness", or so-called Hungarian Studies would suggest Né-
meth's influence in Bartucz's work. Bartucz put a stronger emphasis on the national 
framework. By "essential" and "characteristic" he understood some kind of special sur
plus of physical and spiritual characteristics without offering any detailed explanation 
of his theory. "The body of the nation and national spirit is far more than simply the 
sum of the physical and spiritual characteristics of the individuals in the society, be
cause the nation is a higher living unit, organized in a very complex way..." Here Bar
tucz clearly shows that he was a natural scientist. We do not refer here only to the fact 
that he used outdated theories of social Darwinism, but rather to the exaggerated em-
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phasis on the subjects of his profession. The examination of physical appearance (with
out racist overtones) seems to be more important than the study of state organization 
(political science), historiography, linguistics, folklore, and the animate and inanimate 
environments. However, László Németh, who originally was a physician, did not at
tach much importance to anthropology although he often used physiological metaphors 
in his works. 

4. Meanwhile, the quarterly journal Magyarságtudomány was not published after 
1937 because of financial difficulties. The editorial board was in agreement with Lász
ló Németh in their refusal of the dominant trend of cultural policy and the rigid "offi
cial" science; however, they could not accept his vague arguments for assuming a point 
of view outside of the disciplinary sciences, the confrontation of science and dilettant
ism, and his extreme subjective literary ideas. When in 1942 they started to republish 
the periodical, it was a forum of the anti-German middle class cautiously supported by 
the official government. (In 1944, not a single issue was published as a result of the 
German occupation.) One of its editors, Sándor Eckhardt (1890-1969), who was men
tioned at the beginning of the lecture, can be called the pragmatic representative of 
Hungarology. Eckhardt, a scholar of Hungarian-French comparative studies, a literary 
critic, and university professor, recognized the reaction and failure that — in the given 
possible framework of Hungarology, however broad its interest could be — the val
idity of the universal science might become more narrow. But he considered this neg
ative outcome, a result of the contradiction, as a necessary sacrifice for timely national 
goals, and as an essential concomitant of keeping the national awareness alert. He did 
not attempt to establish a theoretical base. He tried to avoid the obscurity in the con
cepts with his summary statement: "The word is not sufficient and yet is still neces
sary", on the one hand, and with enumerating tasks and subjects belonging to this 
group of science on the other hand: "... there is no new science or new method hid
den in the word Hungarology; but only a program which contains all the goals of the 
sciences dealing with the Hungarians — goals that both link and complement each 
other. Thus, under Hungarian Studies there are all branches of Hungarian historical 
science: linguistics, literary criticism, history of law, history of music, folklore, anthro
pology, history of ethnic character, human geography, social history, archeology, and 
what is more, the science of Hungarian flora and fauna. 

All the natural and human endowments which characterize the Hungarians, their 
past and present surroundings belong to Hungarology. He extends his attention to the 
neighboring nations as well with which the Hungarians have been living in symbiosis; 
he includes their history and folklore inasmuch as they are relevant to the Hungarians 
to some extent. In an ideal interpretation, Hungarian Studies contains the knowledge 
of Hungarians not only living in Hungary, but in the unity of historical Hungary and 
in the diaspora overseas." (Magyarságtudomány, 1942, 2-3.) 

In his detailed program, Eckhard considered the task of shaping public opinion of 
the educated extremely important. It was true that shaping public opinion had been one 
of the goals of the Budapest University Press, but Eckhardt definitely acted against un-

Hungarian Studies 7/1-2 1991192 



HUNGAROLOGY: CHANGES AND VARIATIONS 11 

scientific theories, especially against unscientific prehistory and dilettantism. He did 
not identify himself with Németh's prophetic fate-science. 

There was an extensive organizational framework supporting the newly resumed 
publication of the journal — the Institute of Hungarian Studies (established in 1939) 
had been operating successfully for years with Sándor Eckhardt as Dean of the Univer
sity. It coordinated the work of twelve departments and a seminar as a parent institute. 
Its board of directors consisted of the most distinguished scholars, professors of that 
time who are highly respected even today. In 1942, a social corporation was addition
ally organized, which was supported by the intellectual elite. 

