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This dissertation examines the debate over the ‘Slovak Question’ from a transatlantic
perspective, through the relationship between Slovaks, Americans of Slovak heritage, and United
States and Czechoslovak policymakers. It shows how Slovak national activism in America
helped establish among the Slovaks a sense of independent identity and national political
assertion through a transatlantic exchange of ideas and transatlantic political and culture
organization. This transatlantic national activism provided a disruptive influence that helped
sabotage Magyarization before World War | and then Czechoslovakization afterwards.

Relatedly, this dissertation considers questions of United States diplomacy. The American
influences on Slovak national identity transmitted by the Slovak-Americans led Slovaks on both
sides of the Atlantic to perceive the United States and Slovakia as natural allies. This dissertation
shows, however, how anti-democratic mentalities and negative stereotypes about the Slovaks led
the American foreign policy establishment to ignore a valuable source of input among Slovaks
and Slovak-Americans and to overlook Slovakia in the framework of larger events. It uses the
Slovak case to illustrate how U.S. policymakers left themselves with fewer options in altering the
direction of the major European conflicts of the 20th century by overlooking conditions in the

smaller states of Central and Eastern Europe.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

This dissertation examines the debate over the ‘Slovak question’ from a transnational and
diplomatic perspective, through the relationship between Slovaks, Americans of Slovak heritage,
and United States and Czechoslovak policymakers. Despite their relatively small population and
minor geopolitical influence, the Slovaks were an important, yet heretofore under-examined,
factor in the major events in Central Europe in the early twentieth century. The ‘Slovak
Question’ played a relevant role in the conflicts over national identity in Central Europe,
particularly during the breakup of Austria-Hungary after World War I and during the national
crisis in Czechoslovakia leading to the Munich Agreement and World War II. The Slovak
Question also played a role in the communist coup in Czechoslovakia in 1948, when the Czechs
voluntarily elected a communist government while a majority of Slovaks rejected communism.

A transatlantic component also contributed to these events, through relationships between
Slovaks in Slovakia and Slovaks in America, as well as in direct diplomatic relations between
Czechoslovakia and the United States. This dissertation will show how transatlantic migration
was essential to the development of the Slovak Question itself. Slovak national activism in
America helped establish among the Slovaks a sense of independent identity and national
political assertion through a transatlantic exchange of ideas and transatlantic political and culture
organization. Images of American democracy transmitted from Slovaks in the United States also
encouraged Slovak leaders to embrace democratic federalism as a component of Slovak identity.
This transatlantic national activism provided a disruptive influence that helped sabotage
Magyarization before World War I and then Czechoslovakization afterwards, although it also

provided, in contrast, a missed opportunity for a more functional Czech-Slovak relationship.



Relatedly, this dissertation will also consider questions of U.S. diplomacy. The American
influences on Slovak national identity transmitted by the Slovak-Americans led Slovaks on both
sides of the Atlantic to perceive the United States and Slovakia as natural allies. This dissertation
will show, however, how anti-democratic mentalities and negative stereotypes about the Slovaks
led the American foreign policy establishment to ignore a valuable source of input among
Slovaks and Slovak-Americans and to overlook Slovakia in the framework of larger events. It
will provide examples of how U.S. policymakers limited their options in altering the shape and
direction of the major European conflicts of the 20th century by overlooking conditions in the
smaller states of East Central Europe, which all started due to conflicts over the region.

By measuring the influence of the Slovaks in America, I will show how a transatlantic
perspective affects the general historiographical arguments about the Slovaks and United States-
Czechoslovak relations. Examining the Slovak Question from the dual perspectives of
immigration and diplomacy offers ways to explore seminal events through different levels of
foreign relations, and sheds much light on important issues such as national identity formation,
international and transnational relationships, popular influences on international diplomacy, and
the significance of small nations in American diplomacy. The Slovak Question is, thus, critical

to understanding significant developments in American and European history.

An Introduction to the Slovak Question
The ‘Slovak Question’ (Slovenska otdzka) had its roots in the national revolutions in East
Central European in the 19" century that challenged the region’s historical multi-ethnic empires
in favor of state organizations based upon particularistic ethno-cultural identities. The territory of

modern Slovakia had been a part of the Kingdom of Hungary from the 10th century, but a



growth of a particularistic Slovak national identity in the 18th and 19th centuries spurred
increasing Slovak national activism in favor of greater cultural and political autonomy within the
kingdom. This development conflicted with a similar experience among the politically dominant
nation in Hungary, the Magyars, who, experiencing their own national consolidation, decided to
pursue a process of ‘Magyarization’ to pressure Hungary’s non-Magyar minorities, including the
Slovaks, to identify as Magyars in order to alleviate national conflict and to assure loyalty to the
kingdom. Magyarization policy mandated the use of the Hungarian language, put restrictions on
the learning and use of the Slovak language and on the organization of Slovak national
institutions, and linked upward social mobility to assimilation. These limitations on Slovak
national development spurred Slovak nationalists in Slovakia and abroad, who, unlike the
Magyars, were linguistically and ethnically Slavs, to consider alternative state organizations.
With the reorganization of East Central Europe after World War I, Slovak nationalists
ultimately joined with counterparts in the neighboring and closely related Czech nation to split
from Austria-Hungary and form the new state of Czechoslovakia in 1918. From a strategic and
economic point of view, the union of the Czechs and Slovaks made sense for both sides.
Together they maintained greater strength in population and resources than they did
independently. Economically, the mix of Slovak agriculture and Czech industry held potential
for an effective internal balance that would benefit both sides. Furthermore, where the Slovaks
gained access to Czech experience with economic modernization, the Czechs gained access to
the important Danube trade network that passed through Slovakia. The Czechs and Slovaks are
also very similar ethnically and linguistically, which many Czechs and Slovaks believed would
facilitate a natural cooperation between the two nations. Nevertheless, a lack of a common

political history prior to 1918 and core differences in their cultural development made the two



peoples in many ways recognizably different. As a result, from 1918 to 1993, the Slovak
Question festered as a debate within former Czechoslovakia between proponents of greater
Slovak self-determination in a federalized state and those, mostly Czech but also some Slovaks,
who supported greater centralization under the federal government in Prague.

