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This article studies Antti Jalava’s
 idea of the Finno-Ugric cultural and Finnish-Hungarian political identity which is to be found in his travel book on Hun​gary, Unkarin maa ja kansa (1875). Jalava’s career as the pioneer of the cul​tural and scientific relations between Finland and Hungary has been ca​re​fully studied by Viljo Tervonen
, but surprisingly the central notions and the message of his travel book have not yet been analyzed in depth. To accomplish this task, the methodological approach chosen here is that of the history of ideas. It combines a self-consciously contextual reading and an exposition of the conceptual structure and meaning of the text.
 In the process it is necessary to follow the logic of Jalava’s argument, as well as reveal the nuances of his thought in order not to lose the feeling for history in all its variety. 

In dealing with Finnish (Fennoman) nationalism, a movement with which Jalava intimately associated himself, it is appropriate to begin by pointing out that in the 19th century the building of national identities was the primary goal for a nation’s intellectuals.
 ’National identity’ gave them answers to the ques​tions of who the people think they are and where they think they come from. Identities could be single or dual (e.g. the Scottish one); the Finnish one was single, and this can also be discovered in Jalava’s work. Although he presents Hungarians as different from the Finns, at the bottom there remains a basic, common identity. This is particularly apparent in Jalava’s analysis of Hunga​rian national characteristics and nationality policy. His text can be read both as a weapon in the Fennomen’s struggle for rule in Finland and as a medium to ease anxiety for survival and awaken a combative spirit in the ’originally’ Finno-Ugric culture in Finland and Hungary. Difficulties and obstacles as well as successes faced by Finns and Hungarians are projected by him onto each other and analogies and parallels are used to politically teach them both. A tra​dition was growing along these lines in Finland. For instance, Jalava’s pre​decessor at the University of Helsinki, Oskar Blomstedt (1833–91), who vi​sited Hungary in 1866, had seen how the ”Turanian”
 – a concept in​dicating a common origin for Finns and Hungarians – Hungarians had had to struggle against ”Germanization” (”stifling the life-force of Hungarians”) in the same way as the Fennomen exerted themselves against the Swedish (”Ger​manic”) he​gemony in Finland. In assessing their chances for survival, Blomstedt took into account different historical conditions and the transforming Finno-Ugric mentality. His hopefully tolerant message was: both nations were destined to live on but they had to be fair towards national minorities for the sake of com​mon ’progress’
. 

For Jalava Hungary was a space for self-reflection, self-vindication and affiliation (gestures toward the familiar). His trope of travel generated narratives that were acutely concerned with self-realization in the country of the supposedly familiar. However, it was Hungary’s dissimilarity that created na​r​rative tensions and contrasts (disjunctive and wild figures).
 In Jalava’s book identity and ’alterity’ (Gikandi’s term) were written as mutually operat​ing, complementary entities. Having set off with a feeling of wonder and in​stant familiarity he soon encountered unfamiliarity, but ended up with sen​ti​ments of familiarity. Thus, Jalava was reinventing himself, Fennoman ideology and reinforcing modern, bourgeois national identity and civil values.

1. Fennoman movement and Jalava’s Hungary

The ideology of Finnish national awakening can be traced back to the Herderian tradition of cultural nationalism: every nation expresses its ’soul’ through its language, manifesting the capacity for ’racial’ and cultural ’pro​gress’. Cultural nationalism is that aspect of nationalism which creates national mythology, imaginary pasts and lays the basis for national identity building. 

The first generation of the Finnish nationalist, Fennoman movement had laid the foundations for the cultural advancement of the Finnish language, collected the Kalevala (Lönnrot), and had put forward the idea of common des​cent (Castrén, Sjögren, Ahlqvist et al.) in the 1830–40s. The Finnish identity was differentiated from the Swedish and the Russian ones. The Hun​garian scholar, Antal Reguly, who worked in Finland, had received these deve​lop​ments with enthusiasm. Later, in the 1850–60s, some Fennomen, notably E. A. Ingman and the aforementioned Blomstedt, initiated soundings in Hun​gary. Following in their footsteps, Jalava set himself to make Hungary really known and understood to the Finns. His enterprise was also emotionally and ro​mantically laden: the sense of belonging to the same ’family’ was for him an inspiration for identity-searching. He belonged to the second generation of Fen​nomen who combined idealistic post-romanticism with ideas of political com​​panionship in order to build Finnish civil society. They channelled the achievements of their predecessors as a means of attacking political natio​nalism which was striving to advance the nation’s opportunities vis-á-vis the Swe​dish nationality to decide over its life, and education in particular.

Since the reconvocation of the Finnish Diet in 1863 some progress had been made: the language law of 1865 allowed civil servants to use Finnish in their dealings with the common people. However, the Finnish Senate was not will​ing to pressurize them; Finnish remained official but not compulsory. Seeing the obstacle, the Fennomen aimed at Finnicization of the administration and enlightening the Finns in order to secure a Finnish-speaking administration in the future. 