As they stated that it was not a new science, but rather the cooperation of the work 
of the old branches, the institute took direction to organize and financially support 
themes and unclaimed scientific fields. Large and small amounts of money and scho
larships were awarded mainly to young researchers or teachers who had just begun 
their research careers, and for collecting materials. Considering the circumstances that 
it was war time, they achieved significant results. But it is not easy to judge the indi
vidual branches. Folklore and linguistics obtained most significant results. In his criti
cism, Bibó thought of the predominance of ethnography over the other fields. Histo
riography achieved a little less, and literary history almost nothing. Together with the 
periodical, the institute published seven book series and very interesting studies which 
have been used until the present time. They emphasized the objective introduction of 
the neighboring nations' cultural and historical connections. 

5. The term Hungarology itself reappeared, quite unexpectedly for the outside ob
server, in Yugoslavia, twenty years later, in the 1960s. Its reappearance, however, was 
not surprising for those familiar with the circumstances. It occurred as the name of a 
definite research trend: in Novi Sad (Újvidék) in 1969 an Institute of Hungarology was 
set up in the cultural center of the Hungarians living in Yugoslavia. Its birth was deter
mined by two facts: the intellectual need arising in the Hungarian minority in Yugo
slavia for examining the past of its own culture, and the favourable conditions pro
vided by the Yugoslavian policy of nationalities. This time they did not attempt to 
determine the content of the term "Hungarology", but in their statutory document they 
specified the four scientific areas the Institute was to take care of: Hungarian language 
and literature, folklore, and the history of Hungarian civilization. (By the latter term 
they meant the history of theatre, journalism, publishing, and assocations.) In every 
field they paid particular attention to the study of the cultural and linguistic connec
tions between South-Slavs and Hungarians. 

The Novi Sad Institute represented a new version of experiments and attempts in 
the field of Hungarology. The scale of activities became narrower than in earlier ven
tures in Hungary, yet, it was the first example of setting up a research institute deal
ing with the Hungarian minority. Although they struggled with a shortage of special
ists, very soon they produced valuable accomplishments. In 1975, in the spirit of the 
tenth Party Congress, which ordered to achieve the unity of education and scientific 
research, the Institute merged with the Hungarian Department of the University, under 
the name of Institute for Hungarian Linguistic, Literary, and Hungarological Studies. 
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Merging the research institute with the university in this particular case meant the loss 
of one of the institutions of minority research, but the majority of the research projects 
begun in the Institute were continued (István Szeli, "On the Institute for Hungarology 
in Novi Sad" / Az újvidéki Hungarológiai Intézetről, Kortárs, 1978, 3, pp. 437^40). 

We can cite examples of both the independent research institutes and those con
nected with a university department. To the first type belonged the Hungarian Associ
ation for Science, Literature, and Art in Czechoslovakia, or Masaryk Academy, as it 
was also called, which existed in Slovensko between the two world wars and worked 
rather inefficiently. A better-organized version of this, with higher scientific respecta
bility, was planned to be established by Slovakian Hungarians during "the Prague 
Spring" in 1968. Since they were not able to proceed, as soon as the changes in 
Czechoslovakia began in November, 1989, they included it among their requests again. 

In establishing the institute in Novi Sad, and in choosing its name, they partly made 
use of the example of the Institute for Albanian Studies, already existing in Pristina, 
center of the Kosovo Autonomous Area. A number of similar institutions exist inter
nationally. Nearly all significant linguistic-cultural minorities in Western Europe have 
a similar institution. What is more, from the pre-1918 period in Hungary, the Croatian, 
Serbian, and Slovak cultural-linguistic associations, the so-called Maticas, can also be 
considered as belonging here. Their intellectual roots are related to those of the prece
dents of Hungarology in the last century, inasmuch as they, too, were a product of na
tional romanticism. Their situation changed significantly after 1918, when they became 
scientific institutions of majority nations and undertook the mission of spreading their 
culture and language among ethnic Hungarians (Matica Slovenska). 

Of the centers of Hungarology collaborating with university departments, mention 
must be made of centers in Hamburg, Uzhgorod (Ungvár), Groningen (the Nether
lands), and the most recently established center of Hungarology in Rome, inaugurated 
in 1990. 

