
THE SLOVAKS’ ANTI- ICOSSUTHISM — 
ERSTWHILE AND TODAY

BY
LOUIS J6CSIK

In two January, 1941, issues of the "Slovak", the semi
official Slovak organ, we find a strange historical report. 
This report deals with the doings of Louis Kossuth in 

America; and the tendency of the report was to distort the 
historical role played by Kossuth and to discredit his histo
rical record. We repeat: the attempt thus made by the semi
official “ Slovak”  struck us as being very strange: but it must 
be admitted that the report reflects a certain historical 
necessity. Already in his lifetime Louis Kossuth was driven 
to resort to weapons of offence against the then leaders of 
the Slovaks; and it is no mere coincidence that the political 
ideologists of present-day Slovakia, unable to fight today 
against the person of the apostle of Hungarian liberty, con
centrate their attacks on his memory.

For many years the personality of Kossuth was in the 
Limelight of international political interest. There was no 
other politician in his age whose significance could vie with 
that of Kossuth. This fact in itself makes it imperatively 
necessary that we should in connection with the procedure 
of the semi-official "Slovak”  throw some light on three 
questions: —

1. The first question is, why did the Slovaks during the 
Hungarian War of Independence fight against the Magyars 
and Louis Kossuth?

2. The second question is, what has impelled the present- 
day Slovak leaders to once more level attack on Louis 
Kossuth today, when the nineteenth century has long become 
a thing of the past?

3. The third question is, why have (he political ideo
logists of present-day Slovakia chosen his doings in America 
as the point at which to attack Louis Kossuth?

20



SLOVAKS AND KOSSUTH

Let us see now what answers to these questions are given 
us by historical truth.

It was in the first half of the nineteenth century —  in 
the eighteen-forties —  that the Hungarian people became 
strong enough to attempt to achieve its liberty —  the liberty 
to which every people in the world is entitled. In the eigh
teenth century, feudal Austria succeeded in to an incredible 
extent weakening the Hungarian nation. That Empire ruined 
Hungary's economic life, repressing her industrial develop
ment. As a consequence the towns everywhere fell into decay 
—  there being a serious set-back of these motor and sti
mulating forces of the new national existence. And notwith
standing, the Austrians proved unable to keep in chains the 
national force of the Hungarian people by subjecting it to 
the repressive influence of feudal forms. The idea of liberty 
drove into revolution even the sections of the population 
which were under the influence of the privileged 
classes. The most eminent apostle of the struggle for liberty 
and independence was Louis Kossuth. It was he that endowed 
the whole fight for independence with its ideal substance and 
gave birth to its conceptions.

But the moment the Hungarian nation now roused to 
self-consciousness took up arms to achieve its liberty in a 
struggle against Austria, it was compelled to feel that a section 
of the non-Magyar nationalities —  including also some of 
the leaders of the Slovaks — had risen against it and 
espoused the cause of feudal, anti-national and anti-liberty 
Austria.

Never during the course of the centuries had there been 
such a historical paradox!

For —  and that must not be forgotten — the struggle 
for independence of the Magyars (their leaders in
cluded, not only Kossuth, but also Szechenyi, Wesselenyi, 
etc.) — brought all the peoples of Hungary alike emancipa
tion from serfdom, distribution of land, social liberation and 
a higher form of economic life freed from the domination of 
the guilds, while at the same time those leaders were driven 
to realise that these peoples had joined that Power which 
had scouted such watchwords and would fain have
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plunged again into a state of feudal minority the peoples and 
nationalities of the Empire.

How can this great contradiction or historical paradox 
be explained?

