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li\ Hungarian press. a trill) rCllIarkable coUection begun almo, 1 wilh 
"I the [nrepLion of emigration to the Un it"d Sl<Ilt's. llIalJng il Ihe 
d 

.. 
largesl and be'l oTganized an d preserved collection exlaJ1 t and an in­

I 
II di<pensable !>Ource of accotln IS chronicling Ih e life of American-Hun ­

garians. I o"e a special word of appreCiation 10 two esteemed col­
leagues al Ihe Szechenyi: Gyorgy Pajkossy. wh o exped ited all requeslSI'" 

II fo r litles and photocopying. an d Dona Kov:ie.,. wh o solved many 
I " search prohlems an d assi5ted ..ith Ihe location of iIlus lr.ttions in the 
0\ comemporary Hungarian and American-Hungarian press [or both 
Ihl the pre,';ously p ublhhed IWG-\olume Hungatian edilio n • and the pre­

seHl English n!fC>ion or Ihc documents." 
m' And [ expfC!>S my wannest gratitude to my twO d lildrcn. !'atll)' and 
.IJI 

Michael. fOT t1,eil fi rst-draft lranslalions of Ihe documen ts originally 
~u1 

re, 	 in GenTIan [ound in the lext aod to m)' wife. Olive Anna. for her 
dcsperntely needed hel p in keep;ng the growing collection of docu­

'il 
Ih m enlS ulHkr wll trol and for her patience during th e many years [ 

.n devoted to th .. pr<>!eCl. 

il 


1 "ValnJwIbi.!. __gOO" . -. ""4_ malll""* 189.H9:!II [SOm.... b«r in a " Dinanl Fabled Land: \rnuic.;m.Hullgan:im;. 1H95-I920I . Buda~t: Europa KOnrvk;' " 
']( 	 adl~. 1,:)~7. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Mr_ \l cKinley <ent out word 
\ian } worker< are needed pow. 
So don 'l fe ar. there'll 'onn 1", j o bs, 
Mr. ~lckjnl~' , i", upon Ibe thro ne. 

Long live l\I<:Kinle~-1 
So don ' ( fear erc. repeat 

rAm.-riJrai "',.n:tIOr.· April 1-1. IBY;] 

Hungarian clIl igranl5. responding in rising nllmlx'" at the lum of 
the centur~ to the economic oppomlDities in America cOlweyed h) 
th is little song wh ich . according 10 tlle newspaper to whi ch a .I6(.scf 
Mibail-u, i ts had sent it. waS On the Iip.\ of ""ery H ungarian in 
Yonke". ~J.. came rrom a land tha t was joined 10 Au_<u'ia in a Dual 
Monarch) c'L.,blished bv the Compmmi", of 1867 betwet'n Austria 
and Hungary after Ih,' failure of Hungar( s 18-1849 War of IlIdep(' n­
dencc against the Habsb urg regime. Wi tl, FrancioJoseph as emperor 
of Austria and king of Royal Hung:u")'. Ihe IWO natiom remained [M­

maU)" inclependem "ith respect to their internal affairs through sepa­
rale parljamcnl~ and :-.tale gove rnment~ hut bad lu inisters-in-com­
mon for the manage-men!. of foreign afIairs. military defe nse. and 
governme nt finances: the Hungarians were also hound ecnnomically 
to Austria by a customs union and common bdll knOt.cS and commo d­
itv and CI.Irre ncy regulations. The settlemem creatcd a moo"., l'icend. 
bc(\\ree n the two nation;,;, bUl despite the fuel thai Hungary, in Ihe­
opinjon of historians. enjo),ed the greates. imemal inclependenc(' 
since il5 la,t king. Lajos II. who fdl a t l\Iohac> in 1526 in a batll 
3&",in51 the invading Turks, it did no. ,tiDe tbe ~"'<lrnillg of l:IungaT­
ians for complel e independence or dissuade them Jrom i>clieving 
that the Austrian eSlablishment. delibcra.ely prm'enting the gt'owtll 
of Hungarian indusoies to reduce com petition. forced Hung-dr ), to 
....mam all agricuh ural nation sen1ng the n('eds of the industrially 
devch,pcd areas of the Monarchl'. Above all . stili in place in Hungary 
were the ,'en sodal. pobtical, and economic inslitutions and aui­

t -m€' readrr ii asked U:l comllh pp. 554-559 for th~ £nghs.h ti.4 I1Slali~)n nr the 
uame or tide of a printrd (rf .Jrchi...a.l.source thai appe.lts ill introdliclUr ... IC('UOIu And, 
al the 5;m\c time, hdS pr()\.'ide-d a docuJDellt o r an 1lIl.1strntil)M (or Lhe IX)U . 
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Uldes ..hich had h istorically plagued the ruuj on and which Were 10 