6. The proposition by Lajos Bartucz and László Németh to set up a society of Hun
garology was only carried out after several decades in 1977, and then, too, the inter
pretation was again, in many aspects, different from the earlier attempts. For the first 
time in the history of Hungarology, the International Association of Hungarian Studies 
set as its aim the international coordination and construction of a framework for the 
activities of those studying Hungarian culture as a research subject and those working 
in Hungarian higher education. This was the first time that the notion of Hungarology, 
which in the 1920s had a still purely national justification, was acknowledged as hav
ing international validity. Accordingly, Miklós Szabolcsi, chairman of the statutory 
meeting, explained the above goals as follows: 

"The first thing we must honestly and openly deal with is that Hungarian literary history, linguistics and 
ethnography are relatively backward when compared with the research and education of other languages on 
the international stage... It is a serious handicap, since, as can be proved by several examples from scientific 
history, scholars and researchers of other nations have substantially contributed to the research of every na
tional language and literature. So far we have had to go without these contributions, largely because of ob
stacles in the way of information or the total absence of it... This Association makes Hungarology capable 
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of attaining the form of international organization that characterizes other scientific disciplines..." (Hunga
rológiai Értesítő, 1979, p. 360) 

The absence of historiography from among the above sub-disciplines is conspicu
ous and has served as a basis of rightful criticism. The absence cannot be justified, it 
can merely be explained by the fact that, prior to the actual establishment of the As
sociation those working on the arrangements of setting it up had already planned to 
join the Fédération Internationale des Langues et Literatures Modernes (FILLM), 
which in fact took place in 1979. The member-associations of FILLM deal mainly with 
literature and linguistics. These facts apart, it is beyond doubt that historical research 
cannot and should not be left out of the range of activities of the now internationally 
acknowledged Hungarology. The equivalents in French and English translations of the 
name of the Association (études hongroises/Hungarian Studies) are obviously closer to 
Hungarian Studies in the broad sense, as well as to the title of the journal of the As
sociation published in Hungary (Hungarológiai ÉrtesítőlNewsletter in Hungarology), 
and comprise significantly broader fields of study than philology. As shown by Robert 
Gragger's practice and several further examples, teaching Hungarian in higher educa
tion to non-native speakers of the language cannot be successful without a profound 
knowledge of Hungarian culture and history. As is well-known, the case is the same 
with other languages. 

The prestige of the International Association of Hungarian Studies was considerably 
raised by its two congresses, the first organized in Budapest in 1981 and the second 
in Vienna in 1986. The number of its members is close to one thousand, with more 
than half of them living in Hungary. To emphasize its significance in scientific his
tory, it must be stressed that in the field of science this Association was the first to 
comprise in one organization Hungarians living in Hungary as the majority nation, eth
nic Hungarians forming minorities abroad, as well as researchers and scholars of non-
Hungarian origin dealing with Hungarian culture and language. 

7. In view of the public interest in problems of national minorities, ethnic and reli
gions groups, and the question of nationalities in general, which has significantly in
tensified in Hungary in the 1980s, the Institute of Hungarian Studies (Magyarságkuta
tó Intézet) was established in Budapest, affiliated with the National Széchényi Library, 
the Hungarian national library. Its significance can only be appreciated if we point out 
that for over thirty years after World War II the cultural, political, demographic, econ
omic, etc. situation for Hungarians living outside the borders of Hungary was not con
tinually researched. Although in some fields of study (as in literature and ethnography) 
important publications and books were written, there were years when, because of the 
alleged danger of internal nationalism or the sensitivity of nations neighbouring Hun
gary, these questions were regarded as taboo. 

Not long after the formation of the Institute in the fall of 1985, Chairman Gyula 
Juhász, when asked about the responsibilities of the Institute, said: 
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"...(The tasks include) researching Hungarians beyond Hungary's border and the complex study of their 
social and cultural conditions, and so as to be able to do so, setting up a data bank based on substantial source 
material... Furthermore, we are coordinating domestic field research projects, giving assigments for research, 
supporting the education of new generations of researchers, and facilitating further training. We are deter
mined to study the 20th century history of the Hungarian minority, the changing socio-economic conditions 
of Hungarians living beyond the border, their culture and the system of their cultural institutions, and the re
lations of minorities with the mother nation. The most important fields of interest are the problems of the 
Hungarian language, the conditions of Hungarians living in West European countries and America, trends 
and currents in their intellectual life, and their.relation to today's Hungary." (Interview by György Halász, 
Magyar Hírek, March 28, 1986.) 

