


birthplace of the great Hungarian poet Mihaly Vorosmarty) 
not far from Budapest. Here Geza de Kresz and his wife Norah 
Drewett played and taught pupils, some of whom came from 
Canada. Geza de Kresz liked practising early in the morning in 
his room looking south over a valley. And it was while practising 
here that he made the discovery which is formulated in this book: 
namely, that there is a contradiction between the natural ease 
with which the great masters play the violin and the rigid rules of 
pedagogy. This discovery came as a revelation to him and led 
to a new phase in his own art. He made use of it in his teaching, 
at the National Conservatory, where his course on violin-peda-
gogy first incorporated these ideas. In the Hungarian notes on 
violin-pedagogy he gives an account of his experiences. 

How did I make the discovery? In spite of a very 
minute position — today I know that it was partly 
in consequence of that — I was aware of a certain 
handicap in the movement of the fingers and in 
shifting. If however I let my fingers move playfully — 
as we violinists sometime do — on my other hand 
or my trousers, the handicapped courses rolled with 
greatest ease. This I found somewhat incompre-
hensible. First I thought that it is naturally easier 
to let the fingers move in the air without pressing 
the strings, without the responsibility of making 
sounds, than to play the instrument in reality. But 
what made me think more deeply about it was that 
I discovered that in certain seconds of organization, 
when the handicap of the left hand is reduced to 
the minimum and the looseness is almost as great 
as without the violin, then a certain difference can 
be noticed from the minute "position." This deduction 
and the observations of a few excellent violinists — 
Kreisler, and especially the Russians such as Heifetz — 
led me to the solution of the riddle. 

In 1947, after the end of the war, a new opportunity for 
concert tours was offered in Canada, his second home, where 
his music was well-known and appreciated. The sonata eve-
nings given with his wife Nora Drewett brought such success 
that then, at the age of sixty, a new phase began in his life as 
an artist. At the same time his teaching resumed and he could 
incorporate his ideas on violin pedagogy; a course was announced 
at the Royal Conservatory of Music of Toronto and the first 
lecture was delivered on January 21st, 1948. The course con-



sisted of sixteen lectures, the first of which appeared in mimeo-
graph form. He also taught summer sessions at Bloomington, 
Indiana, which imposed a strain on his health. 

After a nine-year period of concerts and teaching, his last 
appearance was at a concert given in Toronto in 1956 in 
memory of Bela Bartok. Shortly after, Geza de Kresz was struck 
down by illness which lamed his body and deprived his hands 
of his beloved instrument, the violin made by Petrus Guarnerius 
in 1710 in honour of St. Theresa. Though he did not regain 
his physical strength, his strength of will conquered his illness 
as he then embarked upon literary work. He elaborated his 
lecture notes on violin pedagogy, which forms the book, 
Thoughts on Violin Teaching (University of Manitoba, 1969). 

Geza de Kresz regarded himself as the continuer of the 
Joachim-Ysaye violin school and set down the theory of this 
school in his work, a theory of entirely novel ideas. The day 
he finished the manuscript he suffered a relapse and his health 
continued to worsen. On October 2nd, 1959, at the age of 77, 
after long and patiently endured sufferings — his substantial life 
ended. His last hours were spent at a Hungarian concert held in 
Massey Hall, Toronto, with Antal Dorati conducting the Phil-
harmonica Hungarica Orchestra during which he was publicly 
commemorated by Hungarians and Canadians. It was a life 
during which he had educated thousands to love music and 
understand it more deeply. 

His wife and musical partner Norah Drewett lived but a 
few months longer and passed away in Budapest on April 24, 
1960. She is buried in Kapolnasnyek, close to the Vorosmarty 
House where so many happy times were spent. 





Hungarian Studies Review, Vol. IX, No. 2 (Fall 1982) 

REVIEW ARTICLE 
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Gyorgy Borsanyi, Kun Bela, egy politikai eletrajz. 
(Bela Kun: a political biography) Budapest: 
Kossuth Kiado, 1979. 450 pp. 