rou;!' ' he largest wave of emigration ;1 was cV<'r to IulO'" 
The pl'C\w lillg two-Ie,'e.I social SY·' lenl rent-oed tbe dominance of 

cJll" so-called "genlleman" class 0' cr nearly cven aspect of Hungalian 
life during the period of Dualism: the owners of lanrlt-d <c,IaICli, "'\ 

pt nohles. and those whose hloodlin es qu alified them for offi cer com­
, iJI missions. Aho ut four 10 u"e thou3aIld wealLhy hm dOl·mcl"$. owning 
h . cstates of 1500 acres OT more. or ahoul 35 perce'nl (all(l\h er fonr 

III thousand owned 15 percel1l), coll trolled Il, e nation and its citizens 
III by occup)ing the major po~ts in ll,,~ national government. parlia­
" ment, and county admjnisrra u\e unitS. Their po,,,-er W".u buure.ssed by 
'11' 
a u, the nigh propeny qua lifi ca tion " hieb, logether wi th other restric­
.InC tion s. denied the righ t to vote to landless peasan!.> , workers employed 
re.t b)' OLher>. bouse servmlts , cmplortes. and most ar tisans and shop­
Oll ~ keepers living mainly in the >illages ancllOWlh of lhe provinces. in ef­
h.• fect limiting the extlci><': of the frdnchist: to abou t six peTcent of the 

'H', poru lation, 
ill J.: Peasan t. and labore rs con~titu ted the second an d boltom )(''\'cJ o. 
1< Hungarian society. Peasan ts. who with their families made up two­


."CI thirds of th e popula.tion and who. ulough the)' r"presenl ed 99 per­


r
h\: 
n. Celli o( the nation", landO\vners, o"'led onl), 56 percent of the land, 


faced enormons dilJiclIlties in mai n tain mg a decent slandard of
d 
\kJ living lor th eir families on th eir d....arfholdlOgs. BlIt ..,'en below these 
(:011 smallholders were [h" landless agricultural workers who al lhe begin­
Hl ll ning of the twentieLh century SLili num bered a bout two milhon and 
.. lid comprised abom fon )' percelll. of U1 C agrarian work force. By the end 
IIpn of the century. landless peasantS made up more than o ne-follrul of 
Tlw Hungan"s IOtal population . which grew from about fifleen Illillion a t 
cqll the tim e of the Compromise to nearh-21 million ill 191u. wi lh ncarlv 
filII 75 percent itinerant dav laborers suni\ing al stlhsislence level About
ci:d 

fifteen percent of the peasaott)' owned par(.~I' of land so smilll thatand 
their livestock and crops could not aoequatel), support their families. 

pt:'1 1 
It is estima ted that onls Ihirt)' percent 0\v11ed enoull'h land to main­pOl l! 

\ie" tain families solely through their own labor. But depri,,:u ion o f the 
eflol right to "ote and desperate economic condition< \,ere oo t ule only 
Ii~ h " banie rs to a good life for I ICUlgarian pc~nt.'. In addi tion , all 
l""o" peasants fe lt the discriminator), pro\'isions of w e 1876 Agricultural 
[ \t."" Lahor ACL. whieb resu'ictcd th~iT equality before the law and per­
life j sonal freedom b) placi ng hired workers and servam~ "under We 
dusli authorit\' ()f ! lhcir] ma-, ter" and subject LO lighl ph)''iic,l pun ishment 
f.,'Tcll 

at his hand~ and by auwori2.ing the f'm :ibl.: re ttlrn by the police ofthe 
untl an )' worker who abandoned h is job: [hev also were am ong ule target< 

mill .. of the n ew penal [ode pas.<ccl hy parliamcnt in 1878 tb at banned all 

and agitation against propcrt). <oeial class, and nationhood. 

tilll" 