Today the Institute of Hungarian Studies is the organization which deals, as an in
stitution, with the scientific research into the questions of sporadic Hungarians living 
in the West. In this field, as well as in other areas, it has to make up for great losses. 
After such a short period of existence, some results of this activity can already be seen. 
Among other things, it provides organizational and financial support for research pro
grams promoting education in Hungarology and spreading and teaching the Hungarian 
language outside Hungary. Last year, the idea of extending the Institute's range of 
study was raised, which would actually continue the tradition of research institutes of 
the period during World War II. The idea is for the Institute to include as well re
searchers and scholars dealing with the relations and historical contacts between East-
Central European cultures and Hungarians, and minorities and ethnic groups in Hun* 
gary, thus broadening its range of interest and activity to include the whole process of 
Hungary's cultural adaptation to a European identity. 

8. The International Center for Hungarology, created by decree in Hungary on July 
1, 1989, is a completely new type of institution. Its functions include researching in
ternational education in Hungarology; exploring and analyzing the history and organi
zational structure as well as educational programs and methods of research institutions 
abroad; developing and maintaining the documentation in Hungarology necessary for 
work in the Center and for outside information; selecting and publishing textbooks, 
lecture notes, and other aids and materials to be used in higher education in Hungarol
ogy. On the agenda are also the preparation of educational aids, the organizing of post
graduate seminars, educational conferences and meetings, and conducting and organiz
ing tenures for guest professors, and, as a task of exceptional importance, providing 
educational press publications for institutions abroad. {Művelődési Közlöny, 16, 1989, 
p. 1125.) 

The Center operates as an independent budget entity under the authority of the 
Ministry of Culture. As can be seen, its activities consist mostly of methodological co
ordination and services. It also continues the work of its predecessor, the Center for 
Lecturers (Budapest), which helped teachers of Hungarian to visit institutions of higher 
education abroad, with matters of employment, and other issues. The Center of Hun
garology started work with great impetus and under relatively good financial condi
tions, as borne out by its publications and the First International Conference on Edu
cation in Hungarology, organized in Hungary in August, 1989. It was during this con
ference that the International Association of Educators in Hungarology was established. 
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Because of its brief existence, there is no point in appraising the achievements of 
the Center in detail. There is just one more thing that needs mentioning, for the sake 
of impartiality. It is that the spheres of activity and responsibility of the International 
Association of Hungarian Studies and those of the International Center of Hungarol-
ogy are not clearly separated from one another. Consequently, the Center is active in 
a number of areas which earlier had been the responsibility of the Association (e.g., 
one of the major themes of the Association's first conference was the teaching of Hun
garian outside Hungary; another was compiling a basic library in Hungarology; and 
another surveying educational institutions of Hungarology). I do not intend to launch 
a debate here, I should simply like to draw attention to unfortunate overlaps. The sig
nificant difference between the legal positions of the two institutions and their respec
tive concepts of Hungarology may, perhaps, serve as a basis to separate tasks and re
sponsibilities. The Center, in spite of its name, is a genuinely national institution, while 
the Association, though its national commitments are beyond doubt, has in fact a truly 
international character. The Center sees as its objective the education and populariz
ing of the Hungarian culture outside Hungary. The Association, however, considers in
ternational research into the Hungarian culture to be the subject of Hungarology. The 
latter thinks of education as part of scientific activity. 

I have come to the end of the first part of my lecture. Now, as I promised in the 
introduction, I want to draw some conclusions. The first will deal primarily with ques
tions of terminology; the second with the ideological content of initiatives and attempts 
in Hungarology and their spheres of competence and methodology; while the third 
point is meant to outline one possible task for the Hungarology of the future. 