The noted Swiss historian, Jakob Burckhardt remarked in one 
of his works that occasionally a person's life incorporates into 
it history itself. Bela Kun was such a person. He made a mark 
not only on the history of the communist party of Hungary, 
but also on the development of the whole communist movement. 
His life was full of dramatic turnarounds and was not free from 
contradiction. 

Bela Kun was born in 1886 in a small town in Transyva-
nia. His father was an assimilated Jewish notary. The First 
World War and Russian captivity catapulted him from the 
obscurity of the journalistic profession and provincial social 
democratic politics onto the national scene. He became the 
leader of the 1919 Hungarian Commune and later, a high-
ranking official of the Comintern. He met his demise during 
Stalin's purges; he fell out of favour in 1936, was arrested the 
following year and died two years later under circumstances that 
remain unclear even today. Characteristically, members of 
his immediate family were also interned. For twenty years, 
party histories, both in the U.S.S.R. and in Hungary, denounced 
him or denied his role. It was only during the 20th Congress 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union that he was post-
humously rehabilitated. Another two decades had to pass before 
a detailed, scholary biography could appear about him in 

* Translated from the Hungarian by N.F. Dreisziger. 



Budapest. Not surprisingly, the book on Kun was a source of 
controversy f rom the very beginning. 

The massive volume, subtitled "a political biography," is 
the result of ten years of research. Its author is a leading mem-
ber of the Institute of Party History in Hungary. There can be 
little doubt that the author has undertaken a difficult task in 
trying to free the figure of Kun from the myths and accusa-
tions which have become attached to it through the years. It 
must be kept in mind that Kun, a quarrelsome, impatient 
and dogmatic man, had never been popular even among his 
associates, and had made many enemies for himself in his life-
time. The author's task was made more difficult by the fact that 
he could make only limited use of records pertaining to Kun's 
career in Russian exile, which are held in Soviet state or party 
archives. In fact he had access only to pre-selected documents 
or to those put at his disposal by individual Soviet historians. 
Borsanyi several times refers to this fact and expresses regret 
that due to the lack of documentation he had to leave certain 
questions unanswered in connection with Kun's life or activities. 

The seven chapters of this biography offer many exciting, 
hitherto little or hardly known details. The first chapters 
introduce Kun's youthful years, his work in the Social Demo-
cratic party, his military service in the war, and his capture 
by the Russians. In the spring of 1917 he greets The Russian 
Revolution in an article published in the Nepszava (People's 
Voice) in Budapest. He hails Kerensky and the Provisional 
Government, in complete ignorance of Lenin's "April Theses" 
which called for the destruction of that government. Kun 
appeared in Petrograd in January of 1918 to work as a revo-
lutionary functionary in the Bureau of Prisoners of War. 
It was here that he met Lenin, and became a "bolshevik," and 
"internationalist." 

Borsanyi outlines in detail Kun's journey from Russia to 
Hungary. He describes how in March of 1918 the Hungarian 
branch of the Russian Communist (Bolshevik) party was 
organized, with Kun as its leader. His return to Hungary in 
the fall of the same year served the purpose of spreading the 
world proletarian revolution to the banks of the Danube. After 
receiving their instructions and money, the communists destined 
for Hungary formally established the Communist party of 
Hungary, in Moscow's Drezda Hotel on November 4, 1918. The 



party became a member of the newly-established Third 
International, the Comintern. Kun came to his homeland in 
secret. He had an important mission to accomplish on orders 
from Lenin. He was to convince the noted Austrian Social 
Democrat, Friedrich Adler, to join the ranks of the Communist 
International. Kun's mission failed. He was more successful 
in his next task however, which was the organization of a 
Communist party in Hungary, and the preparation of its bid 
for power. 