h" 
St IiI 
imp 
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wese tWO majoT 5Qcial r bsS('S can be added a third. one d irecuy 
rcl;Ht't' to emigration fh HlI Hungar-) ; the lninruities iliat had madt' 
H ungary im" a mul tinational state particular!) sin ~(' Ihe sewnrcen w 
cenUlI) in the pOSl-Turlti$h peliod . Inese narionaIities. who in ­
habited the fri nges ofR(lpl Hllngar)' and ,rno\\ ed th e earliest signs of 
large emigration to Am erica From H ongar". in Ercasinglv looked 
u pon themsell-es as non-Hungarians-:ls Slo'·aks. Rnthenians. 
Rcununians. Sc,·bs. Slovenes. and Olher nati onalities. ' TIle} became 
the targe!.> o f an illiberAl an d shortsighted national polic)' that re­
m ained in place until rhe Dual Monarchy itself \'aJl~hed from the 
scene ,.ith the defea t of th e Centnll Powen in the Grcat War. Com­
prising ahoUI fifty pelTem of ule total p opulation ill Hungary. th e), 
we,e granted onl\' a m inOT role in th e nation ', political life . havin g 
0 11 1)' five perc.ell L represen tation in parliarn cJlt an d ten p<:rcelll in ule 
st:ltc's admillistra!." ·c s}'Slem . The :-:ationalitie; ACL of 1868, which de­
clan ·d Httngarv a "slllg)e nation. Ihc inoi visihle , unitar y Hungarian 
naLi on ," acknowledged their cxis(cn ce a$ Hungarian citizens who 
spoke d ifferent languages. BUI later the use of tho,,' languages was 
practicalh' hanned in govern men tal adminislnltion an d even in th e 
la'" courts. In arldi.tion . though U1C churches of the minOli lir> re ­
mined Ulcir autonomy until the twen tlct h c('nlIlf', Hungarian poli ti ­
cians lUl U clergym en bo th pursued policies thoU II nposed the Hungar­
ian language upon bOI \) p uhlie and denomina Lional co ucation. T he 
1879 Education Act mao e compulsof)' the leachin g of Hungarian in 
all non.Hungarian sdlools an d teachers colleges; the 1891 Edllcation 
Act added the I equiremelll to nunery schools. E,·entually. secondary 
and even p rimary educat:ion ",-as cond ucted almost entirel)' in Hun ­
garian, exceeding by fnr whal the constitue ncy warr~mcd . Moreover. 
at the rum of w e cen lun Hungarians f""'" of Pan-SJavism imen­
,i1i .:d a t U1C re~ivaJ of nat:ionalism in Ih <: minorities as lhe Slo\'ak~ III 
Bohemia an d RlIllla uia to the north ano easl respectively an d Serbia 
to the south iJegan to In te rfere in th e relation~ bem'cen Hungar y 
and (lroaria, a "unitary SlltU.:" ¥'ilh in lIungary's j llrhd icdo l1 , to pro­
mote Southern Sla,' {m itv "icJ, UI!' ai m ofseparating Croal ia fTom the 
DCI~ Monm'c1w These fears of P:ln-Sla\i<m , u'oogl\' in11uenctld Ihc 
form ulation of the gO\ernmen i' s American Action . wl1ieb was de­
-agned 10 stimniatl rcpal'riat.ion. b) adVQcating and c<tablishIDg meas­
" res 1(1 discolll-;tge we r(' turn of non-l lungarian-5pealting eilnem. in 
ord er to ~<'iUre a gro\\ing p rcpond.' raIl ce of rPl11 Hungarians, i.c .• 
those \I hll spok~ Hlmgarian a, lh.~ ir molill'r longue. 

These comments un cl ass srrucrnre are not mcanl to ollscllfe U1C 
C'ODsidera ble socinl and ccon(, mk progress made during Dualism. 

, Sec p. -t8O (Of l.ht" percC'ntOtp"c br~k.dO'lo·n by nationalities. 
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Hungary" judician ' was modernized. ib financial ",stem wa5 Org-..U1· 

i7cd and ju.nationaldeb. hrougtu \lOdeJ louu·ol. dud irs educational 
dTld Cul lt.II'3l level gre:u.I) l'i(;"'It('d. B,..,e\c:.r. dtipile .be!>e ach ie,c' 
mems, /-IulIgar )' rcmain"d a rd ati"dy pOll!" ctl unll) who~e pOliti,a) 
srruclUTe excl uded .he YlI5t TIlajoril~' or i~ f.lCoflle fmln Uch.Ulcing 
theiT " ,,!fare tJJfough .he ball 01 box, whose .utlll,de lowart! the 
uarionalilks boded ill for luum' n:nional w l il Y, and ."bose agriml. 
It.lra! produ"lio l1 'lIld emerging i ndu~uia! , ..'Ctm (ould ool mee t tJIC 
n~cd, of v<u.t n llm bers of ils populatiun . 

