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ABSTRACT:

This article focuses on the “Representative Exhibitions” organized under the
aegis of the Hungarian government in the inter-war period, from the end of the
First World War until 1930. It considers the underlying ideology and rhetoric
of these exhibitions and how they both changed over time. In their fundamen-
tal organization the shows were quite similar and often contained the same art
works, but how these exhibitions and their artifacts were introduced by the cat-
alogue essay often changed over time.Immediately after the First World War in
the aftermath of the Treaty of Trianon, the exhibitions were revanchist. As the
decade progressed, they become more and more modernist and international.
Ultimately, in the latter years of the decade, as with the 1927 Polish and 1928 Ger-
man shows, they became catalysts for reintegrating Hungarian history into that
of Western Europe.

L’articolo si concentra sulle “Esposizioni Rappresentative” organizzate sotto
legida del governo ungherese nel periodo tra le due guerre, dalla fine della Pri-
ma guerra mondiale fino al 1930. Si esaminano l'ideologia e la retorica sottese
a queste esposizioni e come entrambe si siano modificate nel tempo. Nella loro
organizzazione sostanziale, le mostre erano piuttosto simili e spesso includeva-
no le stesse opere d’arte, ma il modo in cui queste esposizioni e i loro manufatti
venivano presentati nel catalogo cambiava frequentemente nel corso degli anni.
Subito dopo la Prima guerra mondiale, in seguito al Trattato di Trianon, le mostre
avevano un carattere revanscista. Con il passare del decennio divennero sempre
piu moderniste e internazionali. Alla fine degli anni Venti, come nel caso delle
mostre in Polonia del 1927 e in Germania del 1928, esse diventarono catalizzatori
per il reinserimento della storia ungherese in quella dell’Europa occidentale.
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After capitulating to the terms of
the Trianon Treaty and abandon-
ing military solutions, the Horthy
Regime began a new offensive, one
of cultural diplomacy. Many of the
objectives were similar to those of
the military campaigns of the pre-
vious years: a revision of Hungary’s
borders was the goal. Unlike the
pre-Trianon skirmishes, fought with
guns and blood which sought to
physically change the borders, this
new campaign, fought with ink and
paintbrushes, sought to change the
international perception of Hunga-
ry and its treatment at the hands of
the victorious Allies.

This task was given to a special desk
within the Ministry of Religion and
Public Education under the aegis
of K. Rébert Kertész.? The Kulfoldi
Mivészeti Kiallitdsok Végrehajto
Bizottsag/Executive Committee for
Foreign Art Exhibitions, of which he
was Secretary, was charged with or-
ganizing, curating, and promoting
the Magyar Reprezentativ Kiallitas/
Hungarian Representative Exhibi-
tion, a series of art shows. Actively
displaying throughout the 1920s and
continuing - though with seemingly
less enthusiasm into the 1930s — the
Executive Committee for Foreign
Art Exhibitions organized exhibi-
tions, which were usually bilateral.
Around the time a Hungarian Rep-
resentative Exhibition was shown
in a particular country, an exhi-
bition of that country’s art would
open in Budapest. Initially limited
to European venues, beginning in
the 1930s these shows expanded to
include American venues. This ar-
ticle will explore the organization
and implementation of these exhi-
bitions in the 1920s.

https://doi.org/10.60923/issn.3034-9699/22953

Literature Survey

The interest in cultural diplomacy
is an ever-increasing one. In the
period under consideration, 1920-
1930, in addition to the catalogues
of the shows themselves, there were
a number of publications about the
concept.® The role of cultural diplo-
macy in the 1930s and 40s was not-
ed in various publications.* Recent
years have seen an increased aca-
demic focus, with Zsolt Nagy one
of the leading American academ-
ics writing on this topic. While his
major work is Great Expectations
and Interwar Realities, he has au-
thored several articles which focus
on aspects of Hungarian cultural
diplomacy activity.® The role of cul-
tural diplomacy in the relationship
between Hungary and Poland, es-
pecially in the interwar period has
also been a fruitful field of study.®
One of the key figures of Hungari-
an cultural activity at this time was
the Minister of Religion and Public
Education, Count Kuno Klebelsberg,
whose life and activity and espe-
cially his ideas concerning cultur-
al diplomacy and its implementa-
tion have been explored more and
more.”

Methodology

This article is part of a larger project
focusing on Austro-Hungarian, Aus-
trian, and Hungarian art exhibitions
abroad, 1890-1940. It is based on an
examination and consideration of
catalogues from Austro-Hungarian
and Hungarian art exhibitions in
the 1920s, especially those in which
Hungarian National Fine Arts Coun-
cil was involved. This is obviously
a rather limited selection. While
there are many other exhibitions
and exhibition venues which might

Samuel D. Albert
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be better known, such as the Venice
Biennale® or World’s Fair, the focus
in the article is the activity of the
Council as a cultural and political
arm of the Hungarian government
and the exhibitions the Council or-
ganized. In a larger, forthcoming
work, more of the exhibitions will
be considered.

This paper does not focus on nor con-
sider individual works. One of the
major quandaries facing this pro-
jectis correlating titles in catalogues
with images exhibited. While the
name of the artist and of their work
displayed are listed, scant visual
documentation of the displays in
question exists. More elaborate cat-
alogues do include illustrations but
never record the entire show; what
images are included are only black
and white and of low quality. Gen-
eralizations can be made about the
works based on a knowledge of the
artists and their career trajectories,
but in the absence of good-quality
color reproductions, any art histor-
ical or aesthetic analysis of the im-
age would be ill-founded.

Greater reliance thus is placed on
the text of the catalogues and pub-
lished writing about the exhibitions
rather than on the visual content of
the exhibitions themselves. As this
research is ongoing, it is hoped that
in the future, a closer correlation
between the works listed in the cat-
alogues and the actual images them-
selves might be achieved.

Horthy Regime

To understand Hungarian cultural
and foreign policy in the interwar
period, a brief grounding the histo-
ry and decline of Austria-Hungary
and the emergence of Hungary is
called for. What follows is a rather

The Evolution of Hungarian National(ist) Art Exhibitions in the 1920s
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superficial description of that histo-
ry.

Following the defeat of the Hungar-
ian uprising under Lajos Kossuth,
Austria brutally occupied Hungary,
which it had ruled since the 1700s.
In 1867, a compromise was reached
between the Austrians and the Hun-
garian. In exchange for the Hun-
garians acknowledging the right
of the Habsburgs to rule Hungary,
the Austrians would grant Hun-
gary a certain measure of autono-
my. There would be three common
ministries: the foreign ministry, the
finance ministry, and the war min-
istry. All other ministries, such as
religion and culture, or transporta-
tion, would be unique to an impe-
rial half, either Austria or Hunga-
ry. The Habsburg ruler, in this case
Franz Joseph I, would be crowned
King of Hungary and the Hungarian
government would rule in his name
while he would be at the same time
the Emperor of Austria. Thus, the
Austrian Empire was converted into
the Austro-Hungarian Empire.

Following the Compromise, Hunga-
ry rapidly developed culturally and
economically, but was still political-
ly bound to Austria. Though both
Vienna and Budapest were capitals,
the weight of power lay with Vienna.
Hungary sought other ways to assert
and demonstrate its independence.
One way was through culture: an
opera, a national theater, and a ded-
icated art museum were all found-
ed in this era and imposing homes
for them constructed. In art produc-
tion as well, Hungarians sought to
differentiate themselves from their
Austrian counterparts. This differ-
entiation took form in education
and production. As throughout Eu-
rope, Hungarian artists looked to

https://doi.org/10.60923/issn.3034-9699/22953
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the rural as a source for forms and
subjects. And despite Vienna’s sig-
nificance as a center of artistic ed-
ucation, Hungarian artists chose to
study elsewhere: Munich, Berlin, or
Paris.?

After the Austro-Hungarian defeat
in the First World War, an inde-
pendent Hungarian Republic was
proclaimed, though it lasted only
a short time. In March of 1921, a
communist Hungarian Soviet, un-
der the rule of Béla Kun emerged; it
lasted 100 days. Throughout this pe-
riod, Hungary was being assaulted
with various degrees of success by
the surrounding countries: Czech-
oslovakia, Serbia (aided by French
troops), and Romania. Romanian
armed forces penetrated far into
Hungary, occupying Budapest in
August of 1919.

When the Hungarian Soviet col-
lapsed, right-wing!® forces based
in the southern city of Szeged coa-
lesced around the figure of Miklos
Horthy. Horthy, a naval officer who
had risen from the rank of sub-lieu-
tenant (the American equivalent is
Lieutenant j.g.), serving along the
way as aide-de-camp to Franz Jo-
seph I. He ultimately attained the
rank of Rear Admiral in the Aus-
tro-Hungarian navy. Conservative,
well-bred, and dashingly hand-
some, Horthy was the perfect figure
around which the right-wing forces
could organize. Initially, Horthy was
very much only a figurehead. Great
violence by the reactionary forces,
acting in his name but not under his
direction, the so-called “White Ter-
ror” ravaged in countryside.

Horthy, at the head of the “National
Army” entered Budapest in Novem-
ber 1919, just days after the Roma-
nians had retreated from the city,

https://doi.org/10.60923/issn.3034-9699/22953

though they would not retreat from
Hungary entirely until the Spring of
1920.In March 1920, the national as-
sembly reconstituted the Kingdom
of Hungary, but rather than install-
ing the Habsburg pretender, Charles
IV, they instead choose Horthy to act
as Regent. Thus, famously, “the Ad-
miral without a Navy became the
ruler of a Kingdom without a King”.