The question of school language became critical from the end of the 1860s onwards. The bureaucracy was loath to learn Finnish. Furthermore, the only Finnish-teaching lyceum was removed from Helsinki to the countryside and, as Jalava complained, Finnish schools and the printing of Finnish school-books did not receive any financial support from the state.
 The opponents of the Fen​nomen, the newly regrouped Svecomen, rallied around A. O. Freudenthal and their paper Vikingen. To them, ”finnicization” of the culture was a grave danger to Western civilization in Finland. They regarded the Finnish language as incapable of carrying higher culture forward. For their part, Finnish Liberals re​garded the language question as a secondary one and stressed constitutional issues. As the Diet proved powerless against the Senate and officials in St. Petersburg, the Fennomen were again at pains to put Finnish on an equal standing with the dominant Swedish education and culture. 

In 1872 the Fennomen launched a collection of money among citizens for the upkeep of Finnish schools, theatre and newspapers. It was a great success and boost to the politization of the Fennoman movement as a language ’party’ in the Diet. However, there were discordant factions in it and the group was quite unstructured in its organization. During the heat of the language struggle its activists founded the Finnish Club (Suomalainen Klubi, 1876) to present a united front. Their ideology became radically anti-Swedish: ’nationality’ was de​fined as a unilingual unit. The cry was: one nation, one language. Jalava joined the club but it is remarkable that he dared to propose bilingualism. He was assured that it was only desirable that a ”civilized” Finnish intelligentsia should speak both Swedish and Finnish. This was the peaceful and long-term solution to language strife.
 For the time being, the Fennomen insisted on civil servants using the local language in their dealings with ordinary people. They, how​ever, did not yet undertake a full-scale attack on the Swedish-speakers’ bastions, although even Jalava mentioned that ”the whole nation” was ”dis​satisfied” with the ”irresponsible” Senate. In 1879, three years after the pub​lication of his travel-book, Jalava complained of how the Fennomen still had to find private money to finance Finnish cultural institutions, a fact which also made him unable to travel to his beloved Hungary again. However, he was hope​ful that time was on their side.
 One of Jalava’s hopes came true in 1881 when it was determined that Finnish-speakers should be given official docu​ments in their mother-tongue
.

As long as the Swedish-speakers remained in power in Finland, the language question was, as Jalava put it to his Hungarian friend, ”the Gordion knot”, a formidable obstacle to the ”finnicization” of higher education in the country.
 Keen on working for the Finnish theatre and literature and teaching Hun​garian at the University rather than taking part in bitter political disputes, Ja​lava maintained close contact with Fennomen’s inner-cirles, led by the pro​minent politician-historian Yrjö Sakari Yrjö-Koskinen (1830–1903), who played the Russian card against the Swedish-speakers in order to get pro-Fin​n​ish legislation through. Jalava became the editor of the main organ of the Fen​no​men, Uusi Suometar, for which he contributed forty articles on Hungary in the years 1879–1909. He was the most prolific writer of the literary magazine, the Kirjallinen Kuukausilehti, which continually published his articles on Hun​garian literature and cultural politics.

As Tervonen has shown
, Hungary was not, thanks to the Older Fen​nomen, altogether unknown in Finland when Jalava took the lead. In the years of Revolution (1848–49), the sympathies of their paper, Suometar, were with the suppressed nationalities, among them the Hungarians who were struggling to get rid of the Austrian (German) power. The paper could not, however, quite understand the Hungarians who did not accept the urge of the Croats to freedom from Hungary and their right to use croatian at school.
 The ’affairs of Austria and Hungary’ was a regular column in the paper thereafter, and it was in the restarted Uusi Suometar in 1875 that Jalava’s travel letters from Hun​gary were originally published. For the book he revised quite a few of them and wrote some twenty new ones. 

During the Russo-Turkish war (1877–78) Finnish sympathies were on the Rus​sian side, and the Fennomen tried to be careful not to irritate the Russian authorities. The fate of the Poles frightened them but sometimes they just could not restrain themselves, as the Russian criticism of Yrjö-Koskinen’s Oppi​kirja Suomen historiasta (1869–73), in which he wrote of the ”in​de​pen​dent Finnish state”, proved.
 Jalava calculated that when the Russians were preoccupied with the Turks, Finland could ’progress’ without ”disturbance”. Fen​nomen who collected money and sent men to support the Serbians against the Turks realized that they were endangering the friendship of Hungarians who sided with the Turks.
 

Jalava persisted in emphasizing – now that the linguistic affinity of Finnish to other Finno-Ugric languages spoken in Russia had been sufficiently well de​monstrated – the importance of the Hungarians to the Finns. It were the Hun​garians who were the only other Finno-Ugric nation capable of nation-building, and capable of understanding the Finnish ’brothers’. He dedicated his efforts to overcoming the barriers of relative foreignness with his travel book at a time when the kinship or common ’racial’ origin of the Finns and Hun​garians was a moot question, not only in Finnic-Ugrian language studies, but also in assessing current theories and the evidence of anthropology, philo​logy and ethnology in general. The ’Mongolian theory’ of Finnish origins sup​ported, for example, by the Hungarian János Fogarasi, was gradually dis​carded. Another reason for this might have been that some Hungarians had taken Finnish wives, who, they realized, did not at all resemble a typical Mon​gol.
 Jalava gathered further evidence on Finno-Ugric originality which helped him to weigh the political potential of Finns and the stage of de​velop​ment in civilization of the Hungarians. Hence Jalava’s stress on ’national cha​racter’, a fitting and up-to-date tool
 to survey how both Hungarians and Finns had made their basically common, unique features manifest in con​tem​po​rary political life. 