In the agricultural seclOr, Ihe insrnbi lilY or the pe'lS<mt~ remained 
un.relin ed . The u ncqnal disuibmion ul' lw d hampered an) effon O il 

th e pari of " nallbolders to enlarge ll'\eir holdings 10 achiC"~ a bettet 
lifc and bO lllld ag.-arian In burel" 10 seasonal and migratory " ork. 
,\,n d tbough a~ricul turc II". the main support of lhe natipn's 
economy dunng Dualism, tJJeic .mu~tiull wor.cncd. A,lde [rom ,he 
im pact of the severe European allTlcuJlllTIl1 dcpn!"iun lhat 
dimi.nisbed onh- at the dose 01 the cenLw'~', tcch nologiQlI prOjlTcss 
worsened the life of the ah'ead~ so.ruggling peasanl class. 1mproved 
soil c lliti..auon , m e.. e J"cq rt ('tl I. crop rmaU(ll1, lbe in troduction of the 
Iron plow and th e thrcslu ng lllachil1c-lhc:5C advan ces UJ rarmmg 
mCLilods made agri culture more seasuJlal and produced chronle un· 
employmen t. [ordog m an" smallholders to break up lheir holdin :.,'5 
[or su rvil'al, and SCI large numbers of l al1d les.~ ag l'3Tian adrifl lO !end 
for thl.'Jtb<'lVCS >lnd Il 'cir fumilics a.~ beslth e~ could . Unlike American 
larrner.< who, al ,h ;'l li nll" were allio bdng lli'placed b)' Icchnoh'gical 
progre". H unprian smaJl lioklcTs and agmrku1 d.1~ labon'rs ( duld 
not h ead [or th" city and i ts iudustries for '>m plopncn l to rdi("c 
their Jot. 

In Hungar f indlll> triaJ i/a1.lOI1. whi ch hegan lITOI,lnS in the 1880s, 
la ckl'd a solid hi'lpri cal fnu n (W1.ion in m:lnU IC1.CLU(,,,,. and H Wlgro" 
had eyrD lOH so.me of it5 inOll!'itries a~ a ( nn'icqllt'J1 « " Dr the Cl l"t.c. Un.S 
uni on tJ,c Cnmpromise 6 tahlishcd ,..,;th \llilria. In mid·ninCICtlllh 
ce.nwr)" Iw arty 8..~ percent ur it;;; populati on W3S dependent on agri· 
c.ult.un fo r a Ih c lihoo<l , nun Ihuugh Bungal ~" s Indmu';n1 omplil harl 
dOllblt:d 1'1\' 1913, ag riUl ll1.1 re ,,,11> ~tlll It. C ' (Jurec of [Wo·rhird. or th e 
nati on,,1 income. H ungary's ind mirial develtJpmem crCl> l t rl hr..twecn 
l&lO and 19 13. but eVeD lh= it muld o m prmide enoug h j obs for il s 
,ul:plm agrarian population. In 1900. [or example, iruhmriaJ em plo:" 
lllCIlL "~,, ohtained <ltll), b)' or'tC·l, ·ltlh "r lhl' " ag'''Camcr-.. lrollicall)·. 
tlu· needs of R ung;'r,,' , iron an d m.tchll1( imh,'.u-il'S for skilled man· 
pl)"" r. both oj ",hieh "'eTC encom'tgcd h) tlle ,~con ()mic .mis;"n of 
labor opl~ I'awlg witllirJ the Dual \lonard,), could DOl b~ mel 
tlJrough the emplo)'ll1eJlI of surph ll> agricul lttral h,borel5; in5Ledd it 
wa._ nccc>-<..u V 1(1 [lirli to Ihe m<1 <e in rlll ,triali lcd region> of AIIl>U'lI-
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Hungarian Empire. It became i.ncreasin gl)' clear t.hat the hardshlps 
of many (oulet b.. alleviawd on ly by seeking employment opportuni. 
ti es ahroad. Even tbough the industrial work force b'TeW by ,..bom 49{) 
tho usand in the peak period 1890-1913, more than amillioD citi:.tens 
emigra ted in 1900-10. mostly to America. the "distant fabled lan d. " 
To them emib'nuion was the onl) ese'pe, nOl so much from sl.llrV3. 
tion or hOlllclcssness as from tJJC pervasive instability an d uJ)cert"tint~ 
that in dige nce imposed on tJ.c.ir daill' lives. 