Borsanyi offers much interesting detail about the history 
of the Hungarian Communist party during 1918-19. The party's 
leading figures are described regardless of whether they remained 
loyal communists or became "renegades." We learn among 
other things that in 1919 the Communist Party of Hungary 
(CPH) was "great" in "words" only rather than in numbers. 
At best, the party had only 10,000 members in a country of 
twenty million! Accordingly, Kun could hardly have had any 
illusions about achieving power through parliamentary means. 
In fact, the CPH did not struggle for parliamentary demo-
cracy. It hoped to wrest power from the Karolyi government 
through the use of force, through a "people's uprising." Borsanyi 
admits that in January and February of 1919 the party's demands 
had no real foundations and only served to whip-up popular 
sentiment against the government. Kun conducted a separate 
struggle against the social democrats as well. He considered 
them part of the ruling class, the enemies of the people whom he 
would continue to hate throughout most of his life. It was as 
a result of this struggle against the social democrats that bloody 
clashes occurred between the followers of the two late in Feb-
ruary which resulted in popular opinion turning against Kun and 
governmental measures against his party. Borsanyi outlines 
at length Kun's arrest and mistreatment, as well as the event 
which led to the collapse of Hungary's republican govern-
ment on the 21st of March. Kun's rise to power in Hungary 
was occasioned by the well-known ult imatum which the Entente 
powers presented to the country's government* 

*Editors note: On this subject see Peter Pastor's article in 
Vol. 1, No. 1, of this journal (1974). 



Borsanyi does not discuss the question of Karolyi's sur-
render of power, but correctly outlines Kun's doubts whether, 
under the circumstances, the compromise with the social 
democrats, did indeed represent a "socialist revolution" in 
Hungary. He had reported to Lenin his "victory" already on 
the afternoon of the 22nd. From Moscow he was warned about 
the influence of the social democrats. But four days later Kun 
declared: "My personal influence for the revolutionary coun-
cil is such that it assures the proletarian dictatorship, the masses 
are behind me!" Was he overconfident? Did he really believe 
that he could deceive his socialist partners and impose Soviet-
style government on Hungary? Borsanyi does not avoid giving 
answers to questions. He outlines Kun's moves made in the 
interest of a "socialist" Hungary, as well as the "world" (i.e. 
European) revolution. Kun thus helped Soviet Russia, and 
sent his agitators to Vienna to promote revolution there too. 
By this time Bavaria was also communist, and Lenin could 
dream of a communist bridgehead into the heart of Europe. 

But the setbacks came as early as April. In Vienna an 
"insurrection" (riots in front of the Parliament) was put down 
within hours by police acting in support of Austria's social 
democratic government. In Hungary, the majority of workers 
became disenchanted with the Commune by the end of the 
month. Borsanyi writes that when Rumanian and Czech 
occupation forces began descending on Hungary, the country 
certainly did not defend itself like a lion its den. In fact, the 
Hungarian villages received the enemy with apathy rather 
than antagonism; and the Red Army had to resort to the most 
drastic disciplinary method — decimation — to prevent the 
disintegration of its units. By the end of the month Kun had 
to appeal to the Austrian government for refugee status for 
the "people's commissars" and their families. In other words, 
he was ready to give up. 

But then he changed his mind. Emotional and intellectual 
vacillation was characteristic of him. Borsanyi describes all this in 
a forthright manner. He outlines the remaining days of the 
Commune and strips it of much of its "official" and "heroic" 
image. He portrays Kun as the real leader of the Commune 
who did Sisyphean work to preserve his regime. He negotiated 
with the representatives of the Entente powers, looked after 
the organization of the army, the mobilization of the economy 



and tried to take care of problems on the home front. In addi-
tion, he worked for the spreading of the revolutionary flame 
abroad, and tried to relieve pressure on Soviet Russia. Perhaps it 
is precisely because of these latter efforts that Kun was doubly 
grieved by the facts that the military help Lenin had promised 
to him never arrived, and that during the entire life span of the 
Commune, for what reason we do not know, the Soviets never 
established formal diplomatic ties with their Hungarian 
"brothers." 

The reasons for the Hungarian Commune's demise are well 
known to us. Borsanyi outlines in great detail and accuracy 
Kun's last hours in Hungary. It is probably for the first time 
that the contents of the minutes of the "Workers' Council" 
meeting of August 1, 1919 have been revealed in Budapest. 
Kun bitterly admitted that it would be proper to make a last 
stand on the barricades, but saw no meaning in this without 
mass support. He therefore concentrated on arranging the de-
tails of the flight to Austria, but not without taking time to 
inform Lenin of the developments in Hungary: 

August 1. Today in Budapest a right-wing socialist 
government was formed, consisting of the union 
leaders opposed to the (Communist) dictatorship. 
This turn of events was caused partly by the disinte-
gration of our army, and partly by the anti-(Com-
munist) behaviour of the workers themselves. With 
this the situation became such that all efforts to sus-
tain the unadulterated but alas, sinking dictatorship 
would be useless. 