Jalava’s main task had originally been to report to the Finnish Educational So​ciety on the condition of higher education in Germany and Austria-Hun​gary.
 However, he soon concentrated on Hungary, where for a long time he had ”eagerly” wanted to go and where he stayed for eight months (4th January – 28th August). In his book Jalava touched on almost every aspect of Hun​garian life and, in fact, it became the most comprehensive one written on a fo​reign country, its culture and politics in Finland so far.
 It was a combination of travel book and encyclopaedia of nearly 400 pages.

Jalava approached his readers with customary but unnecessary modesty: although he wanted to convey only ”some information” on Hungary, he nevertheless also purported to arouse ”affection” for its circumstances and, on that emotional basis, fuel political aspirations in his countrymen. Furthermore, he provided them with political object-lessons from which they could learn.
 His sources of information ranged from history and ethnography books
, re​cent statistics and official reports, newspaper articles and political speeches to poems, literary fragments, anecdotal information and personal experience.

2. Natural-political history and Hungarian national character

Jalava’s national-romantic presentiments of kinship were confirmed on his arrival in Budapest where he sensed an immediate familiarity with ”every​thing” and especially with the Hungarian language which, at first hearing ”sound​ed” like ”sweet” Finnish, even though he could not say whether this feel​ing was one of ”imagination” or of ”reality”. To write in Swedish, which had been his language in childhood, was now like ”gargling”. However, quite soon he realized how difficult it really was to learn Hungarian.
 First im​pressions of the capital’s environs were quite rosy
, but gradually Jalava no​ticed that Hungary had its darker sides, too. The presumed familiarity began to crack.

’Alterity’ was already detected by Jalava in the natural conditions of Hun​gary. Hungarians had occupied richer and more fertile soils of the ’South’ than the Finns but the harvest was often – 22 times in the last 75 years – ruined by drought. There were magnificent hot fountains and baths but a serious lack of proper drinking water. Drastic variations in weather conditions from dry to wet, hot to cold, heavy rainfall and ”poisonous” fogs caused feverish diseases. In​fant mortality rates were exceptionally high (33%).
 Evidently Hungary was an unhealthier country than Finland of the ’North’. This could not but affect the national character of Hungarians, which teemed with contradictions not found in the sturdier Finns. 

Shortly Jalava moved on to compare Finland and Hungary historically. There were some parallels, some of them invented by Jalava in order to bring Hun​gary closer to his compatriots: for instance, Mathias Corvinus’s rule some​what resembled the times of Peter Brahe in Finland and the ”saddest and most miserable” period of Hungarian history, the Turkish rule, was like the Great Hatred (Russian occupation) of the 1720s in Finland. However, landlordism in Hun​gary differentiated its history from the Finnish one. In Hungary the nobles had fought against each other at the expense of the peasantry, the lot of which had been very poor in comparison to the ’freedom’ of Finnish peasants. In all, the history of the Hungarian nation was ridden with ”uprisings, persecution, mur​der and destruction”. The Finns had had, under the Swedish rule, their share of misery, too. Here, these long separated nations met again: neither of them had given up, both had risen to realize their own nationality. That the Hun​garians could arise after such disasters testified to their ”Finnish per​se​ve​rance”.
 In the 19th century these ’nations’ encountered the same enemy: the ”ger​manization” of Hungary, begun during Maria Theresa’s rule, continued by Jo​seph II and resumed in the 1850-60s, was parallel to the Swedish, German-type, hegemony in Finland, an interpretation exaggerating the Swedish ’op​pres​sion’. These ’foreign’ forces had, in Jalava’s mind fortunately, produced a for​midable renaissance: they had caused ”the awakening of the dying national feeling” which characterized the Reform period in Hungary and the Older Fen​no​man movement in Finland. 

From Jalava’s Fennoman point of view modern Hungarian history revealed the differences between Finnish and Hungarian national character and tempe​ra​ment generated by separation and living in different climatic zones. From the period of Revolution and its aftermath (1848–67) Jalava picked out as exemp​lary those Hungarian leaders who had promoted more ’rational’ solutions – i.e. so​lutions which the Fennomen had recommended – to the Austro-Hungarian crisis, namely Széchenyi, Görgei (whom Jalava met personally)
 and Deák. Here was a lesson for Hungarians to learn. By following the conservative po​licies of Széchenyi, by agreeing with hostile nationalities and by quelling their re​b​ellions, Hungarians could have prevented the disaster brought on them by Kos​suth whose declaration to end the Habsburg rule had proved a grave ”po​litical mistake”. This argument, culled by Jalava from Széchenyi’s diary, had es​caped the Hungarian reading public which ”idolized” Kossuth and cas​tigated Görgei as a traitor. Jalava spotted this as yet another example of Hun​garian ”national pride” – a vice the ’wise’ Fennoman politicians had not suc​cumbed to – which made one person a scapegoat and ignored historical facts for the sake of saving national honour.
 It was as if Jalava had been con​gratu​lating the Finns who worshipped more commonsensical and less French-type re​volutionary heroes than Kossuth, the ”political jester”. Thanks to the ”wiser” Deák, Hungarians had regained the bulk of their former ”independence” in the Com​promise of 1867, the results of which reminded Jalava of the ’happy’, auto​nomous relation of Finland to Russia.
 National revival was well on its way both in Hungary and in Finland, though in Hungary in more tumultuous circum​stances.