In an an:ide in t.he May 18, 191 0 issue of the SW./J()J/sag- near the 
end of a de.cad e of th~ hugest emigration from Hungar) 10 rh e 
United States an d on1)' four years distant from the term ination of 
that emigration h} Wodd War 1-a j ournalist raised tJle question 
' ."..re there by now so many of US that we could malte up rhe popula. 
tion of a sma!l demoD'ac)," an d. without counting the "foreign·' pl:ak. 
ing native }-Iungarians/' h(" concluded, on qu ite un.sc..icn u£ic 
grounds, d lat th e numbe r of American-Hungarians, or tho,e who 
spoke ilungarian , was "approaching a mi llion . and so It b n Ol an ex. 
aggeralion "hen we speak of one million American-Hun garians.­
OespilC the claim , howe,er, tJ le lImeliability of cOIllllmporary .!a li sti. 
cal sources make problematical ""en more rec!:ttt attem pts to deter. 
min e accuralc l) th e numbt:r of Hungarian citizCJ1 !'. who emigrated to 
America before 1914, a, well as the preCise Il umber of those form.i.ng 
t.he cau:gory of real Hungarians. T h .. reconh of 111e Iwe lve LlITOpean 
seaport~ from which the emig-mn ts em barked show that 2,038.383 
boarded ships for Am,,-,"ica from 1871 to 1913. ',ith 1,171,751l fro l11 
190010 1909 311d 433,230 from 191 0 to 1913, of whom 86 percent 
heaMd for Ih .. United States; an d the Hungarian Sta tistical Office re­
pons tha t from Ull O to 1913,1, 196, 477 ci ti7ens wen t ol'erscas. TIH" 
Unil.<.: d States I mmigration Office regis ters 1,815.1 17 from 1871 to 
1913, "itb 1,053,333 from 1900 1.0 1909 and 410.480 from 1910 to 
191 3. ,\ltCml'l> to estimate the t.o tal emig-ra don have increased re­
cemly. Th" au tho," o f l IWK!llTImuil{ tOrthre~ 189().1914 (A H.istory 0 

Hunga.r)', 189Q.l 'l H. Budapest. 1978) cJauJl a loss of L2()O~O(}0 per· 
sons in the years 1869-19 10; a.n d [s t\ a O Racz. ded ucting 40Q.:;OO.OOO 
rcmigraJ1L.\ from an ~limated two million emigran ts, arrives at 
1,500,000 pen,o n, LA paraszri m'g,.,ici6 is politlko.i "'''gili/is, Magyarorsui . 
g01l 1849- 1914 (T he Peasan t Migration ro lc! l IS Polillca.1 Assessmem in 
Hungary l8-l9-19 14) Budapest, 1980J. Problems a ' tcnn all lhesc esti. 
mates hccausc thC) fail 1.0 distinguish between emigran ts and p...... 
.\engers. 10 ",ke illegal departu res into accoun t, and/ or to allow for 
the counling of the 23-25 percent of tJ1C cmigrants "'ho mad e th ,· 
journe\' to America and bac k alleast twice, 

In an e£ii)J'l to answer this question. Julian.na Pus k;i.<;, '''ho has d eal t 
must extensively with the quanti ta tive question of Hunga rian immi­

http:Julian.na
http:form.i.ng
http:c.ult.un


18 19 INTRODUCnOl\ 

gration, Lurns to the ab<n-e estimates provided by !he seaports, the 
Hungarian Statistical Office, and !he \.!nh.ed States Immigration Of­
fice [Kwandorl6 magyaroJ< a:. Egye.oUlt /1 110"",,,00'" 1880-1940 (Immi­
grant Hungarians in the United Slates, 1880-1940) . Budapest, 1982]. 
By determining !he number of immigrants in oYerseas lIallic figures 
and balancing out the differences among these statistical sources, 
she concludes that the number of ci tizens who emigrated from Hun­
gary between 187 t and 1913 totaled 1,200,000 at !he very most. Ulti­
mately she limi ts the time span for her estimate to the period 
1880-1910, on tbe grounds l.halm.a" migration to the United States 
did not commence until the 1880s and her doubts about the ac­
curacy of data avaiJable for the period 1860-1880. Csing different 
evaluative methods from those of other authorities and appl~ing 
several conU'ols, Puskas calculates that of the nearly two million citi­
zens whu left Hungary dUTing the three decades she examines, 
886,072 comprise what she calls the "emigration remainder: or the 
diffe ren ce between bir!hs and actual p opulation growth in Hungary 
at the time. Sl1e stresses that this figure represents outward migration 
in general and not merely to America. 