Prior to the creation of the new state, most Slovaks had only limited connections with the
Czechs, being separated geographically by the Tatra Mountains and existing under different
political entities. While most of the Czechs had lived in the independent kingdom of Bohemia
until their absorption into the Austrian portion of the Habsburg Empire in the 16" century,
Slovakia had remained under the control of Hungary since the 10" century. The social situation
of the Czechs in Austria had likewise proven more favorable than that of the Slovaks in
Hungary. Whereas the Czechs had experienced extensive industrialization, Hungary was late to
economic modernization and poor economic conditions limited Slovaks upward mobility from
the peasantry, while the Hungarian state funneled the more profitable opportunities to other
nationalities (particularly Magyars, Germans, and Jews). A religious war in the 15" century led
by the revolutionary Hussite movement against the Catholic Church also led the Czechs to
embrace a high degree of secularization entering the modern era, and the Hussite movement
became a symbol of Czech nationalism. Alternatively, most Slovaks remained devout Catholics
and village priests were among the few Slovaks who could gain an education while maintaining
a Slovak national identity. Accordingly, these priests became the guardians of Slovak culture and
Slovak nationalism became linked to Slovak Catholicism. By the start of the twentieth century,
the Slovak population therefore consisted largely of poor peasants who were mostly pious

Catholics—although with a notable Lutheran minority who were important in codifying the



Slovak literary language—compared to the more modern, secular Czechs. The Czech population
was also more than triple that of the Slovaks.

These differences set the stage for conflicting visions over the position of the Slovaks in
the new state. The Czech nationalist founders of Czechoslovakia hoped to unify the Czechs and
Slovaks within an undifferentiating ‘Czechoslovak’ national identity manifested within a
centralized state governed from the Czech cultural and political capital of Prague. Many of its
supporters believed the Czechs and Slovaks were the same people, identified by their similar
languages and ethnicity. The Czechoslovak concept, however, also had hegemonic components.
Czech nationalist leaders generally perceived the Slovak peasantry, in its social structure and
religiosity, as uneducated, backward, and anti-Modern and, thus, inferior to their own image of
the Czechs as the modern jewel of Central Europe. The Czech older brother would take the
Slovak under his wing and develop him up to Czech standards of modernity in society, culture
and government, and in the process teach him to become Czech or ‘Czechoslovak.” Czech
nationalists received support in this view from a minority of Slovaks, mostly Lutherans and
religious seculars who had left Hungary to study in Prague or elsewhere in Czechia. The Czech
nationalists and the Slovak centralists legitimized this framework through a state ideology, which
this study will refer to as ‘Czechoslovakism.’

While Czechoslovakism gained widespread popular and official support among the
Czechs, it remained an elusive concept in Slovakia. Whereas the Czechs framed the joining of
the two peoples as the reunion of two long-lost kin, many Slovaks thought that their different
historical experience had made them a different people. Slovak nationalists also openly resented
the sense of superiority presented by Czech nationalists concerning the Slovaks. The

Czechoslovakists thus met ample resistance from Slovak nationalists. Slovak nationalists felt that



they had joined with the Czechs on a basis of partnership, where the two sides recognized one
another as separate and equal partners in the state. Accordingly, Slovak nationalists wanted
recognition of an independent Slovak identity, with expectations of a federal relationship that
acknowledged Slovak cultural uniqueness, and granted the Slovaks civic equality and autonomy
over Slovak domestic affairs. So-called Prague centralism (Pragocentrizmus) thus became a
point of ire for Slovak nationalists, and fermented a general mistrust of the Czechs among many
Slovaks, who felt that the Czechs had misled them in the formation of the state. The Slovak
Question therefore became both a political debate over regional jurisdiction and an existential
one over Slovak identity. It came to haunt the republic from the founding of the state in 1918
until the peaceful ‘velvet divorce’ between the two nationalities in 1993.

20™ Century Slovakia®

—  Boundary of the Hungarian Kingdom, 1918 Cracow

Boundary between Slovakia and o
Subcarpathian Rus’, 1928-1938

——— Boundary of Slovak state, 1939-1944

[
b

.}
===== Houndary of Slovakia, 1945- {

Major concentration of Slovaks, ca. 1900 C

¥/ SUBCARPATHIAN
i Uzhhorod RUS*

fUihorod)

\__—==~Chop
4 (<]

Rimavska '/
Sobota ,~=
o, ’ Saj

"
L -
N |
Miskolc
Midkovec)
& — Komarmo /v,.'\
O e ™ — ZTeT
LT Komdrom 5 & Eimn.a?fmq-l' L
Budapest /
{Budapedi) &
H u N [ A R Y 0 = g
. | == -
0 50 kilometars

Scale 1:3 300 00D

opyright © by Paul Acken Magonl

! Paul Magocsi, Historical Atlas of Central Europe (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 2002), 144.



Historiography

Given the impact of national identity formation on the modern world, scholars have
widely considered the topic. The pervasive ‘modernist’ school of the study of nationalism,
conceptualized by scholars such as Benedict Anderson and Eric Hobsbawn, attempted to
discredit traditional ideas about national identity by showing it as an artificial, modern
construction designed to consolidate modern state power. The modernist works are persuasive
primarily due to the reality that many world nationalities did not manifest until the 19th century
or later and because they provide useful perspectives about the interrelationship between national
concepts and state power.” The Slovak case nevertheless challenges the modernist conceptions.
Scholars such as Anthony D. Smith, Robert Wiebe, and Azar Gat have shown how national
identity has played a legitimate, and important, role in maintaining cultural heritages rooted in
earlier ethnic ties and historical memories, and in forging community and solidarity where other
modern conceptions failed.” The Slovak case highlights how the psychological, spiritual, and
cultural influences of nationalism are rooted in tangible (albeit often mythologized) components
such as cultural tradition, historical memory, and power conflict. Despite ethnic and linguistic
similarities between the Czechs and Slovaks, Slovak nationalism formed based on socio-
economic and religious qualifications, as well as the limited shared political history between the
Czechs and Slovaks prior to the 20th century. The Slovaks likewise faced an alternate, and very

persuasive, identity formation, Czechoslovak, that offered clear material and security benefits

? For examples, see: John Breuilly, Nationalism and the State, 2" Ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1994. Ernest Gellner, Nations and Nationalism (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1983). Benedict
Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism, Revised Ed. (London:
Verso, 1991). Eric J. Hobsbawm, Nations and Nationalism since 1780: Programme, Myth, and Reality, 2" (.
(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1992). Andreas Wimmer, Nationalist Exclusion and Ethnic Conflict:
Shadows of Modernity (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2002).

