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Professor George Barany has \vrittcn a big and important book about 
the "father" of Hungarian nationalism, Count Stephen Szechenyi. 

Westerners know too little about Szechenyi, a great H ungarian and a 
great man. Barany makes a contribution to thei r knowledge and, it is 
likely, to J-J ungary's and the world's knowledge of Szechenyi as well. 
Barany does morc. He makes a contribution to our knowledge of 
nationalism. I-lis book is based on sustained, thorough, and exhaustive 
research in the archives and libraries of France, Austria, England, the 
United States, the Vatican, and Sweden, and on materials from Hun­
gary. He has uncovered new sources and on the basis of these he 
reaches dilTerent if not always new conclusions of major importance 
for understanding the hiSlOI)' of central Europe. 

T his is not all. In lucid English (his second and adopted language) 
he skillfully handles the evidence in the voluminous materials in several 
languages on his subjects, Szechenyi and nationalism, and as he does 
so he presents a new infonnation on European diplomacy in and about 
the Habsburg Empire as well as on the flow and interchange of ideas 
in Europe and even America. 

Though Barany deeply admires his hero, Szcchenyi, he not only 
analytically describes his successes and strengths but critically examines 
his failures and weaknesses, even his hypocrisies. Thus he is able to 
arrive at a rare balance of judgment on contro\'ersial issues. 

As Professor Barany says, Szcchcnyi, a rich ~tocrat and one-time 
soldier, c~idered himself above all ";lVIagyat';' gave his loyalty to the 
Habsburg dynasty, and preferred order to revolution. Yet he \vas also 
an internationalist, opposed oppression of other national ities in Hungary, 

.,;tdmired England-:-its govern~ent and its economic institutions-and 
pushed Hunga l)' mto the mamstream of European development with 
his innovative ideas in bridge, road and railway build ing, in horse 
racing and breeding, and in the establishment of the Hungarian casino 
(club) . 

T om between the old tenacious Hungarian wor1d of aristocracy and 
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feudal privilege and the nascent world of liberalism and industrialism, 
Count Szcchenyi suffered great tensions. He found partial release in his 
manifold activities. But in his public as well as private life he went 
from one crisis to another, often contemplated taking his own life, and 
finally, indeed, did so. 

Generally a believer in progress, he was at times profoundly pessi~ 

mistic. ~}Iost often he arrived at an equivocal middle~of-the-road posi~ 
tion, only to be bitterly criticized by the reactionary 1vlettemich and 
opposed by more liberal Hungarians such as Kossuth. He became a 
"monumen t" of the Hungarian nation but never its political leader. 

Professor Barany was educated in Hungary and the United Statcs. 
His education in Hungary (Szeged) was not quite completed in 1944 
when he, a Jew, was sentenced by the Nazis to hard labor on the Russian 
front. After three years in a Russian prison camp, he returned to Hun­
gary in 1947 to complete his education and find employment. In the 
late fall of 1956 he arrived in the United States (Camp Kilmer, New 
Jersey) "lith "1\"'0 handbags." At this point the writer of this Preface, 
then Executive Secretary of the American Historical Association, was 
able to suggest that he study with Professor S. Harrison Thomson at the 
University of Colorado. At Colorado he obtained his Ph.D. in 1960 
with a fine dissertation on Szechenyi, which, much amplified, has be­
come tlus book. At the University of Denver since 1960, he has estab­
lished a remarkable reputation as a teacher and producing scholar. 

\Vhen Professor Barany asked me if I would write the Preface to 
this book, I at first thought I should decline for I knew so little of 
Hungarian history. But I agreed because I was a friend, a fellow 
historian, and fellow student of nationalism, and because I knew that 
I would learn much from his book about nationalism, Szechenyi, and 
Hungary. 

I have learned much. 
Barany shows, for c..xample, ,-\-ith irrefutable evidence, that nationalism 

has aristocratic as well as bourgeois origins and that an aristocrat could 
be deeply committed to and involved in the economic changes leading 
to modernity. He reveals, too, the torture and anguish of a dreamer 
who tried to act during times of great stress; and thus tcaches us (cold 
comfort though this be) that men before us have lived in times of 
anxiety and have, however tragic the human condition, continued to 
dream. 

BOYD C. SHAFER 
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Nly first word of appreCiation goes to the man to whom this study is 
dedicated. It \-laS upon the suggestion of S. Harrison Thomson, Professor 
Emeritus of the University of Colorado, Boulder, that I decided, some 
10 years ago, to write my doctoral dissertation on Szechenyi and the 
Age of Reform in Hungary. Besides his guidance and professional help, 
I greatly benefited from the criticism of Professor Willard A. Fletcher 
of the University of Te.xas, Austin, who \vas the second reader of my 
thesis, and of my sister-in-law, Florence "Vallach Freed, who read the 
first draft. Their remarks, as well as those made by Boyd C. Shafer, 
James Wallace Professor of History at Macalester College, St. Paul, 
Minnesota, and Bickford C. OlBrien, Professor of Russian history at 
the University of California, Davis, both of whom were members of 
my e.xamination committee for the doctorate, gave valuable help when 
I resolved to continue my research on Szechenyi and his times after 
the completion of my doctoral work. 

In this second phase of my endeavors, the friendship and encourage­
ment given by Hans Kohn, Professor Emeritus of the City College of 
New York, has been an invaluable source of inspiration. Indeed, his 
and S. Harrison Thomson's examples have shown me how enriching 
and awe-inspiring the study and teaching of history can be in old and 
new worlds, if cultivated with moral fortitude, incessant effort and hu­
mility. Professor Kohn read Chapters I-V before I submitted the manu­
script to the publisher. My colleague in the Department of History at 
the University of Denver, Professor Theodore R. Crane, obliged \';'ith 
Chapters VII- X. And Chapter VI was scrutinized by another friend, 
T homas R. Mark, Professor of English Literature at Colorado State 
University in Fort Collins. The advice thus received, supplemented by 
the benevolent comments of Professors Istvan Deak, from Columbia 
U niversity, and Peter F. Sugar, from the University of vVashington, 
Seattle, the two readers for Princeton University Press, were most helpful 
in eliminating many shortcomings of the manuscript. For the remaining 
ones, and the views expressed in the book, I alone am responsible_ 
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