As substantial as !hese figures remain for a nation "ith a popula­
tion of 2 1.000,000 in 1910, they hardly support the claims of the "loss 
of [Hungarian] blood" rife after the turn of the century when the 
composition of the natio:nalities is taken into account. Specialists 
think otherwise. Puskas, for example. believes that of the total num­
ber of emigrants from 1899-1913, the peak vears, 3l.8 percent were 
persons who spoke Hungarian as their nath'e language. The remain­
ing 68.2 percent consisted of the following nationalities: Slovak 16.4 
percent, German 14.3 percent, Croat 9.7 percent, Rutheniatl 3.3 per­
cent, Serb I. i percent. Rumanian 22.8 percent . and oth ers 0.3 per­
cent. Thus, when emigrants from Hungary are classified as Hungar­
ian-speaking and non-Hungarian-speaking, then clearly two-thirds 
we.re made up of minorities. Other immigration specialists arrive at 
similar tOLals for Hungarian-speaking emigrants from Hungary. 
Paula Benkart. an American authori ty. estimates that in the period 
1899-1914 about 458.000 of the immigrants from Hungary in Amer­
ica were Hungarian-speaking ["Hungarians: HaTliam EnCJclopedia of 
:l.merica" Ethnic Grvups. Cambtidge, Mass .. 1980J; and Miklos Szanto 
puts their tOLaI number for the period 1871-1913 at 500,000 (M agya­
rok AmerikliOO" (Hung-Mians in America) . Budapest, 1984]. Vardy, 
another noted American authority, se ts the figure at about 650,000 
for the period 1850-1914, believing that among !he one-fourth to 
one-third of the immigrants who left Hungary illegally. morc were 
Hungarian-speaking because authorities, in order to preserve Hun­
gary's n ationhood and territorial integrity, were more Teluctant to 
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issue !he reqLtired exit doc~ments to them tban to the ethnic minori­
ties [Steven B. Vardy and Agnes Huszar Vardy. Tilt A.llSlrrrHtI"garian 
,Wind: at H flI1\f' and /!.broad. Boulde.r and New Yock, 1989]. • 

lnfonnation about the composition of Hungarian immigrants and 
about their personal aims in America provides a basis for understand­
ing the character of their occupational relations with America and 
the way of life the), followed. In the fi rst stage, 1849-BO, tht> roots of 
economic immigration from Hungary become increasingly apparent 
after the Civil War, when chie.fly shopkeepers and artisans in search 
of a better livelihood began to arrive: middle-class Germans from 
I:hmgar)"s western and sou!hern regions and miners from its nor!h­
em counties. During the second stage, 1880-1900, the growing num­
ber of artisans were j oined by peasants in such large numbers that by 
the third stage, 1900-13. they became the dominatll segment. The re­
ports of the Urtited States Commissioner-General of Immigration for 
the period 1900-13 on 406.656 Hungarian-speaking immigrants dis­
close that such professionals as ministers, engineers, writers, musi­
cians and artists, and educators totaled a meTe 1739, and such skilled 
workers as bakers, barben. blacksmiths, carpenters, m achinists, lock­
smiths, bricklayers, shoemakers, and tailors amounted to only 
22,25l. The report re\'eals the extent to which the agricultural 
worker, included among 275,223 workers in occupations not re­
poned in the above category, dominated the picture: 120,643 agricul­
tural workers, 1857 Iando\mers, 107,967 ,,'orkers (without further 
designation), 1193 m!'Tchants, a.nd 42,735 servants. Hungarian statis­
tical sources also support the ,iew that allhe turn of the century oc­
cupational disu'ibution had radically shifted toward agricultural day 
laborers. They indicate that agriculture was the predominant occupa­
tion among 452,688 emigrants during the peak period of 1905-07: 
76.834 (17.0%) were agriculturalists and 233,882 (5l.6%) agricul­
tural servants and day laborers, or 68.6% of the total (M~QT 
SlatiszJikai KOzLemenyek (Hungarian Statistical Rl!\iew), vol. 67. 191 8]. 
Vardy adds to the 17 percent of independent agriculturalists and the 
51.6 percent of the agricultural servan.ts and dar laborers the 9.5 per­
cent of day laborers and the 5.2 percent of domestic servants in­
cluded in the above report, who, he maintains, were almost entirel), 
from the peasant class, as well as about half of the 1l.3 percent of the 
unskilled indusuial workers and d:l} laborers also sho\m in the pre­
ceding report on the grounds !hat many of !hem had only recently 
migrated to the cities from the villages [Tht HUT/gan,m-Americans. Bos­
ton, Mass., 1985]. These inclusions raise the total percentage of 

0\ The United StatC"J. censuses for 1910 and 1920 found what are considered exces~ 
.JJ.,·...ly low numbers of immigrants who spoke Hilllg'.i.rian . the fo rmer 315,183 and me 
I~ner 473.538. 
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peasan ts to aboUl 89, or a ratio of1!8.3 for Hun gary proper and 92. 3 
for Croatia. figures which . Vard) ac.kno"'ledges. other hislOrian.> OJa) 
find too high. Be th;u as it m ay. Hung-dri:m-,;pcaking iJlllll.igratlli 
mainly from rh e peasantry headed for the mills. mmc>. and factorle., 
of indusoial America. where r.hey could. after m inimaiu-.uning. qual­
ify for the usually high wages paid for semj~kill ed work in the mban 
areas and mining sculemeDts. widely considered to be at least four or 
five tim es wh al they would receIve fo r . imilar work in Hungary. eveD 
if enougb jobs had been available 1.0 them in the homeland. 