The stay in Vienna was a watershed in the life of the Hungarian 
Communist emigration. Various factions emerged whose views 
differed both in judging the past and assessing the future. Kun's 
initial pessimism soon yielded to excessive optimism. Notwith-
standing his comrades' opinions, already in December of 1919 
he wrote to Lenin that the prospects of the revolution in the 
West were improving "hour-by-hour." He considered the "White 
terror" in Hungary "useful" (sic!). "The worse the fate of the 
working class, the sooner comes the Second Proletarian 
Dictatorship!" By now Kun was not willing to learn from past 
mistakes; he was blaming the social democrats and others for 
the demise of the Commune. 

In August of 1920 Kun arrived in Soviet Russia. He was 



received by Lenin, among others. According to Borsanyi, no 
record was kept of their conversation (or so the author might 
have been told in Moscow). Accordingly, it is not possible to 
know to what extent Lenin reproached Kun for his actions in 
Hungary. Borsanyi calls reports that the Soviet leader did 
reproach Kun, "emigre fabrications." 

Kun remained in the Soviet Union. First Lenin sent him 
to Baku as a representative at the Congress of Eastern Peoples, 
and then made him a member of the Military Council of the 
Southern Front. Here he served as a kind of a political chief-
commissar in the forces of Mikhail Frunze, which were engaged 
in liquidating the remnants of the White Army. His activities 
were many-sided and also misdirected. After the occupation 
of the Crimean Peninsula by the Reds, Lenin offered an amnesty 
to the enemy forces who had not left Russia and were hiding in 
the mountains. Kun ignored Lenin's orders. No doubt fuelled 
by a desire to avenge the defeat of his Commune, he staged a 
bloodbath among captured White officers. This deed, along with 
the Hungarian Commune, made Kun's name infamous in all 
of Europe. Even in international Communist circles, Kun's 
Crimean activities remained a subject of controversy for many 
years. Borsanyi does not condemn Kun, voicing the need for 
"Red terror," and noting that Lenin did not reproach Kun 
for his acts but sent him on a mission to Germany. We know that 
Lenin disapproved of Kun's bloodthirsty acts, however, and 
sent him to do illegal work in Germany precisely to let him 
atone for his deeds. 

Kun arrived in Saxony in the spring of 1921, where he was 
to prepare an uprising against the local government. Borsanyi 
describes in detail the "March uprising" and blames Kun above 
all for its failure. His impatience, his disregard for the views of 
local communist leaders, led not only to the premature eruption 
of the revolution in Saxony, but also to a crisis in the German 
Communist party. 

Next Borsanyi outlines Kun's work in the Comintern, as well 
as the factional struggle among the exiled Hungarian com-
munists. It is probably here that, for the first time, readers in 
Hungary can learn about the inside story of the Comintern and 
read about its leaders in some detail. The picture painted of 
Kun the Comintern official is not endearing either. He appears 
as an emotional, quarrelsome intriguer — he even quarreled 



with Lenin. Borsanyi emphasizes the anti-intellectual tenden-
cies of Kun and his faction. He also describes the struggle that 
Kun conducted against the faction led by Jeno Landler in 
Vienna. 

During the mid-1920s Kun became a director within the 
Comintern. For five years he was to head the division of agi-
tation and propaganda. He became a friend of Zinoviev, the 
Comintern's Principal Secretary, a fact which would not prevent 
Kun from siding with Stalin against Zinoviev later, during the 
power struggles of the late 1920s. When Landler died in 1928, 
Kun received a free hand to direct the Hungarian communists. 
He wanted to revive the movement in Hungary and for this 
purpose he moved to Vienna. Although he arrived with false 
papers and disguised appearance, he was apprehended by the 
police. Although at his trial he was impetuous and arrogant, 
he received a three-month sentence only. He was allowed to 
return to Moscow after serving only a month in jail. 