This entire time, Hungary was be-
leaguered by foreign troops on
almost all borders. Even though
the War itself had ended, the final
boundaries of the successor na-
tions to Austria-Hungary were not
fixed until the Treaty of Trianon,
signed in June 1920. Hungary, in no
position to contest the terms of the
Treaty, emerged vastly diminished.
Two-thirds of the land mass of pre-
war Hungary and a little more than
half the population were assigned
to other countries: Czechoslovakia,
Ukraine, Romania, Yugoslavia, or
Austria. Millions of ethnic Hungar-
ians now found themselves living
outside of Hungary. In addition to
the economic devastation the dis-
memberment of Hungary caused —
most of the territory removed was
either very productive farmland
or the sites of heavy industry and
mining, there was a great social
loss; the country was shattered. The
Horthy regime used the revanchist
dream as a rallying cry. Phrases
such as “No, No, Never!” or “Rump
Hungary is not a Country; Greater
Hungary is Heaven” were found
on posters, schoolbooks, and pub-
lic documents.! Statues commem-
orating the lost lands and people
appeared all over Hungary. It was
within this social and economic mi-
lieu that the Horthy regime inaugu-
rated the Magyar Reprezentativ ex-
hibition series.

Samuel D. Albert
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Hungarian Representative Exhi-
bition (1920)

The history of the Magyar Reprez-
entativ exhibitions has been previ-
ously discussed by me in a longer
article which focused on the rhet-
oric surrounding the displays. This
article, in contrast, will focus on
the artists and materials displayed.
However, a brief description of the
program is called for; this brief de-
scription draws on that article.?

The origin of the Hungarian Rep-
resentative Exhibitions, of which
about 10 took place between 1920
and 1930% can be found in the dip-
lomatic and cultural activity of
Count Miksa Hadik (1868-1921),
Austro-Hungarian Ambassador to
Sweden, during the last years of
the First World War. Hadik solic-
ited Count Gyula Andrassy Junior
(1860-1929) to organize a show of
Hungarian decorative arts in Swe-
den. The stated goal was to build
on the example of the so-called
“Kriegsausstellung”, exhibitions of
artwork produced during the Great
War. In Austria-Hungary, these ex-
hibitions were coordinated by the
Kriegspressequartier/Sajtohadiszal-
litas which during the War had en-
listed artists to record the scenes of
battle and its aftermath as well as
the everyday humdrum of military
life.* During the war, a number of
exhibitions — at least three — of the
office’s works were organized. Had-
ik was particularly taken with the
1917 show in Holland and took that
as the model.?

Even before his selection by Had-
ik, Count Andrassy had been in-
volved in what would now be called
“cultural diplomacy”. He had long
championed the display of Hun-
garian art as a means of promoting
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greater interest in and understand-
ing of Hungarian culture. In a 1912
essay, he wrote:

And we could gain a lot especial-
ly through art. Our language is
not understood in Europe. Our
science and fiction are largely
closed books to strangers. Inter-
national influence, prestige and
cultural weight can be gained
most quickly and surely with
our art. The language of art is
a world language that every-
one understands. The Hungar-
ian personality could become
known the earliest and most
surely through the works of

art.’¢

Although the actual show envi-
sioned and desired by Hadik was
delayed because of the war, the idea
lived on.

With the emergence of the Horthy
regime, it revived. Gyula Pekar,
Minister for Religion and Public Ed-
ucation, again sought out Gyula An-
drassy for assistance. This renewed
effort resulted in the creation of
the Kulfoldi Mivészeti Kiallitasok
Végrehajto Bizottsag/Executive Com-
mittee for Foreign Art Exhibitions, a
desk within the Ministry of Religion
and Public Education, which was
tasked with organizing, coordinat-
ing, and promoting the shows. Little
was written about the impetus for
the Committee at the time of its crea-
tion, but in 1927, when the mandate
of its bureaucratic successor, the
Magyar Orszagos KépzOmuvészeti
Tanacs/ Hungarian National Fine
Arts Council, was concluding, Béla
Déry, a long-time member of both
committees, recounted the found-
ing idea for the Representative Ex-
hibitions in his book, Foreign Art Ex-
hibitions in 1927: Warsaw, Poznan,
Cracow, Vienna, Fiume. At the time,
the early 1920s he wrote, Hungari-

https://doi.org/10.60923/issn.3034-9699/22953
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an art would only make an appear-
ance and be judged if there were a
World’s Fair or similar large-scale
international art exhibition. Hun-
garian art was not often invited to
present itself abroad independently,
so its development and high quali-
ty were unknown outside of Hun-
gary.l” The Representative Exhibi-
tions were deliberately designed as
a remedy to that foreign ignorance
and provinciality. Additionally, the
Horthy regime used the shows as
a tool of cultural diplomacy and
propaganda, working to deepen ties
with friendly states, and, through
the presentation of Hungarian art,
to publicize Hungarian political dis-
contents and aspirations.

The revived Committee initially or-
ganized an exhibition in The Hague
and in Amsterdam. Further shows
were already envisioned through-
out Europe. As was reported in
the newspaper “Vilag” in February
1920:

On the initiative of State
Secretary Gyula Pekadar,
there was a meeting in the
Ministry of Religion and
Public Education regard-
ing traveling art exhibi-
tions planned abroad, at
which the Executive Com-
mittee of Foreign Art Exhi-
bitions was finally estab-
lished. Ministerial adviser
Dr. Arpad Nagy, head of
the art department, pre-
sided. The meeting de-
termined the program
of traveling exhibitions.
These exhibitions will be
held in Zurich, Bern, Basel,
Amsterdam, The Hague,
Rotterdam, Groningen,
Stockholm, Copenhagen,

https://doi.org/10.60923/issn.3034-9699/22953

and Berlin, and the exhibi-
tion material will be on its
way by the end of March.*®

The shows’ goals were clearly articu-
lated by the organizers. When asked
by the newspaper “Magyarorszag”
as to what he expected from the ex-
hibition, Count Andrassy respond-
ed: “One of the strongest weapons
of Hungarian culture is fine art, not
only because it is at a very high level
in our country, but also because its
language is international and can
be understood by everyone.'®” An-
drassy acknowledged the economic
aspect to the show, a reflection of
the parlous state of the Hungarian
economy at the time, saying that “[t]
he economic importance of the ex-
hibition is also very important and
we can hope that our artists will get
good foreign currency”.?

This inaugural Budapest version of
the Representative Exhibition was
understood as a new chapter in
Hungarian art diplomacy. It built
upon but also expanded the work
of its immediate precursor, the
much smaller-scaled and focussed
Kriegsausstellungen. Janos Bende,
in a 5 December 1920 article in the
newspaper “Orszag-Vilag” insight-
fully understood and articulated
the goals of the show. Beyond sim-
ply presenting the Hungarian art of
the day, the show was intended to
have great international diplomatic
meaning. As Bende wrote:

Participating in interna-
tional exhibitions has al-
ways been a matter of first
priority for individual na-
tions and thus for Hungar-
ians, and it is all the more
important for us in the
current circumstances. Af-
ter all, now that all other

Samuel D. Albert
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weapons have been wrest-
ed from our hands, [exhi-
bitions are] the only weap-
on we have in our culture
with which we can gain
recognition from abroad
and prove the viability and
historical vocation of Hun-
garians. And even among
the intellectual weapons,
fine art is the most im-
portant, because our lan-
guage is not understood
anywhere in Europe, our
literature is a closed book
to foreign countries, while
fine art, which speaks the
international language of
colors, lines and shapes,
is equally understandable
everywhere and 1is there-
fore best suited to prove to
the world the vitality and
the will to live of the Hun-
garian nation sentenced to
death with an exclamato-
ry speech. This exhibition
only partially meets this
goal, as it lacks the great-
est strengths of our fine
arts.“

The Budapest show, though clear-
ly oriented to the Hungarian audi-
ence, was a grand success. Prince
Castagnetto Castiglione, Minister
Plenipotentiary of Italy, visited the
show repeatedly; he so impressed
with the material shown that he ar-
ranged for the Italian government
to request a show of Hungarian art
in Rome. He also organized an invi-
tation for Hungary to the 12th Ven-
ice Biennale, already evidence of
the effectiveness of the concept of
cultural diplomacy.??

The inaugural show in Budapest
presented approximately 170 paint-
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ings and 45 sculptures from a to-
tal of 85 artists: 61 painters and 24
sculptors. No written record of the
arrangement of the pieces with the
National Salon has been located.
One of the few visual records is an
image published in the newspaper
“Orszag-Vilag”.?® This image, while
it does present a view of the exhi-
bition has as its focus visitors to the
show, in this case, the English Admi-
ral Trowbridge and his son, rather
than the art displayed. Nonetheless,
in the background, the hanging of
the paintings is clearly visible.

The printed catalog of the exhibition
gives no indication of the physical
arrangement of the works, either
room by room, by date, or by style.
Works in the catalogue are grouped
first by medium, then alphabetical-
ly by artist.