The immigran lS G'om H ungar )' consisted mainly of Hlllng males, 
particularly after the late j 8905. mostly under thirty yl.'aTS old an d sin· 
gle or newly mar ried; roam of the older m arried men came witho m 
their wh'es and tiunilies. According 10 H ungarian scuistics, women 
comprised one-third of the male-female ratio. and . according lO 

Lnitcrl Stalcs ~!atistics. were between founeen and lWl!m\··nin ~ years 
of as". Allhough {C.W in number in the earl} }'CaTS of immigration. 
rhey later came in moun ting nl1m bers to j oin husbands or to matT). 
exceoomg 30 percent in 1908 ancl 0 1 U nllm bering men by 52. 1 to 47.9 
percent by 1913. a pbenomenon considered by some authori ties as 
finn evidence thal. for whatewr reason. the tllougb ts oi' the im mi­
grants were m rning from r epatriation to p ermanenL settlement in 
America. lL mUSt also be nOled tba t COUlrarv lO tbe beIlc:fwidelyheld 
in Am(:ri ta 3.1 th e time abou t th e in lcllccruaJ capadt} of the ne" im­
migration. imm igran ts fro m Hungary were highl) li terate. Wi tll their 

It' of li te racy rising as ernigl'a ticm from their hom cJ;Uld grew. At, of­
ficial report on 'he literacy rates of nauarutli ti es leaving Hungary reo 
corded the folhl\\'11'Ig percentages: 88.1; lor Hunga';atlS, 76 for 
Slovaks. 65 for Rumanians, 63.!! Cor Croal-Sln"t:nes. and 46.6 for 
Rutl:u,n.iaru. 
Th~ overwhelming bctor affecting I.hc degree to which Hlmg-Mial1 

iJll rn igranl~ W(~'e read)' 10 adapt themst.>lve5 ttl Americam and their 
WlI}'S was tl ,e fae! that ;\ large majori t) of Ihem. coming from social 

la5S(.'S <u'uggling to make a IMng in HungaT), particularly tl,e 
pcasllll lS constituting the grealt:rporljun of I.he emigration ",a\'C. rlid 
IWl plan to leave tht"ir native land permanen tly; tll~ imended, in­
stead . to USp rheir time in Amerita l!? sa\'e as much of their wages as 
pusslble to reruove barriers to a good l ife for theln.,eh'e.~ and their 
families in the old cot1.ll lrj, somc< by purchasing thl: ell-pensl", tool 
needed for success as atl artisan., some by eSG:tblish ing ~ ~-mall busi­
II",,", of some kind. oth.en by building a bouse. bUL moS! of them by 
buying land to C,calle the bard life nf a smallholder or agri cultural 

ay laborer. Cmlscq ucntly. most orthcm-,ome sa}' as manras 80 per­
cent-eve n many of th ose who brough t their f,"11ilic s Witll them. 
W~I e ac tually sojourners. or, as ther "'ere called at the time, "Am eri­
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can .birds of p~e.· who undertook the hazardous quest in an alien 
environment at w(lrk whidl the)' had not perf()m1cd pre\jolL<I". in 
the expctlation that witbin h,o or three vears at the most. they would 
build the financial ba..e needed to fu lfill theil' dreams of economic 
seorri ty and social "'elfare in tlle familiar seuing of Hungarian .-alues 
and cul tural tradi tions. pt.'rhnp' seldom. if ..ver. especially d uring tllC 
earlv years of Iheir ,ojoum, ghing much though I to tlle possibiIJt)' 
that the), ,"ould n ever ]j,c in tl, eir homelan d again . 