The chapters describing the affairs of Sixth Congress of 
the Comintern, are very interesting, along with the bitter struggle 
which the organization waged against the socialists. Kun was 
really in his element here as he had recognized the need for such 
struggle already in 1919 and had advocated it long before Stalin 
endorsed such policy. As the head of the Comintern's Balkan 
Secretariat, Kun could devote time to "Hungarian affairs" as 
well from 1929 on. Once again, Kun's quarrelsome character 
becomes evident. His vengefulness knew no limits. He did not 
like Hungarian "comrades" nor could he get along with them; he 
would denounce them to the Soviet secret police as "Trotskyists" 
or "agents of the (Hungarian) police." Writes Borsanyi: 

It was obvious. Whoever opposed Kun was an agent 
of the Horthyite police. And police agents had to 
be disarmed. In the second half of 1932 Sandor 
Szerenyi, Jozsef Bergmann, Hugo Kiss, Karoly Hazy, 
Marton Lovas, and Janos Krieszl were arrested and 
were convicted on trumped-up charges. Two of them 
became the victims of these illegal measures. Four 
survived... 

Kun's demise was occasioned by a change in Comintern policy. 
The rise of Hitler and various fascist movements in Europe forced 
the Soviet Union to revise its strategy. The 7th Congress of 
the Comintern in July of 1935 announced the policy of the 



"popular front" against fascism, and offered to cooperate with 
social democrats against the common enemy. Although Kun 
accepted the Congress' decision, he was not elected to the 
presidium of the organization. He was pushed out from the 
leading organ of the CPH as well. Borsanyi has examined the 
causes of Kun's eclipse. He mentions the case of Lajos Magyar. 
He was a one-time teacher of the Soviet student who, in 
December of 1934, assassinated S.M. Kirov, the leading 
Communist official in Leningrad. In the course of the inves-
tigation, Magyar was expelled from the party and arrested. 
As Kun had vouched for Magyar's loyalty only half year earlier, 
he was accused of smuggling the "Trotskyist, imperialist" teacher 
into the party. But his fact was not the real reason for Kun's 
descent, according to Borsanyi. Rather, it was the fact that 
higher-ups in the Comintern did not wish to keep him on. 
Another factor was that Kun became an embarrassment now 
that the Comintern wished to collaborate with social democrats. 
With Kun's demise f rom power, the whole of the CPH became 
suspect in Soviet eyes. 

The year 1936 began ominously for Kun. On the occasion 
of his 50th birthday, not one Soviet newspaper greeted him. 
His friends began to stay away. In May, he was summoned be-
fore the Comintern's Control Commission. The minutes of the 
meeting are "unknown" according to Borsanyi, but the text 
of the decision exists. Kun was accused of "sectarian deviation" 
among other things, and he was relieved of all his duties in 
connection with the Comintern and the CPH. When Kun left the 
discussion room, he must have known that his political career 
had come to an end. Although he was given the directorship 
of a publishing house, and was granted an audience with Stalin 
(at Kun's request), his days were numbered. He must have known 
it, after all, he had been familiar with life in the Comintern. 
In 1937, his one-time friend and boss, Zinoviev was executed. 
Kun's wife wrote in her recollections: "When (Kun) returned 
from work, he would neither talk nor read. He just sat on the 
couch for hours... When I asked anything, he did not reply." 
The police came for him on the 29th of June. "Don't worry. It 
is a misunderstanding. I'll be home soon!" he told his wife. He 
was not seen again. Borsanyi knows nothing of his time in prison 
or his possible trial, as he had no access to reliable documents. 
He has only seen the official Soviet document rehabilitating 



Kun, and on this only his name and date of death (30 November 
1939) are given. Borsanyi consoles his readers: "The details of 
Runs death are in the last analysis unimportant . He had ceased 
to be a historic personality already in the fall of 1936..." 

Borsanyi's book is a dramatic biography. It is an objective 
portrayal of a controversial and complicated life. The book 
should have been a great success in Budapest. Alas, it was not 
released for sale to the public. The authorities, perhaps 
frightened by the negative image of Kun, or for another reason, 
vetoed the book's distribution. Consequently, Borsanyi's biog-
raphy of Kun, the result of ten years' work, appears only on 
the shelves of "specialized" libraries. Habent fata sua libelli...! 
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Book Reviews 

Joseph Szeplaki, comp. and ed. ( Louis Kossuth "The Nation's 
Guest." Ligonier, PA: Bethlen Press, Inc., 1976. 