It is not difficult to find the correct answer to this ques
tion. It is indeed particularly easy to do so, seeing that this 
contradicion has been discussed already very exhaustively 
by European historians generally. When we investigate the 
judgments of this paradox of value passed by historiography, 
we must note that every grade of minority and maturity 
asserts itself in the life of peoples too. When dealing origin
ally with the tragedy of the Hungarian struggle for inde
pendence, European historiography severely condemned the 
non-Magyar peoples of the Hungarian kingdom, which took 
sides with the cause of feudalism when they should have 
supported and assisted the Magyars in their own special 
interests too. They endeavoured to satisfy their national 
aspirations by joining the side of that reaction which was 
ab ovo opposed to everything that was national. We see, then, 
that European historiography passed sentence of "minority" 
on those peoples which took part in the work of over
throwing the Hungarian revolutionary fight for liberty as 
henchmen of Russian and Austrian feudalism. And it was 
indeed a sad day when from the mountainous regions of 
Northern Hungary, whither as a consequence of geo
graphical obstacles the fresh European breezes had
failed to penetrate, the mercenary hosts of Hurban —  hosts 
recruited from Czechs; Moravians and Slovaks —  descended 
to the plains to attack the Magyars from behind — the 
Magyars who were fighting for their liberty against odds of 
ten to one. The reaction all over Europe to this sad event 
was such that people began to regard the Slav peoples as 
by nature reactionary. And indeed there is scarely any 
sadder that even the political ideologists of present-day 
who are uninformed and have failed to keep pace with the 
development of history should make their own people defy 
the forces which would otherwise have enabled that people 
to achieve its liberty and human and civic advancement.

This is our answer to the first question. It is however fai 
sadder that even the political ideologists of present-day
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Slovakia should lack adequate historical training to enable 
them to realise the fatal character of the historical blunder 
committed by Hurban. Quite recently Deputy Rusovszky, 
speaking in the Slovak Parliament, established the sad fact 
that after 1848/49 the Slovaks were horribly cajoled by 
Austria. For, after the overthrow of the struggle of the 
Magyars, Austria failed to fulfil the aspirations cherished by 
the Slovaks. Nor indeed could she have fulfilled those aspira
tions; for to do so ran so' completely counter to the feudal 
character of Austria that she would have had to divest herself 
entirely of her own peculiar character if she had desired 
to accomplish everything the Slovaks expected of her. We 
repeat: only the struggle for liberty of the Magyars could 
have achieved the vindication of the national dignity of the 
peoples under the circumstances then prevailing in Central 
Europe. But this fact is not realised by the writers of the 
articles in the official "Slovak” , though the historical per
spective should suffice to enable them to see clearly. They 
lack the higher kind of political training needed to enable 
them to grasp at least the development of Central Europe as 
shown in its historical bearings. They betray just as 
complete a lack of the political and the historical sense as 
did Hurban and his fellows. There cannot be any other ex
planation of the matter referred to in the second question.

But why should the writers of the articles in the semi
official "Slovak” be so upset about Kossuth's doings in 
America?

In America there are living today some 700,000 Slovaks. 
The present leaders of Slovakdom would fain secure the 
support of the Slovaks of America; and thereby Slovak 
policy — we cannot but stress the fact —  betrays its Janus
faced character. The Slovak politicians would like to appear 
in the eyes of the Slovaks of America more democratic than 
Louis Kossuth was of yore. The Magyars have erected a 
monument in Cleveland to commemorate the memory of 
their great apostle of liberty. And it is no mere coincidence 
that the Czecho-Slovaks in the very same town succeeded 
in getting permission to erect a monument to the memory 
of Stefanik. But Stefanik was not a Slovak; he was a Czecho
slovak, and therefore a representative and embodiment of
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that system which for twenty years held in the bonds of 
slavery in Czecho-Slovakia nearly 4 million Germans, 2 mil
lion Slovaks and 1,000.000 Magyars, —  not to speak of the 
500,000 Ruthenians. During the period of his political activity 
Louis Kossuth fought for the civic and human advancement 
of these peoples. And now it is incomprehensible that the 
semi-official „Slovak“ , should desire in America to play 
Stefanik off against Louis Kossuth! It is equally incompre
hensible that one of the outstanding historical representatives 
cf “ Czechoslovakism,: should be set off against Kossuth, who 
fcught for a Central Europe in which every people would 
have felt conscious of being “ unus inter pares” !

These are grave contradictions!!
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