However much Jalava admired the ’stubborn Finnishness’ of the Hun​garians, he often more than redressed the balance by pointing out the pe​culiarities of the Hungarian national character which did not always bring credit to its carriers. Even if the Hungarians had been favoured by Nature, which had made them ”honest, open- and noble-minded, enthusiastically pat​riotic, careless of sorrows and misfortunes, valiant in war, chivalrous in man​ners, sharp-minded and splendid speakers”, they were usually also ”ambitious [in Finnish the word also carries a negative connotation], proud, boastful and os​tentatious”. Most striking to Jalava’s Finnish eye was Hungarian jingoism: ”Ext​ra Hungariam non est vita, et si est vita, non est ita”.
 Such an exclu​si​ve​ness was impossible for Fennomen. On the positive side, fervent patriotism of Hungarians egged them on to sacrifice their fortunes and lives for their country. It was Jalava’s favourite characterization of Hungarians, and he urged the usually rather sullen Fennomen to develop it in themselves and turn it against the Svecomen. On the negative side, national pride made Hungarians scorn​ful of others, most notably towards the Slav minorities (”a tót nem em​ber”
), Romanians and Jews. In politics it offended the principles of modern statesmanship; the leader of the Slovak opposition in parliament, who had law​fully defended the equality of nationalities in Hungary (”we pay taxes, too!”), had been accused of treason by the Hungarian majority. Jalava was embarrassed to realize that even Görgei, whom he respected, considered the Slav minorities too uneducated for (self)government.
 In his mind Hungary was constitutionally a federal state. The constitution, however, seemed to re​main a dead letter. Hungarian administration ignored minorities’ lawful rights, and in the parliament the Hungarians gave vent to their chauvinist feelings. Ja​la​va had sensed that after the promulgation of the nationality law of 1868 the Hun​​garians had become more intolerant of minority languages and culture. Further legislation (in 1879, 1883, 1891, and in 1907) heralded the concept of the Hungarian language as the ’language of the state’ (államnyelv) and mi​nority languages were discriminated in favour of Hungarian. ”Hot-blooded” as the Hungarians were, they exaggerated everything bad in others and good in themselves, and their politics towards minorities was often spoiled by too much quarrelling and agitation. In conclusion Jalava lamented: it was sad that the Hungarians had lapsed into a despotism untypical of the Finno-Ugric peoples.
 The Fennomen’s apparently less arrogant policy towards the Swedish-speaking minority in Finland was advisable: to love oneself did not mean that one should hate others. 

It was exactly the Hungarians’ scorn and dismissiveness of the others that Ja​lava singled out as their main ”weakness”. He could not be as excited and up​lifted in Budapest as he had been in Prague for the simple reason that the Hun​garians acted as ”the tyrants” in Hungary whereas the Czechs were ”the op​pressed” in Bohemia.
 Jalava’s dilemma was this: the Hungarians, with whom he had initially identified himself so closely, were actually as ’op​pressive’ as the main opponents of the Fennomen, the Swedish-speakers of Fin​​land. How to love a ’brother’ who had been blinded by his own pride and glory to the degree that he could not see the value of others in civilization? Although Jalava did not express this lament explicitly in his book, but only in his intimate correspondence
, he hesitated to send it to Hungary. He criticized Hungarians on moral grounds for their inhuman nationality policy, a sensitive point of noli me tangere for the Hungarians themselves.
 Nevertheless, Jalava had his own axe to grind: Hungarian ”patriotism” and ”national self-esteem” could arouse the sleepy Fennoman spirit to action in Finland. His warning was that it should not be carried to the extremes met in Hungary. 

In surveying the modern, post-1867 Compromise Hungary Jalava realized that the less favourable traits of the Hungarian national character prevailed in political thinking and economy. With the admirable exceptions of Deák and Ti​sza, Hungarians, ”hot-blooded, irresponsible and extravagant” as they were, had begun to live in a very grand way. Jalava learned that they imagined that their country could become ”one of the great powers of Europe”, ready to ful​fill its leading historical mission in Central Eastern Europe.
 At the same time, the Hungarian economy was in dire straits in 1875: huge public building projects, railway-mania (”family-railways”), and associated bribery and cor​ruption had created formidable state debts. National revival had not en​couraged industrial development, which had fallen behind that of the West. Il​lusions of rapid ’progress’ had evaporated.
 On the verge of economic ruin, it re​mained in the hands of ”liberals”, led by Tisza, to save the country. Not being liberal himself, Jalava nevertheless sympathized with their moderate po​licy and was cautiously optimistic about the future of Hungary. 

Less charming traits of the Hungarian national character surfaced in various areas of life. Jalava paid special attention to the work ethic of the Hungarian peasant, a subject that would surely interest his Finnish readers. In spite of the fact that the status of the Hungarian peasant had recently changed for the better – Jalava thought it fitting to mention that formerly it had resembled that of the peasant in the Viborg county in Finland – he was no Finnish Paavo from Saarijärvi, the hard-working and persevering backwoods hero of Runeberg.
 His Hungarian cousin had remained as ”lazy” as ever, working only for mi​nimal subsistence. He was a ”careless” cultivator because the soil was so fer​tile that it gave a good yield almost by itself. No work was done in the fields during the winter, no manure was needed. After a day’s work, peasants gathered in the local pub where they would read newspapers and chat about po​litics and current affairs. For ’progressive’ Jalava, who supported the Fen​no​man idea of relieving pauperism with hard work, this kind of inactivity could be found also among higher social classes who, although living beyond their means, amused themselves as best as they could and enjoyed ease and com​fort.
 Jalava gathered that the Hungarian countryside was in a state of stag​nation. He relied on peoples’ enlightenment, which was at the time a popular method for civilizing the relatively ignorant and ’backward’ Finnish count​ry​folk. 