3 Anthony D. Smith, Ethnic Origins of Nationalism (Oxford, UK: B. Blackwell, 1987). Robert Wiebe, Who
We Are: A History of Popular Nationalism (Princeton: Princeton University, 2002). Azar Gat, Nations: The Long
History and Deep Roots of Political Ethnicity and Nationalism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013).



and the hegemonic mechanisms of the state clearly behind it. Yet, Slovaks largely rejected
Czechoslovak identity in favor of a particularistic Slovak identity, placing a higher value on the
potential loss of its distinct spiritual and cultural elements. Accordingly, the Slovak case shows
how nationalism is also a cultural defense of the weak as much as a justification for dominance
by the strong, as large numbers of Slovaks were willing to sacrifice greater security in favor of
local self-rule and the sustainment of an independent national identity.*

History on the Slovaks in the English language has been sparse compared to other
nations. This is hardly a surprise given the Slovaks are a small nation in a region overshadowed
by two powerful ones, Russia and Germany. This reality has also been due to the numerous
scholars of Czechoslovakia who overlook the Slovaks in favor of the Czechs, as well as the
difficulties in accessing source materials before the fall of Central European communism in
1989. The past two decades have nonetheless seen an increasing number of works dedicated to
the Slovaks. Among these histories, questions of Slovak national identity remain at the forefront.
The historiography divides largely between those historians treating Slovak particularism as a
foregone conclusion and those who present it, in the modernist framework, as arising simply out

of circumstance.” While this literature is useful for providing context for the events considered in

* This reality is born out amply in Central and Eastern European, which featured numerous failed’ national
constructions, such as ‘Czechoslovak,” ‘Yugoslav,” or even ‘Russian’ among many of Russia’s national minorities.

> This dissertation will flesh out some of the historiographical debates in more detail within the study.
Among the considerations of the Slovak Question in the European context, see: Stanislav Kirschbaum & Anne
Roman, eds. Reflections on Slovak History (Toronto: Slovak World Congress, 1987). Carol Skalnik Leff, National
Conflict in Czechoslovakia: The Making and Remaking of a State, 1918-1987 (Pinceton: Princeton University Press,
1988). Robert B. Pynsent, Questions of Identity: Czech and Slovak Ideas of Nationality and Personality (Budapest;
New York: Central European University Press, 1994). Joseph A. Mikus, Slovakia: A Political and Constitutional
History (Bratislava: Slovak Academic Press, 1995). Peter A. Toma & Dusan Kovac, Slovakia: From Samo to
Dzurinda (Stanford, CA: Hoover Institution Press, 2001). Stanislav J. Kirschbaum, A4 History of Slovakia: The
Struggle for Survival, 2nd ed. (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005). Jan Rychlik, “Czech-Slovak Relations in
Czechoslovakia, 1918-1939,” in Czechoslovakia in a Nationalist and Fascist Europe, 1918- 1948, eds. Mark
Cornwall, R.J.W. Evans (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 13-26. Mary Heimann, Czechoslovakia: The State
that Failed (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2009). Alexander Maxwell, Choosing Slovakia: Slavic Hungary,
the Czechoslovak Language and Accidental Nationalism (London: Tauris Academic Studies, 2009). Elisabeth



this dissertation, almost all of it focuses on Slovakia from a domestic point of view. Some of
these historians acknowledge the Slovak-Americans in passing, but almost exclusively regarding
the First World War. By focusing on the role of American Slovaks, I will provide an expanded,
transnational perspective to this literature.

What is immediately noticeable by those examining the topic is that Slovaks in America
themselves, either by laymen historians or Slovak academic historians in exile following the
Second World War, produced the vast majority of the scholarship on the Slovak-Americans
before the 1980s. These works were largely institutional histories designed to maintain a
historical memory of Slovak-American organizations and activities.® The past two decades,
however, have seen an expanded variety of academic histories on the Slovak-Americans. A few
of these works have attempted to update institutional histories of Slovak American organizations,
such as Vladimir Baumgarten and Joseph Stefka’s history of the National Slovak Society. Other
historians have considered broader historical concerns, including Mark Stolarik’s study of
Slovak immigrant social experiences, June Granatir Alexander’s examination of Slovak-
American Churches, and Robert M. Zecker’s study of Slovak conceptions of ‘whiteness.”’

Much like the general histories of Slovakia, several works on the Slovak-Americans have

dealt with questions of national identity and national activism. Their writers were directly

Bakke, “Czechoslovakism in Slovak History,” in Slovakia in History, eds. Mikulas Teich, et al (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2011), 247-268.

6 Among many examples, see: Philip A. Hrobak, “50 Years of the Slovak League of America,” Slovakia, 7,
2 (June 1957), 10-18. Constantine Culen, “Slovak Emigration,” Slovakia, 8, 2 (March 1958), 49-55. Joseph Pauco,
ed., Sixty Years of the Slovak League of America (Middletown, PA: Slovak League of America, 1967). Jozef Pauco,
Slovenski Priekopnici v Amerike (Cleveland: Prva Katolicka Slovenska Jednota, 1972). Joseph C. Krajsa, ed.,
Slovaks in America: A Bicentennial Study (Middletown, PA: Slovak League of America, 1978).

" R. Vladimir Baumgarten & Joseph Stefka, The National Slovak Society: 100 Year History, 1890-1990
(Pittsburgh: National Slovak Society, 1990). Thomas J. Shelley, Slovaks on the Hudson: Most Holy Trinity Church,
Yonkers, & The Slovak Catholics of the Archdiocese of New York, 1894-2000 (Washington, D.C.: Catholic
University of America Press, 2002). Marian Mark Stolarik, Immigration and Urbanization: The Slovak Experience,
1870-1918 (New York: AMS Press, 1989). June Granatir Alexander, The Immigrant Church and Community:
Pittsburgh's Slovak Catholics and Lutherans, 1880-1915 (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1987). Robert
M. Zecker, Race and America’s Immigrant Press: How the Slovaks were Taught to Think Like White People (New
York: Continuum, 2011).
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involved in the politics of the Slovak Question of the periods I study and wrote these works with
the purpose of promoting Slovak-American efforts. Thus, these histories are more suitable as
primary sources. They are nonetheless valuable for providing details about Slovak-American
political behavior. Among these works, Konitantin Culen’s history remains the standard study on
Slovak-American identity and national activism before World War I.* More recent studies have
taken a variety of approaches. Gregory Ference has shown how different social conditions led to
different experiences in American between Slovak and Czech immigrants, and how the Slovak-
American press served as vehicle for national identity formation and national activism. June
Alexander in turn released the seminal work on Slovak-Americans and American identity that,
by examining the ebb and flow of ethnic activism, showed how Slovak-American identity
formed around the goal of retaining Slovak culture while embracing an American civic identity.’
Most of these histories are limited to considerations of the Slovak-Americans within the
American context. Alexander, for example, devotes little consideration toward Slovak-American
efforts to influence events in the homeland. My dissertation expands these viewpoints by
showing how Slovak-American nationalists blended American concepts into their ideas of
Slovak national identity, and how migration between the United States and Slovakia and the
building of transatlantic political and cultural organizations geared toward buttressing Slovak

nationalism transferred these concepts to Slovaks in Slovakia. By taking this approach, my

¥ The Czechoslovak Genealogical Society recently republished Culen’s history in English. Konstantin
Culen, History of Slovaks in America, trans. Daniel C. Necas (St. Paul, MN: Czechoslovak Genealogical Society,
2007). See also: Karol Sidor, “The Slovak League of America and the Slovak Nation’s Struggle for Autonomy,”
Slovakia 17, 40 (1967), 29-62. Peter P. Hletko, “The Slovaks and the Pittsburgh Pact,” Slovakia 18, 41 (1968), 5-54.
Joseph Pauco, “American Slovaks and the Beginnings of Czecho-Slovakia,” Slovakia, 16, 39 (1966), 63-75.