1. As I mentioned in my first quotation, in 1942 Hungarology and Hungarian 
Studies were synonymous. Throughout my review, I have tried to use that term which 
was actually used in discussions at the time. Retrospectively, the dominance of the 
term Hungarology is apparent. 

There is more than one reason for this. The word Hungarology was born earlier, 
and, though we have no immediate evidence, the method of word-formation was most 
probably analogy. I must also mention another form, similar, but much less frequent
ly used, and nearly forgotten today: Hungaristics. In his excellent conceptual study, 
Péter Rákos points out the following possible differences between terms ending in 
"-istics" (Hung.: -isztika) or "-ology" (Hung.: -ológia): the suffix "-ology", used with 
the indication of a given research field, emphasizes scientific validity, while "-istics", 
not questioning the scientific nature, places more emphasis on naming the field of re
search in question. Other conceptions see "-ology" as a "science of rules", as opposed 
to "-istics", which is seen as a science having a more descriptive nature, and is often 
referred to as "the science of events". (Hungarológia: a dolog és a szó, Hungarológiai 
Értesítő, 1986, 1-2, p. 322.) Since the examples mentioned still do not give a sufficient 
basis for determining differences, Rákos finally speaks merely of tendencies. 

In my view, it is more important to state that while Germanistics, Romanistics, Tur-
kology, Scandinavistics, Slavistics, etc., deal with families or groups of languages, 
Hungarology, Bohemistics, Polonistics, Russistics, Albanology, etc., refer to a scien-
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tific interest in cultures determined by one particular language. As for the above exam
ples (and several others not mentioned here), some other questions might also be asked: 
Why is there no such general expression for the study of every language? Why didn't 
every nation create such a term, though they all had the opportunity to do so? Why 
are the Finns content with Finno-Ugristics, and when then aren't the Hungarians? Why 
are the Germans content with Germanistics, and what would the Dutch do with Nether-
landistics? Further, within Slavistics, why is it exactly the above-mentioned nations 
that have a separate word for the scientific study of their culture and language, and 
not the others? 

I think there is no unambiguous answer to these questions, since behind each of 
these designations there is a history of science, sometimes similar, but basically dif
ferent. Each of them has something to do with the spiritual change that in modern Eu
rope channelled attention away from ancient languages and toward living languages; 
though, if we only consider the most common cause of interest, notably the process of 
becoming a modern nation, or attempts at national unity, we come across numerous 
different varieties. There is a difference between belonging to a family of languages 
and being an isolated language. The formation of Hungarology is of course included 
in the latter group. A further distinction can be made that Hungarology, both as a name 
and as a notion, appeared relatively late, for two reasons: first, in comparison with 
models of this denomination, which originated mainly in the last century and second, 
in regard to its own predecessors, which, similarly, go back mostly to the last century 
(though, from exactly this latter point of view it can in fact be questioned whether or 
not they are really to be considered predecessors). In other words, what later came to 
be called Hungarology had been born earlier. Here I have discussed only the histori
cal process and the changes in the concept behind the term from the point of its origin. 

We must also face the fact that these terminological problems should be understood 
in the context of the romantic and positivistic German scientific life of the 19th cen
tury. English and French sciences had a different historical background. Hungarian 
science largely followed the German model, which in our case is shown by the fact 
that philology was placed at the center of scientific research. This is what Gragger 
meant, as well. It should be noted here that creating the term Hungarology, in an area 
where the German scientific attitude was prevalent, was also intended to support, with 
its Latin-like sound pattern, international acceptance and validity. However, as stated 
above, Hungarology, as it developed in Gragger's a work, for the time being remained 
within national boundaries, contrary to the models it followed, which, at the time, were 
already internationally cultivated scientific disciplines. It was at this time that a new 
complicating factor appeared, the term Hungarian Studies, which did not help to 
strengthen the international concept of the field. On the contrary, it seemed to sug
gest the idea of introversion, though neither Bartucz nor László Németh was in favor 
of the ethno-centrism implied by the term. We must not forget that Hungarian Studies 
is the Hungarian equivalent of a word. Despite the fact, however, that the two terms 
have been regarded by many as synonyms, it is known that the meaning of synonyms 
is rarely identical. This can be seen in the fact that the term Hungarian Studies/Ma-
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gyarságtudomány cannot be precisely translated into other languages. Because of the 
danger of confusion and misunderstanding, there can only be tentative attempts to find 
a German equivalent. But Ungarische Philologie or Hungarologie are both lacking 
some special elements of the Hungarian lexical meaning. Paradoxically, these are the 
terms related to the Hungarian "history of ideas" (Geistesgeschichte) inspired by the 
Germans, and to the endeavours between the two world wars aimed at the creation of 
a modern national character. The question is, how much of this meaning is still car
ried by the term as we use it today? 