The modest results of the application of science in Hungary was also ex​plained by Jalava by the inborn ”hot-bloodedness and passion” of the Hun​garian, who was ”not amenable” to painstaking scientific work. In saying this, Ja​lava ascribed ”patience and diligence” not only to the ”hard-working” Ger​mans but also to the ”detested, selfish and cunning” Jews who were silently and effectively assimilating to the Hungarians.
 They owned the largest bu​si​nesses and controlled the flow of capital in Hungary, an economic fact that had made Hungarians regret that they had given them citizen’s rights. Using alarmist, antisemitic language Jalava warned his hosts against the growing in​fluence of international Jewry (”greedy blood-suckers”
) of whom the Finns did not have to be afraid.
 His advice to Hungarians was to take on hard work, otherwise they would stay poor and could not join the forces of ’progress’ in Europe.

Having presented the ’dark side’ of the Hungarian Jalava changed his tune and introduced the qualified better side of the ’brother’ to his readers. Politics was a Hungarian’s passion; he was, in striking contrast with the taciturn Finn, a splendid orator and political propagandist. Jalava made no bones about it when he stated that Hungarians loved politics because it would lead them to high positions in the civil service, a career which demanded less work than, for example, science but paid better.
 Jalava also took the opportunity to observe the electoral campaign of 1875 and listen to the writer Jókai Mór’s (natio​na​list-populist) electoral speech which he cited in full. And again, he did not shy away from criticism. Hungarians loved ”formalities and ostentatiousness” re​lated to political activities not favoured by Finns: rallies, public meetings, flags, portraits, national colours, all ”light-minded waste of time and money”. Com​​peting parties behaved like ”angry dogs”. A mood of hatred and ven​geance had caused deaths. Most repugnant for Jalava was that candidates pro​vided free amusements, pálinka and szalonna to the voters while canvassing. Ja​lava turned away from the people who were in a state of ”intoxication and glut​tony” and committed ”vices connected to them”.
 For him the Finn, un​accus​tomed to such campaigning and bedlam in his homeland, the mental dif​ference with the ’brother’ Hungarian was sharpest in the political sphere. In Fin​land there were no political parties at that time, and the political fight tended to be carried on in clubs and newspapers rather than on any wider po​liti​cal platform. 

Jalava toyed with gestures of distancing and rapprochement in his book. Politics had distanced Hungarians from the Finns, literature drew them again closer to each other. Fragments and the shorter works of Petőfi, Jókai and Vö​rös​marty were being translated into Finnish by Jalava. Of these Petőfi was ”dis​tinctly magyar”, his tragic fate resembling that of the ”truly” Finn writer, Alek​sis Kivi. Petőfi’s efforts to elevate the Hungarian theatre were typical of the ”Finnish stubbornness”
 by which the Finns were themselves struggling to run a Finnish-speaking theatre in the 1870s. 

It was in Debrecen, ”the real capital of full-blooded” Hungarians, where Ja​la​va experienced the happiest days of his tour. Though the town itself appeared physically repugnant (”ugly, muddy, dirty”), its social life was highly re​warding, the citizens there civilized, cordial and entertaining. There were only a few hundred Jews, who were ”dirty” in contrast to the Hungarians who wore national costume.
 Jalava’s company was unforgettably ”hilarious, tal​k​ative, polite and sociable”, they had independent opinions and firm con​vic​tions and they despised pettiness. Their generosity was overwhelming; wines, food, amusements were well-served. Jalava became to them ”a dear Finnish brother”. He drank a lot, day after day, and in the process all distinctions started to disappear: they were all old friends together. They shouted: ”Long live Finland and Hungary!”. Intimacy was now rooted in prehistory: toasts were proposed to a ”common mother of the Finns and Hungarians”. Common causes united them: the Hakkapeliitat had fought for the Reformation and free​dom of religion as valiantly as the Calvinists of Debrecen.
 Afterwards Ja​lava sighed in relief: after all, Hungarians, like any other nation, had their weak​nesses and good sides, and in normal times the good characteristics came to the fore.
 With his sociable manners and vivid ’Finnish’ imagination Jalava fitted in easily with Hungarian society and thus consolidated the common Finno-Ugric identity. It elevated his own Fennoman national consciousness.