? Gregory C. Ference, “Slovak Immigration to the United States in Light of American, Czech, and Slovak
History,” Nebraska History, 74 (Fall/Winter 1993), 130-135. Gregory Curtis Ference, Sixteen Months of Indecision:
Slovak American Viewpoints Toward Compatriots and the Homeland from 1914 to 1915 as Viewed by the Slovak
Language Press in Pennsylvania (Selinsgrove, PA: Susquehanna University Press, 1995). Robert M. Zecker,
Streetcar Parishes: Slovak Immigrants Build their Nonlocal Communities (Selinsgrove: Susquehanna University
Press, 2010). June Granatir Alexander, Ethnic Pride, American Patriotism: Slovaks and Other New Immigrants in
the Interwar Era (Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press, 2004).
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dissertation will follow trends that have shown the impact of migration and immigrant
populations on national identity.

Much of the literature considering transfer of American culture and ideas abroad has
nevertheless focused on the transfer of American culture through government policies and
economic organizations, largely to present the process as American cultural imperialism.'® My
dissertation challenges this concept, showing how a transfer of American ideas and culture was
often voluntary, based on positive images of the United States and a sense of national liberation
among Slovak-Americans, and that it occurred in spite of a broad disinterest by Washington.

There has been a wide range of literature examining migration from transnational
perspectives, much of which considers migration’s impact on national identity. This majority of
this literature focuses, however, on how transnational linkages support the sustainment of ethnic
identity among ethnic minorities instead of assimilation.'' Much fewer works have examined
how migrant communities changed their homelands through the transfer of new conceptions of
national identity from abroad. Jani Marjanen emphasizes how general concepts of national
identity and language have long travelled across borders and influenced the way individual
nations framed their particular identities. Other scholars have examined this phenomenon in
particular contexts. Donna Gabaccia and Mark Choate’s respective studies on Italian migrants
show how emigration served as a catalyst for the creation of an Italian national identity, as
Italians from different regions went abroad, they interacted with one another and unified in a

common culture in the face of being national minorities. Elise Féron and Brigitte Beauzamy

1 For example, see: Jessica C. E. Gienow-Hecht, “Cultural Transfer,” in Explaining the History of
American Foreign Relations, 2™ ed., eds. Michael J. Hogan & Thomas G. Paterson (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2004). Reinhold Wagnleitner, Coca-colonization and the Cold War: The Cultural Mission of the
United States in Austria after the Second World War (Chapel Hill : University of North Carolina Press, 1994).

' For example, see: Paul Kennedy & Victor Roudometof, eds. Communities Across Borders: New
Immigrants and Transnational Cultures (London: Routledge, 2003). Waltraud Kokot, et al, eds. Diaspora, Identity,
and Religion: New Directions in Theory and Research (London: Routledge, 2004).
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outline how both Irish Nationalists and Irish Unionists built international organizations and
appealed to transnational identity concepts to nationalize their respective views on Northern
Ireland. Other studies include Nhi T. Lieu’s examination of how Vietnemese-American
consumer and popular culture challenged traditional and communist prerogatives in Vietnam,
and Caroline Hughes’ study on how an embrace of western conceptions of the nation state
among Cambodian émigrés emboldened efforts to establish a unified ‘Kmer Nation.’ 12

Scholars such as Donald Pienkos and Julianna Puskas have studied national activism on
behalf of the homeland among Polish- and Hungarian-Americans respectively, but each presents
these efforts self-contained within America, and only go so far as to say that the homeland used
them as a resource. This approach is similar to the one taken by M. Mark Stolarik in his article
on American and Canadian Slovak national activism in the twentieth century. Stolarik overviews
American and Canadian Slovak efforts to advance Slovak autonomy, but simply frames this
effort parallel to events in Slovakia. My dissertation takes this topic a step further by showing
how Slovak-American activism actually influenced Slovak national identity. The closest parallel
is an article by Jarostaw Rokicki where he argues that the ideas of Polish martyrdom and the

“fighting Pole” were a product of Polish-Americans transferred back into Poland."

2 Jani Marjanen, “Undermining Methodological Nationalism: Histoire croisée of Concepts as
Transnational History,” in Transnational Political Spaces: Agents-Structures-Encounters, eds. Mathias Albert, et al
(Frankfurt: Campus Verlag, 2009), 239-262. Donna Gabaccia, “Is Everywhere Nowhere?: Nomads, Nations, and the
Immigrant Paradigm of United States History,” Journal of American History, 86, 3 (Dec 1999), 1115-1134. Mark 1.
Choate, Emigrant Nation: The Making of Italy Abroad (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2008). Elise Féron &
Brigitte Beauzamy, “The Internationalization of Community Conflicts and the Construction of Transnational
Solitaries: The Northern Irish Case in a Comparative Perspective,” in Transnational, 89-115. Nhi T. Lieu, The
American Dream in Vietnamese (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2011). Caroline Hughes,
“Democracy, Culture, and the Politics of Gate-keeping in Cambodia: The Transnation Goes Home,” in
State/Nation/Transnation: Perspectives on Transnationalism in the Asia-Pacific, eds. Brenda Yeoh & Katie Willis
(London: Routledge, 2004), 197-217.