The catalog does not provide dates
for the works shown, but it does
provide life dates for the exhibited
artists, which allows for a certain
cursory analysis. The oldest artists,
classified by the catalog as “the great
masters of Hungarian painting”:
Géza Mészoly (1844-1877), Mihaly
Munkacsy (1844-1900), Béla Pal-
lik (1845-1908), Laszlo Padl (1846-
1879), and Lajos Bruck (1846-1910)
were all born in the 1840s while
the youngest artist displayed, Pal
Udvary, was born in 1900, a range
of some sixty years. A close exam-
ination of the birth decades of the
artists furnishes some insight into
their training and artistic pedigree.
The single largest decennial cohort,
with 21 artists, was the 1870s. The
preceding and following decades
1860 and 1880, had 13 and 12 art-
ists, respectively. This would mean
that the earliest artists would, by ne-
cessity, have trained abroad, as the
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Magyar Képz6miuvészeti Egyetem/
the Hungarian Fine Arts University,
was not founded until 1871. But the
vast majority of those born in the
1860s, 1870s, and 1880s, would have
been able to train in Hungary, at in-
itially, though the more successful
ones might have studied further in
Munich, Berlin, or Paris.

Also instructive and worth noting
are the lenders to the exhibition.
The provenance of 34 of the works
displayed is listed. Thirteen of the
displayed works were listed as be-
longing to the Hungarian Fine Arts
Museum (Szépmiuveészeti Muzeum
tulajdona), the only public institu-
tion listed as lending to the exhi-
bition.?* The remain 21 works are
from private collections. The largest
group, 9 pieces, are from the col-
lection of Gusztav Sajohazi Schul-
er. Karoly Horvath loaned 6 works
to the show; Baron Adolf Kohner 3
works. Count and Mrs. Andrassy
each had one work on display; they
are listed separately as owners.
Surprisingly, the well-known Hun-
garian collector, Marcel Jadnoshalmi
Nemes,” had but one single work
on display. A possible explanation
for this small number of works
from such a renown collector is
the First Show of Works taken into
Public Possession/A Kkoztulajdon-
ba vett mikincsek els6 kidllitasa of
just a year earlier. Organized by the
short-lived Hungarian Soviet led by
Béla Kun, the show was the result
of the government confiscation of
private art collections. An extensive
catalogue was produced, in which
Nemes’ name repeatedly appears.
It is well possible that there was
either a reluctance on his part to
lend to another show, even if this
time voluntarily or the return of the
works, which began with the ascen-
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sion of the Horthy Regime, was slow.

The catalogue for this inaugural
show featured a long essay by Karo-
ly Lyka, a leading art writer of the
time. The essay, which is discussed
at far greater length in my previous
article, emphasizes the role of Hun-
gary in the defense of Europe and
the price it paid through the lack of
cultural development:

Hungarian art has al-
ways been and still is an
integral part of European
art. Beyond the borders of
Hungary built by nature,
towards the East there is
no European art, that is,
there is no art that shared
ideals with the art of West-
ern European peoples.
Beyond the Hungarian
borders, the process of de-
velopment stopped in the
Middle Ages, and the art
of Hungarians represents
the last great belt in the
south-east of Europe, on
which Hungarian art has
been continuously form-
ing, organically changing
and developing for many
centuries.?”

Hungary, he declares, was the bas-
tion again the Muslims in earlier
centuries, just as it is again the bas-
tion against the current threat from
the East.

Hungarian Representative Exhi-
bition: Holland (1921)

After the premier of the Magyar
Representative Exhibition cycle in
Budapest, it travelled to the Neth-
erlands, where it was shown in

Samuel D. Albert
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Amsterdam and Gravenhage. The
Dutch shows differed from the Bu-
dapest variant in organization and
in presentation. A similar number
of works were shown (173 paintings
in Budapest; 195 in Amsterdam), but
with significant differences in par-
ticipants. About 30 artists (see ap-
pendix 1) exhibited in both shows,
but which of their works were dis-
played and their provenances dif-
fered. As previously discussed, for
1920 show, fewlenders were named.
For the Amsterdam and Gravenha-
ge versions of the show, no lenders
at all were named. But, as the vast
majority of the works are listed
as being for sale, it is doubtful the
works were either from Museum
collections or private collectors.?
With this show, as with almost all
the shows discussed in this paper, a
significant research obstacle clearly
identifying precisely which works
were shown. The Hungarian lan-
guage poses a number of problems:
in addition to the difficulty posed to
foreigners by the larger number of
letters in the Hungarian alphabet,
the Hungarian pattern of family
name preceding given name is also
often further confused by the use of
titles of nobility. While much of this
confusion can be cleared up through
recourse to lexicons and other ref-
erence sources to identify artists,
the titles of artworks themselves
present problems as well. The orig-
inal Hungarian titles are sometimes
oddly translated and more precise
identification is often further com-
plicated by the painting’s generic ti-
tles — Reclining Nude, Early Morning,
Village Scene. Although some of the
catalogues do have illustrations ap-
pended, there are usually relatively
few. In the absence of reliable visual
documentation, it is almost impossi-
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ble to determine if works of one ex-
hibition with a similar title actually
coincides with the image in a differ-
ent exhibition. However, based on
the uniqueness of the titles, it does
seem that five images were com-
mon to both the Budapest show and
the Dutch shows: Laszld E. Baranski
Dredge; Andor Basch, Resting Wom-
an; Gyula Conrad, Festa Veneziana;
Aladar Korosfoi-Kriesch, Self-por-
trait; and Lajos Szlanyi, Winter Sun.
With the exception of Aladar Koros-
f6i-Kriesch, Self-portrait, these four
works, like of the works in the show,
were for sale, a clear demonstration
that Andrassy’s idea that this cycle
could generate foreign currency
was taken seriously.?

The show’s catalogue is very basic.
It thanks the members of the organ-
izing committee and then simply
lists artist, work name, medium,
and price, if for sale.

The Stedelijk Museum, the ven-
ue for the Amsterdam iteration of
the show, has no archival material
about the show, either documentary
or photographic. Little of substance
seems to have been written about
the shows in the Dutch press. Most
of the articles are simply announce-
ments of the show or a report on
the opening, which was notably at-
tended by Queen Wilhelmina. One
article, published in the newspaper
“De Standaard”, and found in the
Stedeljjk’s archive, did engage with
the aesthetics of the show. The au-
thor, who is not listed, was rather
critical, asking if the work exhibited
was really the best of Hungarian art
and artists, or if perhaps the Dutch
just did not understand Hungarian
art. In any event, the author cred-
its the Hungarians as “handsome
figure-makers” continuing that the
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“mood of variegated landscapes is
a quality that few have in common
with them?”.30

While the ideological origins of the
show are reasonably well known,
the actual organization of the show
remains shrouded in mystery as
does most of the work undertak-
en by the Ministry of Religion and
Public Education. In 1956, the So-
viets mistook the Hungarian State
Archive building for a military in-
stallation and shelled it. Fire broke
out and while much of the archi-
val material could be removed and
saved, the papers of the Ministry of
Religion and Public Education were
decimated. Only scattered bits re-
main, but it is often possible from
other sources — published reports
Or newspaper reporting — to discern
some of the activity of the Ministry,
but the details of decision making
contained in the archives are lost.
Such is the case with the Hungarian
Representative Exhibition in Hol-
land. The catalogues from the shows
are very basic with neither intro-
ductory essay nor illustrations. In
later shows both would be present.
In addition to Béla Déry, identified
as “Referent” of the Executiv-Com-
ité which was credited with organ-
izing the show, a pair of well-known
Hungarian-based artists are named
as well: the painter Moric Goth and
the sculptor Ede Telcs.! Also listed
among the organizers, as the “Hun-
garian Government’s expert in Hol-
land,” is the painter Oskar Mendlik.
Mendlik (1871-1963) had studied in
Budapest in the late 1890s; in 1898
he won a fellowship to Rome. From
1911 onward, he lived and worked
in the Netherlands, specializing in
seascapes; numerous exhibitions
have been devoted to his work. His
activity in the Netherlands on be-
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half of the Magyar Studio, a main
organizer of the show, is not com-
pletely clear. Interestingly, despite
his seemingly critical involvement
with the show with his activity mer-
iting enough attention to be credit-
ed as the Hungarian Government’s
specialist in Holland, he had no con-
tributions to the show.

Hungarian Representative Exhi-
bition: Finland and Estonia (1922)

In the following year, 1922, another
iteration of the Hungarian Repre-
sentative Show (possibly the fifth)3?
was presented in Finland and Esto-
nia. This show marks the beginning
of a change: there was a refocusing
of the underlying exhibition ideolo-
gy as well as shift in goals of the ex-
hibition. While the same complaints
about the iniquities of Trianon still
surface in the catalogue, that is not
the sole focus. It additionally focus-
es on Hungary’s relationship with
the host countries.

Opening on 15% of November 1922,
the show consisted of about 180
paintings and 60 sculptures. Present
were Kaarlo Stdhlberg, first Pres-
ident of Finland and patron of the
show, as well as the Hungarian Min-
ister Plenipotentiary, Baron Gyula
Bornemissza, and Béla Déry, the
principal organizer of the show. In
addition to the physical show, Count
Kuno6 Klebelsberg, the Hungarian
Ministry of Religion and Public Ed-
ucation, commissioned Aladar Ban,
a well-known Hungarian expert in
Finno-Ugric culture, to present il-
lustrated Finnish-language lectures
about the development of Hungar-
ian art.®* Ban lectured in a several
Finnish cities: Helsinki, Turku, Pori
and Tampere.** While the contents
of the lectures remains unknown,
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it no doubt related to the exhibition
with which it was associated.