3. Common ancestry

Jalava travelled to Hungary to find difference in familiarity and familiarity in difference. In the end, he found out that the Hungarians were unques​tion​ab​ly a ”Finnic” (in Jalava’s Finnish: suomiheimoinen) nation. This identification was based on an imagined common descent, a certain linguistic affinity and reassuring experiences of identity in Hungary. The Finnish and Hungarian lan​guages were not mutually intelligible, but Jalava knew of the structural si​mi​liari​ties in grammar, especially of the so-called ”word-roots”.
 Based on ideas of the Hungarian scholars Sajnovits and Reguly, and the studies of Budenz and lately of Pál Hunfalvy (1810–1890), who visited Finland in 1869
, and of the Finnish scholars O. Donner, A. Ahlqvist and O. Blomstedt, Jalava took it for granted that the linguistic affinities also proved a common ”national” ori​gin. Hunfalvy had carried the family-resemblance furthest: the ”original seat” of Hungarians and Finns had resided on both sides of the Ural mountains whence the Hungarians had migrated towards the Black Sea and finally to Hun​gary.
 This much seemed scientifically corroborated to Jalava. 

In Hungary, a Finno-Ugric origin of Hungarians had been considered ”de​grading” to the prestige of the progeny of the glorious Huns, and it was dif​fi​cult to dispel the classical, Tacitean idea that Finns were ”semi-wild humans wearing animal-skins” from the minds of Hungarians.
 In dealing with these mis​conceptions, Jalava referred to Kossuth’s Gesammelte Werke (Leipzig, 1850), edited by the obscure von Zerffy, who posed as Kossuth’s private sec​re​tary. In an essay ”On the Origin of Hungarians”, mistakenly attributed to Kos​suth by Jalava
, the identification of Hungarians with Finns by German and Slav historians was rejected as a Habsburgian political plot meant to ri​dicule Hungarians. This was one of the ways Finns were politically abused and it was supported by the teachings of philology and anthropology in the 1870s. Like​wise the French had ’found out’ that German ’Aryans’ actually cra​nio​lo​gi​cally resembled the ’half-savage’ Finns.
 For their part, German scholars had ’shown’ that ”civilized words” in Hungarian did not originate in Finnish and that Finns were ”sly and avaricious”, the ”ugliest race on earth”, with whom the Hungarians had better have nothing to do.
 Jalava attributed these dis​pa​ra​ging statements to Kossuth’s national prejudice and superficial political style. He rested his arguments on recent philological studies: when analyzed more tho​roughly from the developmental point of view both the Finnish and Hun​garian languages were ”progressive”, but Hungarian, though sounding ”grand and manly”, was not as ”beautiful and sonorous” as Finnish.
 Jalava was eager to dispel distrust in scientific circles towards Finno-Ugric studies and to show to his Swedish-speaking opponents the value of Finnish as a language of culture.

Jalava wrote as if the debate had already been resolved in favour of the com​mon Ugric origin, but it was reopened by the Hungarian philologist Ármin Vám​béry, who made the claims that the Hungarian language was closer to ’ci​vilized’ Turkish and that Hungarians belonged to the Turkish ’race’ rather than to the Ugric one.
 In Hungary this was a welcome message: the link Hun-Turk-Hungarian had been reestablished and the Hungarians could again boast of having worthier ancestors than the lowly Finns. In Finland the Svecomen were more than happy to learn that the Finns were cut off from the main stream of civilization. 

In 1883 Jalava replied with a series of articles to refute Vámbéry’s fin​dings. Both classified Finnish and Hungarian as belonging to the Uralo-Altaic fa​mily of languages, but Vámbéry placed them among the Turkic, Jalava among the Finno-Ugric languages. Jalava agreed that Hungarian contained many Turkish loan-words but claimed that the ”roots” of Hungarian were plan​ted before the Hungarians had made contact with the Turks, in the pre-no​madic period of Finno-Ugric ancestry which Vámbéry had passed over.
 Vám​béry had been cautious enough not to locate the ”cradle” of the Hun​garians in any particular area. In a triumphant mood Jalava declared that Hun​ga​rians remained ”Ugric to the root”, at least for the time being. The Finnicists had won the argument in Hungary and Vámbéry admitted it
. Jalava put Vám​béry’s ”twistings” of the philological evidence down to his national ”va​nity”, the ”sick Hunnic prejudice”, so dear to Hungarian public opinion. He in​sinua​ted that the misplaced identity depicted by Vámbéry was politically moti​va​ted: his ”Fennophobia” and its reverse side, ”Turkophilia”, stemmed from Hun​garian illusions to become the heirs of the ”sick man” in the Balkans.
 Ja​lava made no allusions to what the government in Vienna might think of these Hun​garian nationalistic dreams. His Hungary of the future – a barrier against Eastern intrusions – appeared more defensive than the one the Hungarians de​picted for themselves.

4. Nationality question

In his analysis of the nationality question in Hungary Jalava made use of the vo​cabulary of current comparative politics. Before political science based on so​ciology was born, this was a much tried analytical tool by Western political observers before the First World War and it was also applied in an attempt to grasp Finnish politics and Finland’s position in the Russian Empire.
 Young Fen​nomen, interested in the status of the small nationalities and languages of Europe since the uprisings of 1848–49, compared their demands for ’freedom’ with the Finnish hopes for wider autonomy. In this setting, Hungary provided a pre​conceived political equivalent and cultural affinity for Jalava in this sense also. He approached the Hungarian nationality problem from the point of view of Finnish language strife in order to provide instruction and criticism that could enlighten his Finnish colleagues and provide them with encouragement and ammunition in their own nationality policy. Hungarian history was teach​ing Fennoman politicians
, but Jalava also ventured to give advice to Hun​ga​rian statesmen in dealing with their minority subjects.