" Donald E. Pienkos, For Your Freedom Through Ours: Polish American Efforts on Poland’s Behalf,
1863-1991 (Boulder: East European Monographs, 1991). Julianna Puskas, Ties that Bind, Ties that Divide: 100
Years of Hungarian Experience in the United States (New York: Holmes & Meier, 2000). M. Mark Stolarik, “The
Slovak League of America and the Canadian League in the Struggle for the Self-determination of the Nation, 1907-
1992,” Slovakia, 39, 72 & 73 (2007), 7-35. Stolarik also produced an earlier study of the topic focusing on the First
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The broader literature on United States diplomacy with East Central Europe has not
attempted to blend transatlantic elements as I pursue in this dissertation. The historiography on
the topic also does not fit precisely into the broader revisionist/traditionalist/realist division
among diplomatic historians. In general, the broader histories of U.S. foreign policy in Europe
treat East Central Europe as little more a pawn in the great power conflicts. There have
nonetheless been a handful of studies focused on U.S. diplomacy in the region."* The revisionist
treatment of the region as vassals of American economic imperialism does not hold up to close
scrutiny, given Washington’s broad disinterest in the region until the late 20" century. As such,
the traditionalist image of the region as a victim of German and the Soviet power ambitions, and
not the United States, dominates the literature. A few historians of the region have embraced the
realist perspective that U.S. acquiescence of the region was largely justified, subservient to
geopolitical concerns and a need to focus on larger, more powerful states. Bennett Kovrig’s
survey of U.S.-East European relations in the Cold War and Lorainne Lees’ study of U.S.
support for Yugoslav neutrality both argue that the United States had limited options, but that
Washington developed policies over time that allowed for a gradual normalization with the

region that contributed to the eventual 1989 revolutions.'” Other studies have taken an alternate

World War. M. M. Stolarik, “The Role of American Slovaks in the Creation of Czecho-Slovakia, 1914-1918,”
Slovak Studies, 8, Historica 5 (1968), 7-82. Jarostaw Rokicki, “National Symbols Restructured: Polish Ethnic
Groups in the United States of America,” in The FEuropean Emigrant Experience in the USA, eds. Walter Holbling
and Reinhold Wagnleitner (Tiibingen: Gunter Narr, 1992), pp111-126.

" In contrast to the American perspective, studies on Soviet and German relations with East Central Europe
have been much more prevalent. For examples, see: Igor Lukes, Czechoslovakia Between Stalin and Hitler: The
Diplomacy of Edvard Benes in the 1930s (New York: Oxford University Press, 1996). Eduard Miihle, ed., Germany
and the European East in the Twentieth Century (New York: Berg, 2003). Gerhard Wettig, Stalin and the Cold War
in Europe: The Emergence and Development of East-West Conflict, 1939-1953 (Lanham, MD: Rowman &
Littlefield, 2008). Robert L. Nelson, ed. Germans, Poland, and Colonial Expansion to the East: 1850 through the
Present (Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan, 2009). Vladimir Tismaneanu, ed. Stalinism Revisited: The
Establishment of Communist Regimes in East-Central Europe (Budapest: Central European University Press, 2009).

" For example see: Lynn Etherridge Davis, The Cold War Begins: Soviet-American Conflict over Eastern
Europe (Princeton: Princeton University, 1974). Bennett Kovrig, Of Walls and Bridges: The United States and
Eastern Europe (New York: New York University, 1991). Lorraine M. Lees, Keeping Tito Afloat: The United
States, Yugoslavia, and the Cold War (University Park: Pennsylvania University, 1997).
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view that the United States lacked true interest or understanding of East Central Europe and
adopted ineffective long-term policies and reactionary responses to watershed events there.
These histories range from Victor Mamatey and Aviel Roshwald’s respective histories showing
how the national political movements guided American policy during the First World War
toward their own power interests at the expense of a working order in region, to Neal Pease’s
history describing Warsaw’s failed attempts to gain American support in the interwar period.
Accordingly, many histories show meager American responses to crises points in the Cold War
caused by misunderstanding of the region, including Igor Lukes’ examination of the Communist
Coup in Czechoslovakia in 1948, Charles Gati’s study of the 1956 Hungarian Revolution, and
Gunter Bischof’s consideration of the Prague Spring in 1968.'° My dissertation falls in this latter
view, showing how negative stereotypes and misunderstanding of the Slovaks led the United
States to overlook where it might have had a positive influence.

My dissertation differs from these more traditional studies in that it considers the
influence of Slovak transatlantic activism on American-Czechoslovak diplomatic relations, a
topic that historians have yet to broach. Only a few historical works have considered the Slovaks

in U.S. diplomacy prior to 1993, with the most literature dealing with either the World War II

' For examples see: Victor S. Mamatey, The United States and East Central Europe, 1914-1918: A Study
in Wilsonian Diplomacy and Propaganda (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1957). Geir Lundestad, The
American Non-policy Towards Eastern Europe, 1943-1947: Universalism in an Area Not of Essential Interest to the
United States (Tromso: Universitetsforlaget, 1975). Walter Ullmann, The United States in Prague, 1945-1948 (New
York: Columbia, 1978). Jan Karski, The Great Powers and Poland 1919-1945 (Lanham, MD: University Press of
America, 1985). Stephen A. Garrett, From Potsdam to Poland: American Policy toward Eastern Europe (New
York: Praeger, 1986). Neal Pease, Poland, the United States, and the Stabilization of Europe, 1919-1933 (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1986). Aviel Roshwald, Ethnic Nationalism and the Fall of Empires: Central
Europe, Russia, and the Middle East 1914-1923 (New York: Routledge, 2001). Debra J. Allen, The Oder-Neisse
Line: The United States, Poland,and Germany in the Cold War (Westport, CN: Praeger, 2003). Charles Gati, Failed
Hllusions: Mascow, Washington, Budapest, and the 1956 Hungarian Revolt (Washington, D.C.: Woodrow Wilson
Center, 2006). Glinter Bischof, ““No Action:” The Johnson Administration and the Warsaw Pact Invasion of
Czechoslovakia in August 1968,” in The Prague Spring and the Warsaw Pact Invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968,
eds. Gilinter Bischof, et al (Lanham: Lexington, 2010). Igor Lukes, On the Edge of the Cold War: American
Diplomats and Spies in Postwar Prague (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012).
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Slovak Republic or Slovak exiles during the two world wars and the Cold War.'” The only
exceptions are an early work by Victor S. Mamatey on the role of the Slovak-Americans during
World War I diplomacy and Walter Ullman’s brief consideration of the Slovaks in his survey of
American policy in Czechoslovakia during the early Cold War. Although these studies are
limited in scope, each of them reveals American disinterest in the Slovaks, and a favoring of
Czech nationalists instead.'® This dissertation will show this reality in a more complete fashion.
Among similar studies regarding other nationalities from Central and Eastern Europe,
only works on Polish-Americans suggest any positive influence. The perspectives on other
nationalities reflect either ambivalence or otherwise outright hostility from U.S. policymakers."”
The general works on U.S. ethnic influence on foreign policy show a similar divide, although
most trend toward the view that immigrant lobbying has influenced American foreign policy.
Tony Smith, for example, argues that ethnic groups have had a negative influence on foreign
policy. He claims that they have held a greater proportional influence than the size of their

populations warranted and have influenced policy at the expense of the best interests of the