Unlike the Dutch show of the pre-
vious year, where the catalogue
had neither an essay nor illustra-
tions, this version of the show, in
its Finnish-Estonian dual-language
catalogue, had both and essay and
illustrations. The catalogue essay**
is vaguely credited to the “Hungar-
ian Committee for the Exhibition”3
which does not narrow down the
authorship, as the catalogue lists a
total of 33 members of the commit-
tee.*” While many of the commit-
tee members did participate in the
Finnish show, it is more likely that
the essay was written by one of the
members who organized more than
one show, probably Ervin Ybl, listed
in the catalogue as ministerial sec-
retary. He authored a number of
essays for the Representative Show
cycle.

The essay is quite similar to that of
the 1920 Budapest show, though sig-
nificantly shorter, only a page and a
half, as opposed to 13 pages. Despite
its brevity, similar complaints are
still brought forth. The same rhet-
oric of Hungary as the self-sacrific-
ing bastion of the West, preventing
the Eastern hordes from destroying
Western Civilization are still pre-
sented, but not at the same great
length as previously. The argument
is more refined and less inciting.
The essay decries the misplaced
Western belief, “the lie they have
spread for decades, that our people
have only ruled by brute force over
foreign-racial peoples living in Hun-
garian territories”.*®* The miscon-
ception is disproved “by the history
of the development of our culture
and our art” which “clearly proves
that our people have not only been
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able to wield a sword, but also a
pen, a brush and a knife, and have
triumphed, not only through brav-
ery, but also through civilization,
over those peoples who have now
usurped most of our country”.®
When describing the ideal and real-
ization of this Representative Exhi-
bition, the author evokes the mythic
relationship between the Finns and
the Hungarians:

Our exhibition as a whole
gives a picture of devel-
opment. It wants to show
our northern relatives the
degree of development of
our art and its different di-
rections. Our best artists
take part in it with their
most descriptive products.
From their creative minds
blow the whining breeze of
the Hungarian plains, the
colors of their paintings
and the shapes of their
sculptures conjured before
your eyes the flourishing
landscapes of the roads
plundered from Hungary
and the types depicting
our people.?

This evocation of the relationship
between the Hungarians and the
Finns had great currency at the
time.** The 1920s and 1930s saw
a rise in the popularity of “Turan-
ism,” the political and cultural ide-
ology of the unity of the Ural-Alta-
ic speaking peoples. In the late 19™
century, its popularity in Hungary
was widespread; it was perceived as
an antidote to the then-surging idea
of “Slavic Brotherhood” which was
based on commonality in language
as well. From 1913 until 1944, the
Turan Society (Hungarian Asian So-
ciety) published a journal “Turan”
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devoted to exploring and promot-
ing this ideology. In the 1920s and
1930s Turanism experienced a mild
revival, again, as an antidote to the
cultural, political, and linguistic iso-
lation of Hungary.*? The evocation
of the mystic chords of memory and
fraternity are present in the closing
of the catalogue essay:

But we must confess that
we have come here not
only out of artistic ambi-
tion, but also out of frater-
nal respect, and we know
that fair criticism and
understanding awaits us
here. With this thought
in our souls, we greet our
art-loving  brotherhood
and express our heartfelt
thanks in advance to all
those who have worked
kindly for the success of
our exhibition!

The works shown were from a
range of artists. Of the 73 artists ex-
hibiting, 19 of them had participat-
ed in the Dutch show the previous
year.* It is particularly striking that
the artist Aladar Korosf6i-Kriesch
(1863-1920) had the largest con-
tribution to the Finnish show, 12
works. One possible explanation is
his close personal relationship with
Akseli Gallen-Kallela, the renowned
Finnish national artist who was also
the Honorary Finnish supervisor of
the exhibition. At the turn of the cen-
tury Gallen-Kallela had travelled to
Hungary where he spent time with
Korosféi-Kriesch and others at the
G0doll6 artists’ colony, a Hungari-
an manifestation of the Morrisian
art idyll and ideal.** After return-
ing to Finland, he still maintained
close ties to Korosféi-Kriesch. Giv-
en Korosféi-Kriesch’s recent death
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(1920) it would not be surprising
that his work was given such promi-
nence by his colleagues and friends.

As with the Dutch shows, one of the
stated goals of the Finnish exhibi-
tion was art sales, to raise hard for-
eign currency for both the empover-
ished Hungarian State and suffering
Hungarian artists. While none of
the financial materials of the exhi-
bitions have been found, a report in
the journal “Turdn” does discuss the
financial results of the exhibit and
not in the most glowing of terms.
Overall, it seems close to 12 million
crowns were raised through the sale
of material from and related to the
show. It was reported though, that
a travelling Hungarian salesman
exploited the occasion of the show
to peddle lesser-quality goods, par-
ticularly folk-art, claiming them to
be from the show.

The Finnish show marked the be-
ginning of a change in the tenor of
the Hungarian Representative EX-
hibitions. While the shows would
continue on in name until 1930
and beyond, and while the spon-
soring organizer, the Orszagos kép-
zOmiivészeti tanacs, did remain in
charge, a shift in what was shown
and more significant, how the exhi-
bitions were presented, what their
ultimate goals were, did take place.
Again, as the archival materials of
the Ministry of Religion and Public
Education are lost, it is impossible
to know the precise machinations
behind the changes, but they do co-
incide with the start of Count Kuno
Klebelsberg’s tenure as Minister, a
position to which he ascended on
June 16, 1922 and held until 1931,
just before his untimely death at the
age of 56.% Though by the time he
began at the Ministry, it was prob-
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ably too late for him to have any
significant ministerial influence on
the Finnish exhibition, as Minister
he did commission Aladar Ban’s
lecture series, the organization and
implementation of which require
much less time and planning. The
series also supported Klebelsberg’s
ideas on the renewal of Hungarian
culture and the importance of cul-
tural diplomacy were well known at
the time.

A practical manifestation of Kle-
belsberg’s recognition of and inter-
est in the cultural diplomatic work
of the Representative Exhibitions
was his revival of the Orszagos
képzémiuiivészeti tandcs/ National
Fine Arts Council, which had been
moribund since 1918. In Novem-
ber of 1923, Klebelsberg revived
the Council, extending its bailiwick
to include architecture. While the
committee received a new name, its
membership, its composition and
its goals were similar to those of the
now abolished Kulfoldi Mivésze-
ti Kiallitdsok Végrehajtd Bizottsag/
Executive Committee for Foreign
Art Exhibitions. Notably, K. Robert
Kertész remained as president of
the Council, similar to his role in the
previous Committee and Béla Déry
remained as the main artistic or-
ganizer.

With the new name came an ex-
panded remit. While the Hungarian
Representative Exhibitions contin-
ued as free-standing undertakings,
as they had before, the Council now
also participated in foreign art exhi-
bitions. While the works would be
part of larger shows, they were still
submitted and exhibited under the
title “Hungarian Representative Ex-
hibition”. At the 1925 Great Berlin
Art Exhibit, for instance, there was a
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distinct section of the show — and of
the catalogue — devoted to Hungari-
an art. From the catalogue, it is not
clear if the works displayed were
actually shown separately within
the general exhibition space or if
they had their own distinct area,
but within the catalogue at least,
the Hungarian works are clearly
differentiated from the German
works. Credit for the organization
of the Hungarian exhibition is giv-
en to the Ungarischer Landes Senat
fir Schone Kinste and the Comité
der Auslandischen Ausstellungen.?’
This seems to be the first exhibi-
tion within an exhibition, a format
which would coexist into the 1930s
with the free-standing Hungarian
Representative Exhibition.

By this time, well into his third year
as Minister, it is highly probable
that Klebelsberg had some hand in
the organization of the Exhibition.
The year of the exhibition, 1925,
also saw Minister Klebelsberg take a
culturally and politically significant
trip to Berlin. Though his presence
in Berlin, in late October 1925, did
not coincide with the Exhibition,
which ran from May 16 until the
end of August 1925, the show, none-
theless, was a clear physical mani-
festation of his cultural diplomatic
ideals.

In an address Klebelsberg read in
the entrance hall of the Friedrich
Wilhelm’s University, which he
himself had attended 30 years ear-
lier, Ungarische Kulturpolitik nach
dem Kriege, the Minister clearly
verbalized the ideas and ideals un-
dergirding his new cultural politi-
cal program, especially its outward
cultural-diplomatic aspect. Klebels-
berg stated that the goals of his vis-
it were two-fold. The first was to

https://doi.org/10.60923/issn.3034-9699/22953



68

“strengthen the spiritual ties that
always united Germans and Hun-
garians” and the second was to “re-
port on the tireless work we have
done in Hungary after the collapse
to save traditional Hungarian cul-
ture”.#® Lauding German -culture,
he continues that without German
education, culture itself would be
impossible and thus he had come
to Berlin to announce the creation
of a permanent cultural institution,
the Collegium Hungaricum, to “give
our spiritual cooperation an organ-
ic, that is, a continuous and living
form.

The Berlin Collegium Hungaricum
was the second of the 4 such institu-
tions which would be opened dur-
ing Klebelsberg’s tenure. The first,
in Vienna,*® opened in September of
1924; that of Berlin followed in 1925;
and in 1928 the Rome Collegium (re)
opened.’! A number of Hungarian
Institutes, seemingly smaller, less
well-funded, and with more mod-
est goals were also established in
Madrid, Warsaw, Amsterdam, and
Stockholm at the same time.*

The new tack in cultural diplomacy

was implemented not just in Ger-
many. In Italy as well, similar to the
Grosse Berliner Kunstausstellung,
within the Seconda Esposizione in-
ternazionle di belle arti dell citta di
Fiume/ The Second International
Exhibition of Fine Arts of the City
of Fiume, was a separate section la-
belled in the catalogue as the Espo-
sizione rappresentative del Regno
d’Ungheri followed by listing of the
Membri del Consiglio Nazionale di
Belle Art.>®

The show, an international exhi-
bition, did have foreign displays:
Yugoslavian, Czechoslovakian, Bul-
garian, and Polish, but they were
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presented as inherent constituent
sections of the show. The Hungarian
section though was listed separately
and it was given much more ink. It
is not clear if the works were shown
in their own, separate and distinct
spaces, or integrated with the rest of
the materials displayed.