2. Our historical review did not explain the disappearance of Hungarology after 
World War II, a fact requiring explanation. 

Like every intellectual entity, Hungarology between the two world wars was also 
bearing the intellectual, ideological, and spiritual impact of its age. We must ultimate
ly consider two facts. One is the above-mentioned "history of ideas", the other was 
Hungarian national feeling, which was deeply offended by the peace treaty of Trianon, 
as previously mentioned. This feeling of offense had manifestations on many different 
levels, ranging from official nationalism to a more realistic appraisal of the political 
situation. The second factor had two important consequences. Undoubtedly, there was 
a strengthening of ethnocentrism, which emphasized the protection of particular and 
specific national characteristics, whether real or presumed, and very often overshad
owed social problems. Furthermore, it is also beyond doubt that those active in the 
fields of science identified more or less honestly with the official policy of culture and 
science, since the state was the greatest patron of scientific research. It can be under
stood from this that after the second World War Hungarology and Hungarian Studies, 
carrying the stigma of the fallen regime, did not appeal to communist policy makers, 
although the validity of their sub-disciplines was not questioned. 

On the other hand, it is also true that they did not even make an attempt to save the 
lasting achievements and the method itself, choosing to drop the ideology of the pre
vious period. What we have in mind is the fact that, after the Compromise of 1867 
between Austria and Hungary, modern scientific life in Hungary was influenced by the 
diverse ideas of positivism. It followed from the very nature of these ideas, and from 
practical necessity also, that specialization developed on a large scale. The separation 
and isolation of some specialized areas was inevitable. László Németh fiercely attacked 
"academic scientific life", especially its isolation. Some sort of integration, and closer 
inter-scientific ties, proposed by Gragger, Bartucz, and other scientists and scholars, 
had become requirements of the general development of science. Later, this came to 
be known as complex research. 

Another important result worth mentioning was that from the 1920s onward, re
search institutes also appeared in Hungary, and as we have seen, Hungarology had a 
catalytic role in this process. 

Much to the detriment of the development of Hungarian Science, after World War 
II the implementation of an interdisciplinary program was delayed for fifteen years. (It 
is a different matter that in practice it often made its way into research work, as cen
tral political control was not able to suppress it.) Scientific research institutes were 
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either dismantled or, removing them from their university context, were placed for the 
most part under the authority of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, or some other 
controlling agency. Hungarology and Hungarian Studies were so successfully and last
ingly stigmatized with the charges of nationalism between the two world wars, and 
were consequently so entirely exiled from Hungarian intellectual life, that as late as 
1977, after the formation of the International Association of Hungarian Studies, and 
even at its first congress in 1981, the organizers repeatedly denounced these accusa
tions, though the stigma had by then worn off both from the terms and the concept it
self. (Sándor Iván Kovács: Conversation with Tibor Klaniczay, on the International As
sociation of Hungarian Philology. Kortárs, 1978, 3, pp. 431^37; The science of Na
tional Memory, TV talk on Hungarology, Alföld, 1982, 5, pp. 51-62.) 

It would be a mistake to deny that the question of the nature of national character, 
or putting it another way, the location and nature of particular traits of a civilization 
and culture determined by its language, which was first put forth in romanticism, has 
still not received a complete answer. These are particularities, which, exactly because 
they are unique and cannot be repeated or reproduced, may be of value to the whole 
of mankind. "However hard one tries, one just cannot get rid of the notion of a na
tional character or frame of mind," writes Péter Rákos (p. 326). 