17 Stefan Polakovi¢ & Frantiek Vnuk, Zahranicné’ akcie na zdchranu o obnovenie slovenskej
samostatnosti (1943-1948) (Lakewood-Hamilton: Slovak Research Institute of America, 1988). Joseph Mikus, “The
Diplomatic Service of the Slovak Republic,” Slovakia, 2, 2 (Aug 1952), 38-41. FrantiSek Vnuk, Slovenska Otdazka
na Zapade v Rokoch 1939-40 (Cleveland: Prva Katolicka Sovenska Jednota, 1974). FrantiSek Vnuk, “Prvé kroky
Slovenskej diplomacie (Marec 1939 — Februar 1940),” in Tvorcovia Nového Slovenska, ed. Joseph Stasko
(Cambridge, ON, Canada: Friends of Good Books, 1982), 169-199. Milan S. Durica, The Foreign Policy of the
Slovak Republic (Padova: Edizioni Lint, 1984). Milan Hauner, “Beginnings of the Czechoslovak Government in
Exile 1939-1941,” in Exile in and from Czechoslovakia during the 1930s and 1940s, , eds Charmian Brinson &
Marian Malet (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2009), 103-132. Jan Rychlik, “The Slovak question and the resistance
movement during the Second World War,” in Slovakia in History, 193-205. Francis Dostal Raska, Fighting
Communism from Afar:The Council of Free Czechoslovakia (Boulder: East European Monographs, 2008). Prokop
Tomek, “The Highs and Lows of Czech and Slovak Emigré Activism,” in Anti-Communist Minorities in the U.S.:
Political Activism of Ethnic Refugees, ed. leva Zake (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2009), 109-126.

' Victor S. Mamatey, “The Slovaks and Carpatho-Ruthenians,” in The Immigrants' Influence on Wilson's
Peace Policies, ed. Joseph P. O'Grady (Lexington: University of Kentucky, 1967), 224-249. Ullman, United States.

1% Pienkos, For Your Freedom. Anna D. Jaroszynska-Kirchmann, The Exile Mission: The Polish Political
Diaspora and Polish Americans, 1939-1956 (Athens, OH: Ohio University Press, 2004). Myron B. Kuropas, The
Ukrainian Americans: Roots and Aspirations 1844-1954 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1991). Myron B.
Kuropas, Ukrainian-American Citadel: The First One Hundred years of the Ukrainian National Council (Boulder:
East European Monographs, 1996). Puskas, Ties. Lorraine M. Lees, Yugoslav-Americans and National Security
during World War II (Urbana and Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 2007).
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general population. Alexander Deconde in turn argues that ethnic groups succeeded by providing
an impetus for policy and by utilizing electoral politics to build support, and John Radzilowski
shows the role that political émigrés played in anti-communist efforts, through intelligence
gathering and propaganda organizations such as Radio Free Europe.”’ A few works offer counter
arguments. Joseph P. O’Grady, examining immigrants during WWI, noted that the Polish and
Jews had success where others had little, but he attributed this success to ethnic leaders, such as
Ignacy Jan Paderewski for the Poles and Lewis Brandeis for the Jews, who made connections
with top-level policymakers. O’Grady argued that popular efforts achieved very little. Albert
Mamatey made a similar argument, crediting any influence gained by the Slovaks to Czech
leader Jan Masaryk. Stephen Garrett, in his survey of U.S. foreign policy toward Central and
Eastern Europe during the Cold War, likewise argues that U.S. policymakers mostly disregarded
Central European ethnic activists in practice, even while feigning support for votes or using them
as an excuse in negotiations with Moscow. In his view, these groups were too widespread
geographically and uncoordinated to have influence beyond local congressional representatives,
while the foreign policy professionals saw themselves as above such democratic sentiment.”!
This dissertation falls in line with the view that American policymakers, particularly
among the foreign policy establishment, were largely inclined to ignore immigrant lobbying. It

will also link Slovak-American lobbying efforts to questions of Slovak-American national

2 Tony Smith, Foreign Attachments: The Power of Ethnic Groups in the Making of American Foreign
Policy (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2000). Alexander DeConde, Ethnicity, Race, and American
Foreign Policy: A History (Boston: Northeastern University Press, 1992). John Radzilowski, “Introduction: Ethnic
Anti-Communism in the United States,” in Anti-Communist, 1-24.

2 Joseph P. O'Grady, “Introduction,” in Immigrants’, 1-29. Mamatey, “The Slovaks,” in Immigrants, 224-
249. Garrett, Potsdam. A few recent works have shown this picture in reverse. Kristofer Allerfeldt, for example,
presents the Treaty of Versailles as a key factor in encouraging American immigration restrictions of the 1920s.
Donna Gabaccia also argues that the treatment of immigrants serves as a microcosm of American mentalities in
foreign policy, giving the examples of American empire building the late 19th early 20th as spurring openness to
immigration, while isolationist sentiment after WWI spurred xenophobia. Kristofer Allerfeldt, Beyond the Huddled
Masses: American Immigration and the Treaty of Versailles (London: 1.B. Tauris, 2006). Donna R. Gabaccia,
Foreign Relations: American Immigration in Global Perspectives (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2012).
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identity, to show how these efforts to influence American policy influenced Slovak-American
perceptions of their American and Slovak identity, as well, how American foreign policy
prerogatives influenced the views among policymakers of the Slovak-Americans. Moreover, by
embracing a limited degree of counterfactual analysis, it shows how Washington bypassed a

useful source of information that would have benefited its foreign policy.
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Chapter 2

Slovak-Americans and the Czech and Slovak independence movements in World War |

The Slovaks were part of the wave of ‘new immigrants’ in the late 19" and early 20™
century. Coming to the United States from an environment promoting Slovak denationalization,
Slovaks used this opportunity to develop their unique national identity, and regular movement
back and forth between Slovakia and the United States allowed a constant transfer of ideas,
organizations, and money to bring this development back to the homeland. This process led to an
active campaign to assert national rights within Hungary organized from America. With the
outbreak of World War I, this activism against the Magyars advanced a step further and linked
with the Czech movement led by Thomas Masaryk. The Slovak-Americans served as a vital part
of the Czecho-Slovak revolution, although they prioritized Slovak autonomy in the political
arrangement. The Slovak-Americans remained fixed on asserting their independence and proving
their worth as a nation, while also balancing these expressions with their newly developed
identity as Americans. Nevertheless, the Slovak-American’s ability to guide the direction of the
Slovaks within the Czecho-Slovak revolutionary movement became more and more limited as
their efforts became subsumed by the larger Czech organizations. The Czech nationalist leaders
would instead exploit them for their own benefit while keeping Slovak ideals for independent

identity and political autonomy at arm’s length in the building of the Czechoslovak state.