The catalogue of the Fiume show
also featured a four-page essay, by
Béla Déry, one of the organizers and
a key figure in the Council. Unlike
the catalogue essays of previous ex-
hibits, this one did not dwell upon
the iniquities of Trianon or even
mention it. It focused instead on the
long-standing artistic and cultural
relationship between Hungary and
Italy.>*

Within the Hungarian section were
two separate displays. One was a se-
lection of works, approximately 35,
from the City Museum of Budapest,
which had been collecting art since
before the turn of the century.> The
second portion of the exhibition was
the Hungarian Representative Exhi-
bition which, in addition to over 200
works of art, also had about 50 piec-
es of Herend porcelain.

Hungarian Representative Exhi-
bition: Warsaw, 1927

While smaller versions of the Hun-
garian Representative Exhibition
were often annexed to other art
shows, the independent exhibit of
the early 1920s did continue. In both
cases, the organizers remained es-
sentially the same, the newly minted
Council having an almost identical
composition to that of the Executive
Committee for Foreign Art Exhibi-
tions that it replaced. And both: the
Council and Executive Committee
for Foreign Art Exhibitions were
under the Ministry of Religion and
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Public Education.

The year 1927, which saw the expi-
ration of the enabling legislation of
the Council, also saw an exhibition
of Hungarian Art in the Polish cap-
ital, Warsaw. The exhibition then
traveled to Poznan and to Cracow. In
Vienna, and, as already mentioned,
in Fiume, the exhibitions had Hun-
garian portions presented as part of
the larger more general exhibition.
In the case of Vienna, the Hungarian
portion was curated by Béla Déry,
as Royal Hungarian Government
Commissioner, Béla Ivanyi Grun-
wald, painter, and Dr. Sandor von
Jeszenszky, general secretary of the
Szinyei Society. Whatever role the
Council may have had is not noted,
though presumably Déry used his
position to his advantage.>®

In 1927, as the mandate for the
Council was ending, long-time
Council member and director of the
National Salon, Béla Déry produced
a history of the Council and its activ-
ities, particularly focusing on those
of the last year of its existence. His
book Miivészeti kidllitasok kiilfoldon
az 1927. évben: Warszawa, Poznan,
Krakoéw, Wien, Fiume includes Vien-
na and Fiume more for chronologi-
cal completeness than for compari-
son as the two shows were not only
rather small but, more important,
were not free-standing shows or-
ganized by the Council alone; they
were housed separately within the
larger overarching show.

In many ways, the Polish show of the
1927 was the ultimate fulfillment of
the Council’s goals of cultural diplo-
macy and represented the zenith
of its activity in form, in content,
and in purpose. Though there were
three different venues: Warsaw,
Poznan, Cracow, and the contents of
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the three shows did not vary great-
ly, the success of each show in its re-
spective venue did. As Déry relates,
each venue posed its own unique
political quandaries, especially Cra-
cow, where the various competing
local art societies —which controlled
the desirable art venues-- were con-
stantly feuding.

Déry places the origins to a show of
Polish Graphic Art in Budapest in
1926.57 The Polish Ambassador L.S.
Michalowski extended an invitation
to the Regent Miklos Horthy dur-
ing the opening of the Polish show.
Horthy accepted the invitation, then
delegated organization of the show
to the Fine Arts Council’s Foreign
Exhibit Committee. This commit-
tee, coordinating with the Council,
named a larger committee to super-
vise both the organization and ad-
ministration of the show.%

The exhibit itself consisted of 271
pictures and graphic works, repre-
senting about 90 artists. The works
themselves were drawn from a
range of sources, public and pri-
vate. For the purposes of organiza-
tion, the Director of the Budapest
Fine Arts Museum, Dr. Elek Petro-
vic, was seconded to the committee.
Through his connections, he seems
to have been able to secure loans
from a variety of private collectors,
such as Marcel Nemes, Count Gyula
Andrassy, Dr. Henrik Nador, Baron
Adolf Kohner, and Jozsef Wolfner.
A number of Hungarian art socie-
ties, such as the Szinyei Merse Pal
tarsasag/Pal Szinyei Merse Society,>
the Képzémiivészek Uj/ New Artists
Society, whose name is often abbre-
viated KUT,® as well as the Benczur
Tarsasag/ Benczur Society also par-
ticipated.

The first of the show’s three stops
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was Warsaw. As befit its political
and cultural significance, this was
also the most elaborate presenta-
tion of the works, within the build-
ing of the Towarzisztvo zachetny
Sztuk Pieknich/Polish Society for
the Encouragement of Fine Arts.
The size of the Society’s space al-
lowed the organizers to allocate
separate rooms for each of the par-
ticipating societies. The entrance to
each space was marked to indicate
the society displaying within. As
the work of the Benczur group was
so small, it shared the same room
as the historical exhibition. Déry
notes, however, that the catalogue
did not differentiate amongst the
artists’ associations, it simply listed
the participants alphabetically.

The show’s opening, as described by
Déry, demonstrated the diplomatic
and cultural significance the show
represented. Nationally and locally
significant Polish dignitaries, rang-
ing from the President of the Polish
Republic to the Foreign Minister to
Mayor of Warsaw as well as numer-
ous foreign Ambassadors: French,
American, English, Austrian, Bel-
gian, Italian, Dutch, Bulgarian, Dan-
ish, Brazilian, Estonian, Finnish,
Romanian, Swiss, Norwegian, and
Czechoslovak were all present. In
addition to the Hungarian organiz-
ers who traveled to Poland, the Hun-
garian Ambassador Sandor Belits-
ka, attended. Also present was Dr.
Adorjan Divéky, press attaché and
Hungarian history and language
lecturer at the Warsaw University, a
post he assumed in 1917, after hav-
ing spent two years at the Universi-
ty of Cracow as a lecturer in history.
In 1935, when a Hungarian Institute
formally opened in Warsaw, follow-
ing several years of the existence of
a Hungarian Library and Cultural
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Center, Divéky was named the first
director.

After a four-week run in Warsaw,
the show traveled westward to
Poznan, where it was housed in the
Greater Poland Museum/Wielkopol-
ski Muzeum. While the Poznan
opening was still festive, it was nei-
ther as grand nor as significant as
that of the Warsaw opening. Local
dignitaries, not national or interna-
tional, comprised the audience. The
show, which only ran for two weeks,
seems to have had the same content
as that of the Warsaw show.

The third, and final stop was the
formerly Austrian controlled city
of Cracow. A feud among the vari-
ous artists’ groups which controlled
exhibition space within the city al-
most prevented the show from tak-
ing place. However, as Déry writes,
it was only through the intervention
of the Mayor of Cracow and the Dis-
trict Vojvoda, that for the duration
of the Hungarian exhibition that
peace was achieved between the
parties, which had been feuding for
years.®

In Cracow, for technical reasons,
the planned reception for the invit-
ed guests from Budapest could not
take place. The Hungarian Ambas-
sador, Sandor Belitska, was present
though, as were the leading cultural
and intellectual figures of Cracow.
The Cracow stop was, like that in
Poznan, only two weeks long. A to-
tal of 7,141 visitors were recorded.

Déry’s final accounting of the Hun-
garian Representative Exhibition in
Poland shows that while the cultur-
al-diplomatic aspect was important,
as in the previous show, finances
remained significant as well. As he
sums up: total cost of transportation
and installation for the 135 days the
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show was up was 3025 peng6 (and
61 fillér). The show was viewed by a
total of 27,142 visitors, the vast ma-
jority in Warsaw. A happy result of
the show was the sale of 47 works,
of painting, graphic art, or applied
art, for a total of 12,840 pengd, when
the average laborer’s income was
1,000 pengo6 a year.

The choice of Poland as the venue
for this major demonstration of cul-
tural politics was deliberate. Hun-
gary and Poland have a long and
intertwined history dating back to
the 1300 and 1400s when there was
a physical union between the coun-
tries through the ruler. The Pol-
ish-Hungarian relationship, though
hoary, was also constantly renewed.
In 1848, Bem Joszef (Jozef Zachari-
asz Bem) offered his services to Ko-
ssuth and his revolutionary army.
Initially entrusted with the defense
of Transylvania and subsequent-
ly with command of the Székely
troops, Bem acquitted himself well.
Ultimately leaving Hungary with
the sundering of the 1848 Revolu-
tion and casting his lot with the Ot-
toman Turks (after accepting Islam)
he is nonetheless well-remembered
in Hungary, where he earned the
nickname Bem apé/Grandpa Bem.

In 1925, the 75" anniversary of
Bem’s death, the Hungarian Polish
Society commissioned a commem-
orative plaque for Bem in Buda-
pest, which was dedicated the next
year. The following year, 1926, saw
the founding of a Polish committee
to construct a monument and re-
bury Bem’s ashes in his homeland.
The next anniversary of his death,
December 11, 1927, marked the 77
years since his death and to mark
the occasion, the Hungarian Bem
Society organized a commemora-
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tive “Bem Day”. The following year,
1928, Bem’s ashes were reinterred
in Tarnow; the handling of them as
they passed through Hungary was
organized by the Bem Society.5?