In principle, Jalava envisaged the Hungary of 1875 as a national state having ”natural territory and borders”. That the Hungarians could not, for examp​le, have their own foreign policy did not affect his reasoning. Without har​king back to any specific philosophy of state, he rather glibly entertained the current nationalistic-idealistic dogma of the Young Fennomen: full equality of nationalities in a state was dismissed, and in the end one state could be ruled by one nation only. Minorities should not be oppressed or tyrannized, but they had to gradually accommodate or die out. In Hungary, the assimilation process had been prolonged, for historical Hungary had been a battlefield of nations, and still remained so. Among them the Hungarians had historically been and had presently again become the ”masters”.
 What had aroused bitterness in subdued nationalities was that the law of 1868 gave them equal rights, but it was not adhered to in practice. Citing various sources, among them the Ger​man paper, Pester Lloyd, Jalava accused Hungarian bureaucracy of despotism and injustice against other nationalities. Hungary was turning out to be a police state and its administrators irresponsible legislators. 

The crux of the nationality question for Jalava was the language struggle. He demonstrated great differences between the statuses of the Hungarian language in Hungary and Finnish in Finland. Hungarians already enjoyed what the Finns were desperately yearning for. The Hungarian language had (again) be​come the official language after the Compromise of 1867. Jalava approved of the solution since a ”babylonic” amalgam of numerous languages did not suit the needs of national modernization, but it was obvious that the Hun​garians had gone too far in trying to eradicate the use of other languages by neglect or harsh measures. Although the constitution allowed other languages and their literature to be taught in schools, the Ministry of Education did not fi​nan​cially support a single non-Magyar one.
 Compared with this, the situation of Finnish in Finland was a paradox. There the language of the Finnish majority was treated in the way that a minority language was treated in Hun​gary. Swedish-speakers, a tiny minority of one eighth of the population ob​structed the rise of Finnish to the equality prescribed by the language law of 1865. Finnish students were forbidden to take Finno-Ugric languages as majors at the University of Helsinki
, and as Jalava later explained to Hun​falvy, the Swedish-speakers obstructed the founding of schools for Finnish-speakers.
 Swedish-speakers clung to their cultural and political hegemony showing ”lust for power and thirst for suppression”. To Jalava this was a vio​lation of the ”natural rights”
 of languages. 

In Hungary the language issue was a part of the complex nationality problem, whereas in Finland the language question was the moot one. Jalava duly mentioned that in Hungary the ruling nation had to ”discipline” fifteen dif​ferent nationalities who were twice as populous as the Hungarians themselves, whereas in Finland there were only two competing nationalities, Finnish- and Swedish-speakers – Lapps, Jews, Gipsies and others were marginalized by him.
 In Finland language strife was reaching its peak in the 1870s when the Young Fennomen’s party suffered from vival factions, while in Hungary op​pres​sed nationalities, especially the Slav ones, had developed ”hatred” of eve​ry​thing Hungarian. Slav historians, for instance, the Czech Palacky, whom Ja​lava met in Prague regarded the Slavic peoples as ”the original owners of the [Hun​garian] territory”, the unity of which Hungarians had destroyed.
 Jalava found such nationalist political history harmful but he also criticized the Hun​garian authorities for reacting too severely to alleged expressions of Pan​sla​vism. In all probability Jalava referred here to the banning of the Slovak cul​tural association (Matica Slovenská) in 1875. That, for example, the Slovaks hoisted their own flags in schools and wrote of the origins of their people in school history books did not necessarily mean ”revolutionary”, anti-state agitation. It was unwise to abolish non-Hungarian societies and close down mi​nority schools, which did not in the first place get any financial backing from the government.
 It could be suspected that the peaceful ’progress’ of Hun​gary was greatly hampered by such conflicts. When visiting Prague before reaching Hungary, Jalava’s blood ”had boiled” for the Czechs who suffered from injustice in the Austro-Hungarian state.
 Consequently, Slav nationalities un​der Hungarian rule should have been left alone because they would have been healthiest without Hungarian bureaucratic clothing. 

Jalava was wary of the Hungarian policy of building a ”true Magyar-ország”, which aimed at forceful ”magyarization” of its minorities. Such for​ceful nation-building was against his principles: any nation, as populous as the biggest ’minorities’ of Hungary were, was entitled to cultivate its language and culture. Jalava rather relied on ’natural’ growth in that it would do its work in the future if supported by smooth ”guidance” by the Hungarian state. What he actually meant by this remains unclear, but in the long run it would in any case have been better if ”national caricatures” were silently assimilated into Hungarians so that the state need not take ”absolutist” measures which did not suit the spirit of modern statesmanship. In that way the ”happiness” of all nationalities would match the paramount interests of the unified national state. After all, Hungary was destined primarily for Hungarians, Finland for the Finns. ”Germanization” would not save either of them: they had to stand on their own, and the Hungarians were on the point of achieving this. ”A glorious origin” (cf. the Greeks) did not count much in the modern world.
 More important was a nation’s élan vital or natural vigour. In Hungary uni​fi​cation was more difficult to realize than in Finland because the minorities were so strong and strengthened by the support from their respective ’fatherlands’. Leaning on Professor Greguss’s analysis
, Jalava rejected ”Hungarian Dar​wi​nism”
 – a war or any other form of unnatural coercion against the minor na​tionalities – and recommended ’free competition’ in economic and cultural life. 