John H. Komlos, Kossuth in America 1851-1852. Buffalo: 
East European Institute, 1973. 

A panegyric in an American publication hailed Kossuth's visit 
to the United States as "one of the bright chapters in our history," 
and proclaimed that Kossuth's "eloquence, as described by 
those who heard him here in 1851, has not been surpassed by 
any political speaker in the century."* This extravagance was 
only one among many heaped upon Kossuth in the half century 
following his sojourn, when the exiled Hungarian leader had 
solicited American moral and political support, as well as funds 
for the restoration of freedom in his homeland. 

Joseph Szeplaki of the Wilson Library at the University of 
Minnesota in Minneapolis has assembled a "preliminary" 
bibliography of Kossuth's American travels. His work, which 
commemorates the bicentennial of the American Revolution 
and the 125th anniversary of the Kossuth tour, contains 1,632 
non-annotated entries including books, pamphlets, documents, 
poems, manuscripts, and collections. The brief supplemental 
collection of essays, paeans, and poems dedicated to Kossuth by 
admiring Americans is typical 19th century adulatory literature. 
But in his anticipated enlarged edition Szeplaki ought to 
augment these pro-Kossuth flatteries with examples of anti-
Kossuth diatribes for the sake of realism and balance. 

This book offers specialists a valuable bibliographic nucleus 
for the further study of Kossuth's visit in America. A m a p and 
a chronological itinerary chart , a number of contemporary 
illustrations, and other useful embellishments, are also included. 

*The Review of Reviews (April 1894) pp. 133-4. 



In the Introduction to Kossuth in America, Komlos described 
Kossuth's personality as a synthesis of rationalism and roman-
ticism. He was allegedly also naive, vain, lachrymose, sensitive, 
gave vent to uncontrollable passions, could not cope with life, 
and was constantly plagued by impulses to do away with himself. 
Yet "his full beard, his deep set eyes, his self-assured bearing, 
his mannerism, his ability to charm, and his att ire. . ." awed 
Americans (p. 14). Not surprisingly, Kossuth rapidly captured 
the public's imagination. He was wined and dined, celebrated, 
toasted, acclaimed as an international hero, and huge crowds 
generally turned out to cheer him. This is the conventional view, 
and Komlos has done it justice. But he also wanted to show the 
hidden underside of the visit, the dark shadows beneath the 
bright images, not to debunk Kossuth, but to demystify him. 
Komlos complained that the only major Kossuth biography 
(by Denes Janossy, in Hungarian) was not sufficiently critical, 
whereas Marxist writers have tended to identify Kossuth with 
their own concepts, and English-speaking scholars have virtually 
ignored him. Komlos' book would benefit ". . . those who might 
want to continue the task of reinterpreting Kossuth the man, 
the statesman, and the revolutionary" (p. 28). 

Whereas Szeplaki's work offered no hint of darkling skies 
over the Kossuth mission, Komlos has related the seamier aspects 
of what has been universally hailed as a triumphal march. From 
the onset, the visit was fraught with controversy. In the Ameri-
can Congress some senators impugned Kossuth's credentials, 
especially scorning his ambiguous republicanism. Although 
hailed as a hero, Kossuth was denied an instantaneous official 
congressional reception. An embarrassing round of anti-Kossuth 
diatribes in Congress permanently marred Kossuth's image. 
Thereafter, undercurrents of hostility followed him wherever 
he travelled. 