T he compo si tion of the Hung-.. rian immigran t population and tl,C 
widely held intention 1.0 sill} ill America onl) long enough to accumu­
Ime savin~ (or I.L'>(l back home had an tnorm OU5 impac~ on ule kind 
of life most H un g. rlan > followed in America.. nlere twO faClOI'S 
meanllhat they would seek wo rk in the mines and ind ustries ofAmer­
ica. with on ly abotttom! percen t desiring employment as agricultural 
day laborers. As a consell " C.1lce, the)' c llmpelcd for j obs ....'I Lb oLher 
segments of tl,C new immjg-ration an d also wilh a very mobile ",ork 
Coree ofnauve-born Americans, lll=y of whom \\.;re migrating to il]­
dusrrial cen ters, driven bv the mechanizatioll of agriculture an d h .. 
<uccessivc depl'essions io th e agricultu ral econOll1Y near the e nd of 
tlie centurv. And as sOJourners, they tended to mo"e easih from 
place to place, often In woups [or cultu r-d1 seemil}'. With the help of 
rumor~ and oC n otices aboul j ob opportunilies appearing rq,'ularly in 
f\m.erican.Hlmgarian newspapers, they readily m oved to whatever 1 
calilY p romised better pay than tile ones they held or had lost. mift­
ing often fr om one h nd of emplo)nlcn t to anOUler and willing to lOil 
al tho mOSI arduous-and dangerous j obs LO hasten tlleir return horne. 
This sU'ong tendency to ",· place and the large .tIlder from place to 
lurnO\'er i, produced in the popula tion o f Hllnganan communlti". 
presentedsenous obsGld es to the founding of solid Hw.lgarian settle­
men ts. VI'ben added to tlle \ • .tStgeogr~phical area over which Hungar· 
ians-'<tnaJi in numhe.rrelative to some othe r segments of the newinl ' 
migration-dispeJ>cd themselves in quesl of their dr~ams. the addic­
tion to sojourning hclp~ to I"Xplain wh ,' il "'lIS so ofr.cn difficull fo r 
H\Jllgal'ian~ to form stil,bl<l hornogl"neous communities in whose cui· 
Lural and 'Socia.! .1l'th.;ti (~\ and support system~ Lhey could regularl)' 
pankipau:. Furtht'1'lIl ore. the migraLOI) character of so large a por­
tion of tlle llungarian immigran l popula ti on also m .>aJ1 l that large 
numbers of Ih('D1 lived In Hungarian boaI'dil1ghouse£, where al least 
th~') enjoyed cu.lllU:a1 sup port from their 0\\11 countrymen and with 
,hem fOUl, d relaxation and erttel'lammClU il1 neigllhorhood saloons. 
Their sojourning and itincrancy also help to explain. at least in pan. 
wby "" man) or ihem were nOl >U'ong ly motivated to learn the Eng­
lish language. thus sub,lant.iaJJy cul.l.ing themsd \'es ()ff from AmCI-i­
QJl a dUlre and also greatly offending native-OOrn American , _ 
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began to sing the liturgy of lbe requiem . Losl in my 0""' thougb t. 
and recollection s of h is sad death and nOl paying attention 10 Ihe can­
tor 's words, I suddenh- became aware thaI he was telling our family 
hi~ory: h ow SO ,-ery long ago my parents left Ih(: vil lage 10 seek their 
for mne in America, raised a family, an d Were nC\'eT able to r"!.Urn 
home, how hard work brough t aboul my father'5 earJy death, and 
how this d:w hi .. son with his family has cOllle to the \:iJ.lage to olIer r e­
pose fOT his falher's soul. After the m"~. we all went to the cemetery 
to visit t l1,~ f,'1dves of Olygrandparents an d other close relative< to link 
ourse l\'e.~ ·witb the past reverently, to take deeper roOt in the family's 
heritage. Ihe e>.,])erience there broughl home LO me how long the 
span of time 1 wa.s u'ying to bridge by ftl ling in m.i.ssin" elemen u of 
my lif... how futile the atlempl was. As OUT relatives turned to l ea,'e 
the ,itc, I protested thaL th e) had nOl taken us to the grave of Illy 
brother San dor; whose likeness I had seell for the tirst time in his 
onl> suni-.ing photograph just th e day bcfon:.Th t! hean-wrenching 
reply br ough t home to Ill e, as nmbin g dse had before, th e in­
eluctable changel> tim e p roduces in human lives: "Oh, that's not 
possible, by now he is toO far dOlm.· 

And so the plan for a collection ofdocuments was born. On o ne oc­
aWon near the completion of the Hungarian ~crsion, I shared the 
Imeut man usoipt with my mother, who always lOok !;Leal prid e in 
her Hung-drian origin and , never h3\ing learned English, ITe­

men dO llS de light in a granddaughter who conversed "ith her 
fluen tly i n Hungarian . I handed the lIlallllscrip t to her and a"ailed 
ber rea ction expectantly. In h er one-hun dre dt..l.t year al the time, in a 
nu rsing home by th en , and barely able to see, sbe cradled an d 
wel~hed the mammoth draft with ber arms, and said in $Cem ing dis­
belief: "Is aJllhis aboLl( us?" I answered: 'Yes, and it 's going to be p ub­
lished In Budapest in Hu ngalian . It 's my way of taking you and my 
be lO\ccd father back home." Always stoical. she wept silently. And so 
did I. 

PART ONE 


OFF TO AMERICA 