So it seems that new initiatives in Hungarology are careful enough not to tackle this 
question, but at the same time do not doubt its validity. There can be no doubt that 
practice has failed to verify the ideas of the 1930s. A contradiction emerged between 
theory and practice, inasmuch as the official institutional research in Hungarology did 
not carry out the ideas and principles they were intended to. This fact provides a possi
bility for classifying these initiatives. One group would include purely theoretical en
deavours illustrated by citations from studies by László Németh, Ferenc Erdei, István 
Bibó, the other comprises practical work done by people or organizations, beginning 
with Gragger, to the recently established International Center of Hungarology. The ac
tivities of the latter group have gained higher relevance, compared with the theoreti
cal attempts. After World War II, Hungarology quite consistently refuses to refer to 
any theory as its dominant concept. The sentence I quoted from Sándor Eckhardt about 
the spoken word being unsuitable, but still necessary, best demonstrates this. Hungar
ology does not exist as an independent discipline, it is nothing but a collective term 
for the historical study of a language and culture. This seems to prove, on the other 
hand, that the kernel of the idea has remained unchanged over decades: it provides 
more hope for success, if the study of the relationship between Hungarian history, cul
ture, the Hungarian ethnic group and its environment is conducted with the collabora
tion of several scientific disciplines. Practice requires this question to be answered. As 
for me, largely accepting the idea of non-discipline, I agree with Péter Rákos, repeated
ly quoted in this lecture, who emphasizes the international nature of Hungarology. He 
writes: "It is not merely a summary of scientific disciplines, but also a specific case 
of national science" (p. 327). 

What could be the aim of this "non-disciplinary" science apart from the fact that its 
subject of study is the nation itself? Péter Rákos does not undertake to answer this 
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question. My own interpretation has a double nature. On one hand, Hungarology exam
ines the history of the Hungarian ethnic group, with a definitely comparative type of 
approach. It deals with the behaviour, the way of thinking, and the attitudes that mani
fest themselves in culture. It examines what this culture has accepted, what it has re
jected, and in what ways it has formulated its own identity, which at the same time is 
similar and dissimilar to other nations of Europe. It can well be established that the 
subject of Hungarology has been formed historically and has been continuously chang
ing. It is not merely historiographie research, but a summary of historical sciences 
(literary history, history of art, ethnography, history of the language, etc.). This concept 
of Hungarology, however, does not include a knowledge of economics, demography, 
present-day society, statistical data, geography, material culture, present-day Hungary, 
or a knowledge of the anthropological characteristics of Hungarians. All of the above 
aspects should be included in the other model of the aforementioned "national 
science". Between these two models, I can see relevant differences, even a contradic
tion. The first model is suitable to include all those speaking Hungarian, all the poten
tial carriers of Hungarian culture, including, of course, national minorities, sporadic 
Hungarians, and emigrants, but for the same reason it cannot undertake to present econ
omics, statistics, natural conditions, etc., which are determined by the actual type of 
state. The second model, however, if only for technical reasons, cannot go beyond the 
borders of today's Hungary. If it employed a historical perspective for its research 
within the presently given state frontiers, it would certainly lead to the falsification of 
history. Behind the contradiction there is the difference between "nation as culture" 
and "nation as state", and the characteristically peculiar, though not unique, situation 
of the Hungarian ethnic group in Europe. 

Considering the given possibilities, I believe there is only one scientific complex, 
notable historical anthropology, that holds out a promise of significant achievements. 
It has been shaped over the past decade, combining historiography, traditional ethnog
raphy, and cultural anthropology. Amalgamating the methods and the factual knowl
edge of all three areas not only promises a scientific system on a higher level, but also 
carries the hope of solving the contradictions between the two concepts of nation. 

3. I think it is quite clear that I attach a great deal of importance to the subject of 
my lecture. This is only natural. Still, I must ask the question, because the logic of my 
lecture requires it: What is the point of dealing with Hungarology, and why is it use
ful today? The question calls for a specific answer since it is beyond dispute that the 
creator of every language and culture is obliged to research what has been created. It 
is a task belonging to mankind. The question I am more specifically raising here is 
that of timeliness. 