The Slovak-Americans before World War I: An Overview
The Slovaks in many respects were emblematic of the ‘new immigrants’ that entered the
United States in the late 19" and early 20" century. Coming from Central Europe as citizens of

Hungary, they left behind a difficult peasant lifestyle to try to find new opportunities in America,
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mostly in the industrial workforce. A large number of these Slovaks were emigrants, who earned
and saved money for several years before returning to their families in Slovakia, where they
reestablished with a financial cushion from their American earnings. Many travelled back and
forth several times. Others, however, embraced their American experience, choosing to stay in
their adopted country, bringing their families with them.**

Broadly speaking, this experience effectively entwined the history of Slovakia with that
of the United States. This is in large part due to relatively high number of Slovaks who migrated
in proportion to their total population. The Slovaks were most likely the second largest migrant
group to enter the United States from East Central Europe during this period, behind the Polish.
Most historians place the general estimate for the Slovak population in the United States at over
650 thousand, between a quarter and a third of the population of Slovakia at the time. The
majority of these Slovaks went to the industrial belt stretching from New York up through
Wisconsin, with the largest populations settling in Pennsylvania and Ohio.” Because of this high
volume of migration relative to their total population, the Slovaks in the United States had a

significant effect on the economics, society, and politics of the Slovak homeland.

*2 For more on this period of immigration, see: John E. Bodnar, The Transplanted: A History of Immigrants
in Urban America (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985). Matthew Frye Jacobson, Whiteness of a Different
Color: European Immigrants and the Alchemy of Race (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1998). Christina
A. Ziegler-McPherson, Americanization in the States : Immigrant Social Welfare Policy, Citizenship, & National
identity in the United States, 1908-1929 (Gainesville: University Press of Florida, 2009). June Granatir Alexander,
Duaily Life in Immigrant America, 1870-1920 (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 2007). Donna R. Gabaccia,
Immigration and American Diversity: A Social and Cultural History (Oxford, UK: Blackwell, 2002).

3 The precise numbers are difficult to establish due to the methods of categorization used by the United
States for most of this period, but the 1920 census calculated the total number of native Slovak speakers in the
United States at that time as 619,866. The Slovak population remained below other more populous European groups
such as the Germans, Irish, and Italians, but they migrated in larger numbers than the Czechs did, whose immigrant
population totaled around 350 thousand during the same period. The states with the largest Slovak populations were
(in order): Pennsylvania, Ohio, New York, Illinois & New Jersey, while the cities with the largest populations were
(in order): Cleveland, New York City, Pittsburgh, Chicago, Wilkes-Barre, PA. Joseph Stasko, Slovaks in the United
States of America: Brief Sketches of their History, National Heritage and Activities (Cambridge, Ont, Canada: Good
Books, 1974), 41-45, 69. Stolarik, “Role,” 7-82. Ference, “Slovak Immigration,” 130-135.
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In the United States, their experience was also much like other migrants from the period.
They faced the difficulties of moving into the industrial environment, of adapting to new
conditions and new ideas, and of finding their place among pre-existing American citizens and
their fellow migrants from other locations. For those that settled for the duration in the United
States, this adjustment was largely addressed through the consolidated their own institutions,
including schools, churches, press, and fraternal organizations.24 For example, historians June
Alexander and Robert Zecker have shown how churches were particularly central for Slovak-
Americans, both Catholic and Protestant denominations, serving as the foci for the organization
of culture, education, and society in the United States, as well as providing the core linkage to
their communities back in Slovakia.> It should thus prove unsurprising that clergymen played an
important leadership role for Slovak-Americans, including in politics.

Fraternal organizations, alternatively, provided the core point of Slovak national
organization on a national scale. These organizations helped Slovak laborers become acclimated
to American life and provided them social security through insurance programs. They also led
efforts to promote Slovak culture and national identity, pursued side-by-side with promotions of
Americanization. They organized Slovak cultural activities but they also encouraged Slovak
immigrants to learn English, and to embrace American democracy and its perceived culture of
enterprise and hard work. The fraternal organizations also provided the primary linkages for

Slovaks from different parts of the United States with each other, particularly among the

* Mark Stolarik has produced the most encompassing study of the early periods of Slovak Immigration.
For more, see: Stolarik, Immigration. Joseph M. Kirschbaum, “Slovak Emigration to the U.S. in the Context of
Slovak History,” Furdek, 20 (1981), 69-79. Culen, “Slovak Emigration,” 49-55. Gilbert Oddo, Slovakia and Its
People (New York: Robert Speller & Sons, 1960), 327-338.

*> The Slovak populations in Slovakia and in the United States were predominantly Catholic, but also
included a much smaller, albeit influential Protestant minority. Religion also served as a major point of division
among Slovaks, with Slovak Catholics, Protestants, and non-believers bringing their biases and conflicts along with
them from the homeland. For more on Slovak churches in America, see: Alexander, Immigrant Church. Zecker,
Streetcar, 116-159. James J. Zatko, “Slovaks in the USA,” Slovakia 16, 39 (1966), 41-62.
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leadership. By serving this role, fraternal organizations provided the structures for the
development of national Slovak-American politics. The first long-standing Slovak fraternal was
founded in February 1890, the non-denominational National Slovak Society (NSS) based in
Pittsburgh. A Catholic alternative, the First Catholic Slovak Union (FCSU) out of Cleveland,
followed shortly thereafter in September 1890. Other fraternal organizations soon followed,
including Protestant specific ones such as the Slovak Evangelical Union (SEU), founded in 1893
in Freeland, Pennsylvania, but also Women'’s alternatives such as the Zivena Beneficial Society
and the First Catholic Slovak Ladies Union (FCSLU), both founded in 1891. This process also
saw the arrival of the Sokols, Gymnastic organizations that served a similar cultural role as the
fraternal bodies for Slovak-American youth.

Next to fraternal organizations, the Slovak press in America, rooted in such core paper as
Jednota, Narodné Noviny, Slovak v Amerike, and New Yorsky Dennik, was critical to uniting
Slovak-Americans.”’ The fraternal organizations founded and ran many of the major papers, but
other, generally smaller, publications also buttressed the Slovak-American press. The Slovak
press in the United States was the primary method of communication among the Slovak-
Americans on a national scale. They were the means by which the Slovak groups and individuals
in America explained their objectives and ideas, and arranged meetings and other organized

activities. They were also an educational and intellectual spearhead, producing many books

%6 Religious conflict among the Slovak-Americans spurred these competing organizations. Slovak-
American businessman Peter Rovnianek originally founded the NSS as a non-denominational organization with the
idea of it serving the entirety of Slovak-Americans. Catholic Priest Steven Furdek, however, feared its secular based
organization would encourage a loss of religious values amongst the Slovak-Americans and formed the FCSU as a
competitor. The central fraternal organizations remained exclusive to males during this time, although they
welcomed the founding of women’s equivalents with which they closely cooperated. The Zivena linked to the NSS,
while the FCSLU to the FCSU. Stephanie O. Husek, “Slovak American Fraternal, Cultural, and Civic Organizations
to 1914,” in Slovaks in America, 23-38. Jan Pankuch, History of the Slovaks of Cleveland and Lakewood, trans.
Rasto Gallo (Cleveland: Czechoslovak Genealogical Society International & Western Reserve Historical Society,
2001), 29-30, 34-38. Stolarik, “Role.” Zecker, Streetcar, 160-210.