For Jalava, as well as for most of the Fennomen of the 1870s
, ’de​mo​cracy’ did not mean the liberal idea of changing the constitution for wider re​pre​sentation of the nation, but equalizing the status of the Finnish and Swedish lan​guages in Finland. In view of this, ’progressive’ Hungarian statesmen should have let reason and ’freedom’, not force, decide which nationality was ”strongest”. Accordingly, a more ”democratic”, federal state ruled by Hun​garians seemed the best political solution in the future. This would also have been acceptable to the Western great powers because it would keep Panslavist mo​vements at bay in Central-Eastern Europe.
 For Jalava ’the balance of powers’ of West and East appeared favourable to the ’progress’ of smaller na​tio​nalities within Europe.

By way of conclusion Jalava combined the arguments of common ”Tu​ranian” – note how he used this term to recall the label of the recently despised nations – identity and origin, his assessment of the stage of civilization of the Hun​garian offshoot and his findings from comparative politics. In all, there was no doubt that both Hungarians and Finns had reached as high a level of de​velopment as the much-praised ”Aryans”.
 However, if Hungarians had, at the cost of much bloodshed, risen to hegemony, the Finns were still down-trod​den by the Swedish-speakers. Jalava’s message was: it was shameful that the Finns, the producers of the Kalevala – in his opinion not surpassed by any Hun​garian literary achievement – let the ”foreigners” violate their ”natural rights”. Enthusiastically Jalava now designated Finns and Hungarians as ”brothers of the same flesh and blood”, separated in prehistory but brought together again by Finno-Ugric studies in modern Europe. They had performed their missions in the service of civilization: the Finns had prepared their Northern periphery for Western culture, the Hungarians had protected the West from the onslaughts of Eastern ”barbarians”.
 Jalava surmised that they were destined to perform these rather formidable tasks in the future, too, a chal​lenge that would bind these nations into a common ’fatal connection’.

Conclusion

In a short time after his visit to Hungary Jalava established close relations with a few Hungarian scholars, mostly literary people, philologists and gram​ma​rians. He was appointed to the post of supernumary lecturer (1880-1909) in Hun​garian at the University of Helsinki. In the beginning, he had a handful of students studying the language each year. He visited Hungary five more times be​t​ween 1881 and 1903, and expanded and solidified his literary and scientific re​lations. He continuously translated Hungarian literature into Finnish. His fa​vourite was Jókai, but he also translated Hungarian plays, staged for the first time in Finland. He soon published the first Unkarin kielen oppikirja (1880), with his best Hungarian friend József Szinnyei (1857–1945), who visited Finland 1879–1881. ”Magyaromania” had not caught the Finns
, but at the be​ginning of the 1880s the preconditions for wider co-operation were there. An opportunity for common celebrations arose in 1881 when both the Suomen Kir​jallisuuden Seura and the Magyar Tudományos Akadémia had their 50th anni​versary. On this occasion, Jalava hastened to remind them that ”the kin​ship of Finns and Hungarians has been for a long time a well-known fact”. This was confirmed by Szinnyei who bluntly stated that when the Finns and Hun​garians had lived together in their original seat, they had spoken a common ”original language”.
 It was a great moment of mutual identity-building, perhaps even more so to the excited Young Finns than to their Hun​garian friends. No wonder that some Finnish liberal observers were less enthu​s​iastic than their compatriots; in their view Finnish magyarophiles neglected the cultivation of English and German literature in Finland and forgot that the Finns had ’relatives’, Estonians, nearby. 

In the 1880s the Fennoman movement gained victories. Its members, Ja​lava among them, rejoiced at the end of ”reaction” when their leader, Yrjö Kos​kinen, was nominated to the Senate and many a new Finnish-speaking school gained support from the government.
 Tsar Alexander III granted the Finn​ish Diet the right of initiative. Economic conditions in the country were im​proving, at least for the urban bourgeoisie and intellectuals employed by the state. In spite of this ’progress’, Jalava was impatient: Hungary had already been reborn as a nation, Finland was still in ”labour pains”.
 Worried about a pos​sible new ’reaction’ from the centres of imperial power (St. Petersburg, Vien​na), Jalava urged the Hungarians, ”unfortunately” inflamed by ”per​ni​cious passion of discord”, to concentrate on internal conciliation, on alleviating social grievances, and on securing legitimate, equal rights for their minorities. Every nation had to be strong in the inside: showing off historical greatness would not do in times of international rivalry and territorial claims. The so-called Eastern Question had not yet been solved.
 It did not take long for im​pe​rialism, or imperial integration, so dangerous to the identities of smaller na​tions, to set in. A new ”tyranny”, as Jalava privately coined its Russian ver​sion, Panslavism, disturbed him in 1909: ”Cold spell in Spring, in nature and in state”.
 Most disquieting was that the Finnish élite still clung to its ”comfort”, lucrative positions in the administration, and remained indifferent to fur​thering the cause of the Finnish language, this time especially at the Uni​ver​sity, the last fortress of the Swedish-speakers’ dominion.
 Jalava’s dream, that Finns would be masters of higher education in Finland in the same manner as the Hungarians in their own country, did not come true in his life-time. 
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