While that element of their common
history fresh in mind, there was an-
other reason Poland was the site of
the great cultural diplomatic event.
In the immediate post-war era, Po-
land was Hungary’s nearest neigh-
bor with whom they did not have a
boundary dispute, even if Trianon
and other post-war treaties had re-
solved the issue and fixed “new”
boundaries.

The works displayed in the Polish
exhibition were rather different
than those of the Finnish/Estonian
exhibition, the last free-standing
Hungarian representative exhibi-
tion, as opposed to the Fiume, Ber-
lin, or Vienna exhibitions where,
while the organizer was the same,
fewer works were displayed, but,
more important, they were only
constituent parts of a much larger
exhibition.

Six of the artists of the Finnish ex-
hibition were also exhibited in Po-
land: Gyula Batthyany, Gyula Con-
rad, Istvan Csok, Aladar Edvi-Illés,
Oszkar Glatz, and Kalman Kato.
More significant than the artists
who had shown previously were the
newer artists displaying such as Vil-
mos Aba-Novak, Istvan Bosznay, or
Béla Ivanyi Grinwald, whose works
represent a new trend in Hungari-
an painting. The Polish show, un-
like any of the previous shows, or-
ganized display of the participants
by the artistic group with which
they were aligned. Three main
groups were shown in Poland: The
Szinyei-Merse Society founded in
1920; the Benczur Society founded
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in 1921; and the Képzémiivészek Uj
Tarsasaga (KUT), the most modern
of the groups. The artists exhibiting
in Poland also represented a turn
in Hungarian painting. While there
had been a violently modernist ten-
dency from the late teens until the
crushing of the Hungarian Soviet,
those artists who had allied them-
selves with the communists, such as
Lajos Kassak, Robert Bereny, or San-
dor Bortnyik, were forced into exile.
Kassak went to Vienna; Bortnyik to
Weimar, where he was associated
with, but not technically part of, the
Bauhaus. With the general amnes-
ty of 1925, they were allowed to re-
turn, though it was predicated upon
abjuring political activity. While the
artists returned, the styles that had
forced them into exile generally re-
mained abroad. They concretized
their forced journeyman years in
their work once they returned. Bort-
nyik for instance, adopted many of
the pedagogical ideas of the Bau-
haus and founded his own school,
the Mthely/ Workshop, often re-
ferred to as the “little Bauhaus”.

But these were not the artists nor
the art displayed in Poland. These
“modern” works in Poland were
still representational. Hungary dis-
played the modernism of Cezanne
and the Impressionists, not the mod-
ernism of Picasso and Moholy-Nagy.

Exhibition of Modern Art: Nurem-
berg 1928

Similar to the way Bem bound Po-
land and Hungary, Albrecht Direr
bound Germany and Hungary.
Direr’s father, Albrecht Senior, em-
igrated to Germany from the small
Hungarian town of Ajtos. In Ger-
many, his original Hungarian last
name, Ajtosi (meaning from or of
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Ajtos) was translated to Turer or
Durer.%

The year 1928 saw the four hun-
dredth anniversary of Durer’s
death. A series of Diirer events were
organized to celebrate that quadri-
centennial in Germany as well as
in Hungary. Coordination though,
was not between States, not be-
tween Germany and Hungary, but
between Nuremberg, Direr’s home-
town, and Budapest, though there
was support from the Ministry of
Religion and Public Education, both
Minister Klebelsberg himself, as
well as Kertész and Déry. While the
Council does not seem to have been
formally administering the exhibi-
tion, their presence and participa-
tion are apparent.

The Mayor of Nuremberg, Dr. Her-
mann Luppe, along with the Nurem-
berg City Council organized a series
of celebrations of the great German
Renaissance Artist and hometown
boy. As part of this celebration, an
exchange was organized between
Nuremberg and Budapest. Nurem-
berg hosted a “Hungarian Week”
while Budapest was the site of a
“Nuremberg Week”. In addition to
concerts, operas, and dance per-
formances, a series of exhibitions
were organized. In Budapest these
included a general exhibition, an
exhibition of Nuremberg’s Schools
and Culture,’> as well as an exhi-
bition of “Old and New Art” which
was shown in the Nemzeti Salon,
premier art exhibition venue of the
City.*¢

As part of the Nuremberg’s Ungar-
ische Woche, parallel events were
organized: concerts, plays, and
dance performances. There was also
an art exhibition, the Ausstellung
neuzeitlicher ungarischer Kunst/
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Exhibition of Contemporary Hun-
garian Art.%” Organized by Profes-
sor Franz Traugott Schulz, the show
was the product of a longer sojourn
of his in Budapest, where he made
contacts with various artist organ-
izations, such as the Szinyei-Merse
Society, the Benczur Society, and
KUT but also numerous studio vis-
its. While there was initial skep-
ticism about a foreigner selecting
Hungarian art for display abroad,
it was overcome, and the show was
ultimately embraced by Budapest’s
artistic community. Schulz’s organ-
izational work, in Hungary and in
Nuremberg, was aided by Erwin
von Kormendy (Kormendi-Frim
Ervin, 1885-1939) a Hungarian
painter then residing in Nuremberg
who was also a member of KUT. As
the title of the show indicates, the
focus of the show was modern art,
but as a prologue, there was a small-
er retrospective portion of the show,
organized by Dr. Alexius Petrovics,
General Director of the Hungarian
Museum of Fine Arts. This included
works both from the Museum itself
and from well-known private col-
lections.%®

A highlight of the commemora-
tion was a visit by close to 600 of
the leading citizens of Nuremberg.
Arriving by chartered train, they
first celebrated in Budapest and
then travelled on a pilgrimage to
Ajtos where a festive banquet was
held. The significance of this vis-
it — its political importance to Bu-
dapest and Hungary — can be seen
in the commemorative medal pro-
duced at the time. Designed by the
renowned Hungarian medal artist,
Jozsef Reményi, on the obverse the
medal shows a man wearing tradi-
tional Hungarian festive garb (Disz-
magyar) holding a shield with the
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Nuremberg coat of arms, shaking
hands with a German in medieval
garb, holding a shield with the Bu-
dapest coat of arms. Encircling them
is the phrase “The Capital City of Bu-
dapest Warmly Welcomes its Guests
from Nuremberg”.®® The reverse
has a traditionally-dressed Hungar-
ian Huszar with a flag and shield on
which is the date 8-15/9; to his left is
1929. Encircling him is the German
phrase “Welcome in Budapest”.”

The Germans produced several com-
memorative medals, but they were
focused on Diirer, his achievement,
and his Germanness, not the his re-
lationship to Hungary.. One medal
for instance, produced by the Bavar-
ian State Mint, features Diirer’s well-
known self-portrait on the obverse,
encircled by the caption “Albrecht
Direr-Jahr Nurnberg”. The reverse
has the door of Diirer’s coat of arms
and the so-called “small seal” of the
city of Nurnberg below the phrase
“Ehrt Eure deutschen Meister!” a
quotation from Richard Wagner’s
opera, Die Meistersinger von Nurn-
berg. A number of similar medals
seem to have been produced.

The intellectual product of the
Durer-jahr is extensive. In Hungary,
a number of publications, dedicated
to the commemorative year but also
to underscoring Durer’s relation-
ship with Hungary were produced:
Diirer-literature in Hungary, 1800-
1928, Diirer on the Occasion of the
Four- Hundredth Anniversary of his
Death or Albrecht Diirer, 1528-1928:
Also an Attempt at a Hungarian
Diirer Bibliography.™

The Hungarian art exhibition,
housed in the Norishalle, consist-
ed of about 420 works, divided into
two groups. There was a small “Ret-
rospective portion” of 65 objects
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from 16 artists, with works of old-
er Hungarian masters, such as Mi-
chael Munkacsy, Pal Szinyei-Merse,
or Simon Hollosy, drawn from the
collection of the Fine Arts Museum.
But the main feature was the “Liv-
ing Art” section, which, with slight-
ly more than 100 artists exhibiting
400 works, constituted the bulk of
the exhibition and was significantly
larger than exhibitions of the previ-
ous years. Several of the artists had
also exhibited in Poland’ but there
were also numerous artists for
whom this was a first time showing
in an exhibition associated with the
Council.”

Again, the works of the exhibition
are not profoundly abstract; there
is the loose brushwork of modern-
ism, the deliberate countervailing
use of color, and a movement away
from studio-bound history or reli-
gious paintings, but there are still
clearly objects at the base of each
image. A total of 18 works, paint-
ing and sculpture, were purchased
by the Nuremberg City Museum.’
With the exception of some confis-
cated in the 1930s as “Degenerate”
and one lost during bombing in the
War, they still remain in the City’s
Collection.

The Nuremberg show of contem-
porary Hungarian art was the last
great such independent Hungari-
an show of the decade. At the time
little was made of the exhibition
in the Hungarian press; it is often
only mentioned in passing. But it
is precisely the mundaneness of
the reception of this exhibit which
demonstrates the success of the pro-
gram of Hungarian Representative
Exhibitions. No longer was Hunga-
ry an outsider, decrying the iniqg-
uities of history, but rather, it had
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taken its place among the nations of
Europe as an equal. The pain of the
forced border revisions continued —
throughout the interwar period var-
ious groups advocated for changing
the borders” — but the government
shifted its focus to forging alliances
rather than pushing complaints.