In press statements and interviews preceding and following the establishment of the 
International Association of Hungarian Studies it was often said and written that the 
event was a result of increased interest in Hungarian culture. This argument was used 
as a tactical weapon by those who, establishing the Association, broke with the earlier 
policy of state-controlled isolation. To me it seems, however, that, as regards contem
porary official scientific and cultural policy, the above statement was meant to hold 
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another meaning as well: that of self-justification. The Association demonstrated to the 
world that it had not been without reason that it invested energy and money in popu
larizing and researching Hungarian culture and language on an international level. 
There was interest, and the venture was a success. There was also the suggestion that 
the international attention and interest may have increased as a result of the Hungarian 
government's policy of openness which was really laudable considering the position 
of Hungary's allies. International attention thus could be presented as a special phe
nomenon, singularly deserved by Hungarians. 

Both of the above approaches were false. In the second half of the 20th century cul
tural, economic, and social rapprochement was increasingly apparent all over the 
world, and, thanks to the broadening of mass communication, every nation and lan
guage could take its share of the benefits, except for those, of course, which were, in 
some way or other, impeded from doing so. The responsibility rests with the Hungar
ian cultural administration for neglecting cultural diplomacy throughout the third quar
ter of our century. It had restricted interest from whichever direction it arrived. This 
was the case whenever interest in Hungarian culture was shown abroad, when Hunga
rians showed interest in other languages and cultures, or when the proposal referred 
to popularizing non-Hungarian cultures in Hungary. Handling international cultural re
lations as a party/state monopoly, they were careful enough to keep ideas they regarded 
as detrimental at a distance, and paid special attention to discouraging private initia
tive. 

Through the establishment of a unified market within the European Community, the 
process of European integration is soon bound to reach a historically decisive state. 
Every country of the continent, including those in the Eastern half, has realized how 
vital it is for their future how and to what extent they become part of this integration. 
The most important area of the planned unification is, of course, the economy, which 
will surely have an impact on culture. There is a lot of talk these days of a common 
European consciousness which is still to be created. On the other hand, giving up na
tional cultures seems to be out of the question. They are emphasized as elements of a 
precious heritage, something to be preserved. One needn't be a prophet, however, to 
see that, based on the rules of psychology, in the near future we shall face, as a reac
tion against integration, a revival of regional and national cultures throughout Europe. 
The reaction to this eventual integration is bound to bring a tremendous amount of ten
sion and problems to be solved, both in general, and for each of its participants. This 
also applies to Hungarians, even if some kind of participation in this integration proves 
possible on their part. Let me just call your attention to one grave difficulty, which 
cannot really be understood outside of Europe, or even in the Western part of it. In the 
countries belonging to the USSR's sphere of influence, national feeling takes forms 
quite different from those in Western Europe. Because of the different historical paths 
they have taken, the attempts at independence and autarchy, some welling up of hatred 
and nationalism might be expected. Hungarians know this particularly well. 

The different co-existing approaches to Hungarology might play an important part 
in integrating Hungarian culture into European culture. There is obviously going to be 
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a growing impetus to increase interest in Hungarian language and culture outside the 
country. Hungarology can be instrumental in demonstrating the Hungarians' share in 
the common European culture, and in calling attention to their enriching contributions. 
Analysis of national characteristics is an essential ingredient of the much sought-after 
European consciousness. I am not only thinking of the things discussed above. All sig
nificant initiatives in the realm of Hungarology include the objective study of the cul
tural, historical, and political relations between Hungarians and their neighbors. For 
Hungarians it might be a program of primary importance to at last take advantage of 
the heretofore rarely celebrated fact that Hungarian culture exists not within one, but 
in several neighboring countries. This program could emphasize linguistic and cultur
al regions instead of a framework of nations and states as determining factors, much 
in the spirit of European integration. This presupposes, of course, a change in attitude 
within the Hungarian ethnic group itself, and requires from it a realistic approach to 
the values of its national culture, historical events, and the political-geographic situ
ation. In the shaping and consolidation of this approach, Hungarology might assume 
great responsibility. 

I must admit that in this lecture I have used the conditional form, because my his
torical experience does not let me express wishes and proposals either in the affirma
tive or in the imperative. I have only mentioned just a small portion of the tasks and 
opportunities in order to draw your attention to them. It is not for this lecture to sur
vey them in detail or to make a blueprint for carrying them out. 
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