Komlos explained the reason for these fiascos and why 
Kossuth's American mission ultimately failed. Kossuth was a 
poor diplomat; he should not have demanded instant recogni-
tion of Hungary's revolutionary government, nor advocated 
an Anglo-American alliance "to counteract the alliance of 
despots," i.e., Austria and Russia. Kossuth had promised not 
to meddle in American internal affairs; yet "he reserved the 
right for himself to decide what issues constituted matters of 
internal concern and what issues did not" (p. 79). He hectored 



an American audience: "Should Russia not respect the decla-
ration of your country (protesting Russian intervention in 
Hungary) then you are obliged — literally obliged — to go to 
war." The speech was generally condemned. This episode not 
only harmed Kossuth's cause, it polarized American public 
opinion. Kossuth antagonized Americans because he inter-
preted the intentions of the Founding Fathers regarding 
American foreign policy. His outbursts produced strong hostility 
and healthy skepticism. President Fillmore ventured that 
Kossuth's mission had "dangerous tendencies if encouraged 
beyond the limits of sympathy" (p. 101). Indeed, Komlos related 
an incident in which Kossuth tried to trick Fillmore into 
launching a more active foreign policy. Consequently, Kossuth's 
visit to the capital was disappointing. Congress would not rescind 
the 1818 neutrality statutes for the sake of intervening against 
Austria on Hungary's side, and Kossuth's contact with the 
President and Secretary of State Webster became chilly and 
produced no prospects of official succour. Kossuth thereupon 
sought out West what had eluded him in the East, again with-
out success. 

Komlos summarized the negative consequences of Kossuth's 
American journey. He failed to sway American foreign policy, 
secure Hungary's diplomatic recognition, or promote an Anglo-
American alliance; and financial as well as political support 
from the public also failed to materialize. He alienated the 
abolitionists and the Southerners, and enraged the commercial 
interests, the Irish, and the Roman Catholic Church. Ultimately, 
however, his failure was caused by "the overwhelming propensity 
in America to continue the neutral foreign policy bequeathed 
to the nation by Washington" (p. 139). After this fiasco, Kossuth 
never again turned to the United States for aid in liberating 
Hungary. 

This valuable work fills a gap on Kossuth; it is well researched 
and competently organized, though only tolerably written. 
The analysis is first-rate, however, thanks partly to the author's 
expertise in 19th century American regional and federal politics. 
Considered in tandem, these two publications are worthy 
companions among the growing numbers of English language 
books on East Central Europe, including Hungary. 

University of Prince Edward Island Thomas Spira 
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From the Editor's Desk 

Our journal has completed the most extensive promotion 
campaign in its history. In the course of the past eighteen months 
advertising flyers were sent out to nearly 6,000 addresses. The 
cost of the campaign, designed above all to promote our 1981 
special issues, was deferred in part by a grant received from 
the Multiculturalism Directorate of Canada. 

In accordance with plans announced earlier, we are 
re-vamping the Review's editorial board. In the future editorial 
advisers will serve on a temporary basis. The editorial staff for 
the next few years is now being selected from among scholars 
in Canada and elsewhere who have been taking an active part 
in editorial work in recent years. 

The transfer of the Review's administrative and other work 
to the University of Toronto continues. During 1982 the editorial 
office took over the handling of financial administration for 
the journal, formerly handled jointly by Mr. M. Boroczki in 
Ottawa, and N.F. Dreisziger in Kingston. The concentration 
of all such functions in one office should further facilitate the 
efficiency of the Review's operations. 

After long preparations and a fund-raising campaign, the 
Hungarian Reader's Service Inc. of Ottawa has completed plans 
for the establishment of a prize in memory of the late Dr. Ferenc 
G. Harcsar, the organization's founder, and our journal's 
co-founder. The F.G. Harcsar Memorial Prize will be awarded 
to young scholars who publish outstanding work in the Review. 
Normally the award will be offered each year on the recom-
mendation of the journal's co-editors or a committee chosen 
by them. The value of the prize at present is $100. Further 
donations to the prize-fund are welcome and should be directed 
to the Hungarian Readers' Service Inc., c /o Mr. M. Boroczki, 
1730 Gage Crescent, Ottawa, Canada K2C 0Z9. The first of 
the memorial prizes (for 1981 and 1982) will be awarded at the 
forthcoming Hungarian Studies Conference at the University 
of Toronto in May 1983. 

During 1983, the Review plans to publish a special volume 



consisting of a collection of essays dealing with Hungary in the 
Second World War. The volume will deal mainly with the themes 
of involvement in the war and the search for a way out of the 
catastrophe. Contributions f rom nearly a dozen authors are 
now being examined and edited in preparation for the publi-
cation of this volume. 