The theme of this issue is “Objects
on the move”. In the case of the Hun-
garian Representative exhibitions,
the objects in motion are not neces-
sarily individual paintings or sculp-
tures, but rather, the concept of an
exhibition. Organized by the same
governmental ministry over the
course of the two decades, the Hun-
garian Representative exhibitions’
materials changed over time even
as the format remained essentially
the same. In the course of the 1920s,
the focus, the ultimate theme of the
exhibitions, changed from the pain-
ful national trials of Hungary under
the iniquitous Treaty of Trianon, to
the uniqueness of Hungarian art, to
the role of art and art exhibitions as
cultural ambassadors.

Through the 1930s, as Hungary
tried to navigate between the Scylla
of Nazi Germany and the Charybdis
of Fascist Italy, this cultural diplo-
matic role of the exhibitions took on
a greater and greater significance.
This object that moved, the exhibi-
tions, also branched across the At-
lantic, finding a home in the United
States. Beginning in 1930, a series
of exhibitions, never as large as any
iteration of the Hungarian Repre-
sentative Exhibition of the previous
decade, were held in venues across
the United State. This was a clear
demonstration of the Hungarian
government’s belief that it was not
just objects that could be moved,
but minds as well.
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Magyar Reprezentativ 1920
Catalogue Name

Laszl6 E. Baranski
Gyula Batthany
Andor Basch
Erné Beli Voros
Agost Benkhard
Géza Bornemisza
Istvan Bosznay

Gyula Conrad
Dénes Csanky
Istvan Csok
Jené Csuk
Béla Déry
Aladar Edvi lllés

Karoly Ferenczy
Oszkar Glatz
Ferenc Hatvany
Béla Ivanyi-Grunwald

Kélman Kato

Ervin (sic) Kérmendi—Frimm
Aladar Korosféi Kriesch

Gyula Kosztolanyi Kann

Cézar Kunwald

Laszlé Mednyanszky
Roébert Nadler

Istvan Réti
Jozsef Rippl-Roénai
Gyula Rudnay
Lajos Szlanyi
Odén Szmrecsanyi

Elemér Vass
Janos Vaszary

Holland 1921
Catalogue Name

Laszl6 E. Baranski
Gy. Batthyany
Andor Basch

Ernd v. Béli Voros
Agost Benkhardt

Géza v. Bornemisza

Istvan Bosznay

Gyula Conrad
Dénes Csanky
Istvan Csok
Jendé Csuk
Béla v. Déry
Aladar Edvi-llliés

Karl Ferenczy
Frigyes Frank
Ferencz Gaal
Oszkar Glatz
Ferenc Hatvany
B. Ivanyi-Grinwald

Kalman Katé
L. v. Kézdi-Kovacs
E. Kérmendi-Frimm
A. Korosféi-Kriesch
Jozsef Koszta

Gy. Kosztolanyi-Kann

Géza Kovesdy
Lajos v. Kunffy
Cézar Kunwald

L. Mednyanszky
Rébert Nadler

Istvan Réti

Jozsef Rippl-Roénai
Jozsef Gyula Rudnay

Lajos Szlanyi

Odén v. Szmrecsanyi

Elemér Vass
Janos v. Vaszary
Istvan Zador

Finland Estonia 1922

Warsaw 1927
Catalogue Name
Wilhelm Aba Novak
Edward Ballo

Catalogue Name

Ede Ballé
Laszl6 E. Baranski

Gyula Batthyany Juljusz Batthyany

Andor Basch
Ern6 Béli-Voros

Géza Bornemisza
Stefan Bosznay
Rudolf Burghardt
Juljusz Conrad

Gyula Conrad
Dyonizy Csanky

Istvan Csok Stefan Csok
Jend Csuk
Béla Déry Déry Béla

Aladar Edvi-lllés Aladar Edvi lllés

Adolf Fényes

Frigyes Frank

Ferenc Gaal

Oszkar Glatz Oskar Glatz
Béla Ivanyi Grinwald

Kalman Kato Kalman Katé

Laszl6 Kézdi-Kovacs

Aladar Korosféi-Kriesch

Géza Kovesdy

Laszlé Mednyanszky

Janos Vaszary

75

Nuremberg 1929
Catalogue Name
Wilhelm Aba-Novak

Julius Batthyany
Andor Basch

Geza Bornemisza
Rudolf Burghardt

Dénes Csanky
Istvan Csok

Béla Déry
Aladar Edvi lllés
Adolf Fényes
Karoly Ferenczy
Frigyes Frank

Oskar Glatz
Ferenc Hatvany
Béla Jvanyi-Griinwald
Péter Kalman

Eugen Kérmendy

Josef Koszta
Gyula Kosztolanyi

Lajos Kunffy
Caesar Kunwald

Laszl6 Mednyanszky
Rébert Nadler
Karoly Patké
Isaak Perlmutter
Stefan Réti
Jozsef Rippl-Rénai
Julius Rudnay
Lajos Szlanyi

Péter Szlle
Elemer Vass
Johann Vaszary
Stefan Zador

Appendix 01: Locations and date of Artists exhibiting in 3 or more Representative Exhibitions.
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Endnotes:

1 This project has been generously supported by the Center for the History of
Collection of the Frick Collection, the Botstiber Institute for Austrian-American Studies,
Fulbright Hungary, and the Fashion Institute of Technology.

2 For clarity and uniformity, Hungarian names will be presented in the traditional
western format: first name, last name. However, names will not be translated, so Szinyei-
Merse Pal will be presented as Pal (not Paul) Szinyei-Merse.

Kertész trained as an architect at Budapest’s Technical University. At the turn of the
century, he was best known for his work in researching foreign architecture, having
travelled to the Far East during his student years. He produced articles and books about
Ceylonese, Japanese, and Far Eastern architecture. He, along with Gyula Svab, collected
plans for traditional folk houses. Kertész, Svdb 2011. His interest turned to national
architecture in the late teens, when he authored Nemzeti epitomiveszet/National
Architecture. He designed the objects and setting for the coronation of Karoly IV.: Kertesz
1917. Kertesz began working in the Ministry of Religion and Public Education in 1908 as
a consulting architect; from 1922-1934 he headed the Fine Arts Section and served as
State Secretary.

3 Déry 1921; 1927.

4 Nékam 1935.

5 Nagy 2011; 2015; 2017; 2021.

6 Gerencsér 2018.

7 Klebelsberg 1925; 1927; 1930a;1930b; 1930c; Glatz, 1969; 1971; Kiss 1998; Herzog

2003; Ujvary 2009; 2013; Klein, Huszar 2023.

8 Hungarian participation in the Venice Biennale has been well documented in:
B4di 2014.

9 This issue and the complex relationship among various constituent nationalities
of Austro-Hungary is thoroughly and deeply discussed in: Clegg 2006.

10 Commonly referred to as “white” as opposed to communist “red” forces.

11 The pervasiveness of Trianon revanchism has been explored in: Zeidler 2002.

12 Albert 2024.

13 These are the representative exhibition [ know of: 1920 Budapest; 1922 Amsterdam

and Gravenhage; 1922 Stockholm; 1922 Finland and Estonia; 1924 Vienna (this is listed in
the accompanying catalogue as the “Ninth” exhibition, but it is not clear if each individual
showing of the exhibition, i.e. in two cities within the same country during the same tour,
count as one or two exhibits for the organizers); 1927 Warsaw; 1929 Oslo.

14 The activity of the Kriegspressequartier or the Sajtéhadiszallas as the Austrian
and Hungarian offices were, respectively, are dealt with is: Kollros, Pils 2014; Colpan et al.
2015; Reichel 2016. The work of Hungarian artists in particular is explored in: Réka, Sziics
2014.

15 Tentoonstelling van werken... 1917.

16 Déry, Banyasz, Margitay, 1912. Foreward.
17 Déry, 1927, p. 3.

18 “Vilag”, February 14, 1920, p. 8.

19 Magyar kulturanak egyik legerdsebb fegyvere a képzémiivészet, nemcsak lazért,
mert ez ndlunk igen magas nivén all, hanem mert a nyelve internacionalis és igy mindenki
altal megérthet6. A kidllitds gazdasagi jelentsége is igen fontos és remélhetjiik, hogy
mivészeink j6 kulfoldi valutdhoz fognak jutni. Ami a magyar miivészet nyugat felé vald
torekvését illeti, err6l csak azt mondhatom, hogy ennek fliggetlennek kell lenni minden
politikai orientaciotol. Azt el kell ismerni, hogy a francia miivészet kétségteleniil mindig
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I
vezetGje volt a modern pikturanak, de ebbe a miivészeti motivumokon kiviil semmilyen
politikai. “Magyarorszag”, November 21, 1920, 5.

20 “Magyarorszag”, November 21, 1920, 5.

21 “Orszag-Vilag”, 40 (56), December 5, 1920, p.1.
22 Dery 1921 p. 10; Badi, p. 15.

23 “Orszag-Vilag”, December 5, 1920, p. 585.

24 The current disposition of the pieces which, at the time, belonged to the Fine Arts
Museum is not known.

25 While there is an extensive bibliography of works on the Andrassy family,
grandfather, father, and son, it focuses more on their political activity rather than their
collecting. Of the collectors listed here, Nemes was the best known, and to date the most
studied. See: Simegi 1975; Tiiskés 2008; Németh 2011; 2012; Wéber 2013.

26 Mitargyakat 1919. Further investigation of the show and its aftermath can be
found in: Juhdsz 2019a; 2019b.

27 Lyka 1920, p. 11.
28 This article will focus primarily on the artists showing, not the works shown.

29 Little material about sales at the shows exists. Several articles do mention total
overall sales but do not break it down to individual pieces.

30 “De Hongaren betoonen zich knappe figuurteekenaars en het in stemming
brengen van bonte landschappen is een qualiteit, die slechts weinigen met hen gemeen
hebben”; De Standaart, May 22, 1920, p. 3.

31 Listed as Maurus Goth and Eduard Telcs in the catalogue. Catalogus... 1921, n. p.
32 See footnote 13.
33 Ban later wrote a book on the Finnish-Estonian Hungarian relationship. Ban 1928.

34 Magyar muvészeti kidllitas... 1922.

35 There is both a Finnish- and an Estonian-language version, as there is for every
aspect of the catalogue, from title to organizers to the names of the works themselves.
They seem to be identical.

36 Nayttelyn Unkarilainen Toimikunta/ Naituse Ungari Toimkond.

37 One of the more interesting members of the committee is the Finnish-born
sculptor Yrjo Liipola. Having fled Finland to avoid conscription, he settled in Hungary,
working as both sculptor and translator. In 1934, he returned to Finland, where he resided
until his death in 1971.

38 Unkarilainen... 1922, p. 12.
39 Unkarilainen... 1922, p. 12.
40 Unkarilainen... 1922, p. 12.

41 A discussion of the long-term relationship between the Hungarians and the Finns
can be found in: Numminen, Nagy 1985. See also: Richly, 2021. Also Egey, 2010.

42 The overall history of Turanism is dealt with in: Kessler 1967, particularly chapters
6 and 7.

43 Unkarilainen... 1922, p. 13.

44 The artists common to both shows were: Laszlé E. Baranski (2 works), Gyula
Batthyany (2 works), Andor Basch (4 works), Ernd Béli-Voros (2 works), Gyula Conrad (7
works), Istvan Csok (2 works), Jen6 Csuk (4 works), Béla Déry (4 works), Aladar Edvi-Illés
(4 works), Frigyes Frank (1 work), Ferenc Gaal (2 works), Oszkar Glatz (1 work), Kdlman
Kato (2 works), Laszlé Kézdi-Kovacs (1 work), Aladar Korosféi-Kriesch (12 works), Géza
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Koévesdy (1 work), Laszlo Mednyanszky (2 works), and Janos Vaszary (4 works),

45 For a general history of Go6doll6 see: Gellér, Keserii 1987. More focused studies of
the work of Godoll6 are Keserii 1988; 1993.
46 Klebelsberg (1875-1932), a trained attorney, served as a member of Parliament,

Interior Ministry (1921-1922), and for almost a decade, (1922-1931) served as Ministry of
Religion and Public Education. During his tenure he instituted numerous educational
reforms, both at the primary school level as well as at the University level, including
instituting a system of scholarships for University students. A number of research and
cultural institutions were called into being during his term as minister: the Biological
Research Institute on the shores of Lake Balaton, as well as a series of Hungarian Collegia
and Institutes abroad.

He is also considered the father of the numerus clausus, the limiting of the number of Jews
in Hungarian higher education. See: Karady, Nagy 2012.

47 Grosse Berliner 1925, p. 83.
48 Klebelsberg 1925, p. 343.
49 Klebelsberg 1925, p. 344.
50 Ujvary 1994; 1998.

51 The Rome location had been the Fraknoi Historical Institute from its founding in
1894. In 1912, a newly constructed second building housed the Fine Arts Academy. With
the fall of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, use and possession of the buildings was disputed.
In 1928, Klebelsberg acquired the Palazzo Falconieri, which became the home to the Royal
Roman Hungarian Academy, which incorporated both the Fraknoi Institute and Pontifical
Hungarian Ecclesiastical Institute in the City. For more on the history of the institute see:
Ujvary 1995; 1996; 2008. Also: Molndr, Toth, Campbell 2016.

52 There seems to be little mention in the Hungarian press about the institutes, as
opposed to the larger Collegia, and when they are mentioned, it seems to be mostly in
passing.

53 Seconda esposizione... 1927, pp. 64-71. The exhibition is briefly discussed in:
Glavocic¢ 2019.

54 Déry, 1927 p. 14.
55 Fitz, Foldes, Mattyasovszky 2014.

56 The Vienna exhibition, 48. Jahresausstellung der Genossenschaft der Bildenden
Kiinstler Wiens noted that the last exhibition of Hungarian Art in the Kinstlerhaus, of
1924, remained well-remembered. Grosse Kunstausstellung 1927, p. 4.

57 Déry 1927, p. 9. The show to which he refers produced a catalogue: Az elsé
budapesten... 1926.
58 The committee members overlap greatly with the membership of the Fine Arts

Council: President:

Mr. K. Kertész Robert State Secretary; Vice presidents: Oscar Glatz and Floris Korb; Council
rapporteur: Dr. Lajos Tihamér; Foreign exhibition committee speaker: Dr. Aladar Hadasz;
Member of the Council responsible for organizing: Béla Déry. Members of the foreign
exhibition committee: Lajos Agotai, Edward Ballo, Zoltan Balint, Dr. Elemér Czako, 0doén
Farago, Dr. Tibor Gerevich, Istvan Groh. Kalméan Gyorgyi, Rezs6 Hikisch, Janos Horvai, Dr.
Jen Lechner, Miklds Ligeti, Dr. Pal Majovszky, Géza Mardti, Dr. Elek Petrovics, Istvan Réti,
Jozsef Rippl Ronai, Jézsef Rona, Miksa Roth, Zsigmond Kisfaludi-Strébl, Ferenc Szablya-
Frischauf, Istvan Szentgyorgyi, Edward Telcs, Istvan T6th, Janos Vaszary, Gyula Walder
and Gyorgy Zala. Déry 1927, p. 10.

59 A brief history of the Society and its activities can be found in: Vargyas 2021.
60 This acronym is a pun as well, Kut meaning well or spring. The history of the
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group has been well-explored by Anna Kopdcsy in a variety of works: Kopdcsy 1997; 2015.

61 Mar mar lehetetlenné volt téve a magyar kiallitdsnak Krakkdban valo bemutatasa,
amikor azonban Krakkd varos polgarmestere és a kertleti vojvoda komoly kozbelépése a
magyar kiallitds tartamdra békét teremtett az évek ota harcold felek kozott azzal a
formuldval, hogy a Sztuka igazgatdja eltavolitdsaval jar6 mozgalmakat a miivészek
felfliggesztik, de a magyar kidllitas 0sszes szervezési, fogadasi és installaciés munkalatait
a miivészek maguk fogjak végezni. Déry 1927, p.18.

62 The interest in Poland remained through the 1930s. Two volumes published in the
1930s demonstrate this continued interest: Kertész 1934; 1938.

63 For Bortnyik’s own description see: Bortnyik 1928. For a more formal analysis:
Bakos 2003.

64 Ajto is Hungarian for door; ajtos, an adjective would be “doorish.” A loose
translation to German would be tiirer. The interchanging of “T” and “D” is a common
spoken German trope. Today, in Hungary, Albrecht Junior is still proudly referred to as
Ajtosi-Diirer. Diirer’s coat of arms features a door as one of the decorative elements.

65 Niirnbergi 1929.

66 Schulz et al. 1929.

67 Katalog 1929.

68 Katalog 1929, p. 5.

69 Budapest Székesfévaros Szeretettel Koszonti Vendégeit Nirnberg Varosabol.

70 Willkommen in Budapest. The medal can be seen on the site of the Hungarian
National Gallery: https://mng.hu/mutargyak/82157/.

71 Hoffmann 1928; Vardai 1928; Albrecht Diirer... 1928.

72 Vilmos Aba-Novak, Ede Ballo, Gyula Batthyany, Geza Bornemisza, Desz6 Burghardt,
Dénes Csanky, Istvan Csok, Béla Dery, Aladar Edvi Illés, Oszkar Glatz, and Béla Ivanyi
Grunwald.

73 A more complete history of the exhibition and Dr. Luppe’s role in its creation can
be found in: Curtius 2021, especially pp. 125-44.

74 Aslisted in the Museum’s archive: Aurél (Aurel) Bernath Blumentopf, 1928; Frigyes
Frank, Terrace, 1928 (confiscated as Degenerate, 1937); Oskar Glatz, Mddchen mit kleinem
Huhn, 1925; Peter Kalman, Familienkonzert, 1928; Erzsébet K. Fejérvary, Blumenstilleben
mit chinesischer Vase, 1918; Ervin von Kormendy, Sonniger Weg, 1929; Joset Koszta, Vor
dem Fenster, before 1929; C. Paul Molnar, Verkiindigung, 1927; Desider Orban, Dom in
Eger, 1928 (confiscated as Degenerate, 1937); Karl Patko, Toilette, 1928; Desider Pécsi Pilch,
Schlof$ in Fontainebleau, 1927; Isaak Perlmutter, Kinder in der Stube, 1913; Imre Szobotka,
Selbstbildnis, 1921 (confiscated as Degenerate, 1937); Janos Vaszary, Mddchenkopf, before
1929. The sculptures purchased were: Janos Pasztor, Abschied, 1906; Istvan Szentgyorgyi,
Brunnenfigur, 1928; and Sigmund Kisfaludi-Strobl, Mddchenakt (knieend), 1925 (destroyed).

75 The culture of interwar revisionism is explored in: Zeidler 2002.
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