27 There were more than 250 unique Slovak serial publications produced during the period of this study,
although most did not last long. For a complete list of Slovak-American papers produced up to 1975 see: M. Mark
Stolarik, “Slovak-American Newspapers, 1885-1975,” Slovakia, 32, 58-59 (1985-86), 34-70.
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along with their serial publications. As such, the Slovak-American newspapers provided the
basis for the spread and promotion of Slovak national culture in the United States and for the
promotion of Americanization among the Slovak-Americans. As providers of news, they also
linked the United States at large and to events in the homeland, for example, presenting
American conceptions of democracy as frameworks for Slovak political organizations in
Hungary.” The Slovak-American press regularly communicated with the Slovak press in
Slovakia to share journalistic contributions. According to Slovak-American historian Draga
Pauco, these connections were critical in assuring that the Slovak-Americans continued to
“consider themselves an inseparable unit of the Slovak ethnic family, and an integral part of the
Slovak nation itself.” It was therefore not surprising that newspapermen held a key place among

the top Slovak-American leaders.*’

Slovak-American National Activism before World War 1

The politics of national identity dominated Slovak-American political activism. Historian
Donna Gabbacia has shown how the experience of immigrating into the United States, and the
forced categorization it established, played a major role in the forming national identities of
many new immigrants, even where they might not have had them upon entering. This is most
certainly true of the Slovaks. In fact, this was a point that Slovaks themselves embraced as a
defining point of their own historical image. The Slovak historian Francis HruSovsky, for
example, made this very point clear: “Loneliness drew the Slovak immigrants together. They felt

insecure and unhappy in the strange world...the realization that they were an island in a strange

¥ For example, see: “Americki Slovaci a vyklad programu Slovenskej Narodnej Strany” in Dokumenty
slovenskej narodnej identity a statnosti, vol. 1, eds. Jan Benko, et al (Narodné literarne centrum: Dom slovenske;j
literatiry, 1998), 406-407.

% Draga Pauco, “Slovak American Journalism” in Slovaks in America, 67-78. HuSek, “Fraternal.”
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sea made the Slovaks aware of their national origin.” Having left the confines of Hungary after
moving to the United States, Slovak-American nationalists thus embraced their migratory
experience as a liberating movement, one that freed them from the shackles of Magyarization
and allowed them to develop their Slovak culture and identity without restraint. In turn, they
embraced this experience as an opportunity to try to bring the experience of national liberation
back to the homeland through financial and moral support, but also by bringing external pressure
on the Hungarian government by exposing the treatment of the Slovaks to the American public
and the world. Many Slovak-American historians, such as Stephanie Husek, believe that
migration to America effectively saved Slovak national identity. Accordingly, Konstantin Culen
argued that given the circumstance in Hungary, the “real nation,” consisting of both intellectuals
and ordinary people, was at the time in America. Even if these arguments are somewhat
exaggerated, it is nonetheless difficult to deny that immigration to American played a major
contributing influence to Slovak national development.®

In some respects the political motivation for migration to the United States has been
overstated, particularly by the Slovak-Americans themselves as a product of their own desire to
see their national liberation as the focal point of their reasons for migrating. Economic interests
undoubtedly served as the primary motivation for most Slovaks moving to America. Finding jobs
was likely the primary motivation for working class Slovaks, while education likely served as the
primary reason for the middle class. The politics of national identity is nonetheless important as
the motivation for migration for many would-be Slovak-American leaders. The two primary
Slovak-American leaders of the pre-World War I era, Stefan Furdek and Peter Rovnianek,

migrated specifically with the goal of national organization. Utilizing the opportunity presented

30 Gabaccia “Everywhere,” 1115-1134. Francis HruSovsky, “American Democracy and Slovak Life,” in
Sixty, 9-25, 13. Husek, “Slovak American Fraternal.” Culen, History, 303. Zatko, “Slovaks in the USA.”
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in the United States to escape Magyarization, they began organizing along national political lines
and brought a significant section of the broader Slovak-American population along with them.”'
Coming to America also brought the added issue of adapting to American life as well as
the pressures of Americanization. As June Alexander and other historians have shown, the dual
concern of moving into a very muddled social and cultural environment and the pressure to
assimilate to American political values provided a key impetus for Slovak-American
organization. Although Slovak-American leaders made the sustainment of Slovak cultural
heritage a high priority, adapting to the pressures of Americanization did not prove a conceptual
difficulty for them. Because the experience of moving to America was central to their sense of
liberation as a nation, they openly embraced it as part of their national conception. They
developed a hyphenate identity as Slovak-Americans, in which they conceptualized themselves
as culturally and ethnically Slovak on the one hand, but as civically American on the other,
having embraced ideas of American styled democratic statehood and citizenry. This sense of
dual identity served one role of carving the Slovaks a spot within American society, but it also
became a defining point for what they saw as the liberation of the Slovak nation in the homeland.
Many Slovak-Americans believed that by transferring American civic values back to Slovakia,
they could bring the same national liberation and flourishing of national cultural that they had

experienced in the United States.>

3! “Peter Vitazoslav Rovnianek” in Slovaks in America, 99-100. Culen, History, 219-236, 329-333.
Stolarik, “Role.” Oddo, Slovakia, 334-345. For concise biographies of several Slovak-American leaders see: Pauco,
Slovenski Priekopnici. Culen, “Slovak Emigration.” The exact number of Slovaks involved in national political
activities is unknown, but Stolarik estimates that the combined Slovak Fraternal organizations had over 200, 000
members in 1920. Stolarik, “Slovak League,” 8.

32 June Alexander’s monograph provides the most in-depth study of this process of Americanization among
the Slovaks, although she focuses on later periods and provides only a light international perspective. Alexander,
Ethnic. Joseph A. Mikus$ “The Slovak League of America: A Historical Survey,” in Slovaks in America, 39-56.
Hrusovsky, “American.” Constantine Culen, “American Slovaks and Slovak Statehood,” Slovakia, 1, 1 (May 1951),
18-22. Konstantin Culen, “Beginnings of the Slovak League in America” in Sixty, 26-36. Husek, “Slovak American



25

Gaining recognition among the broader U.S. population, however, remained difficult for
the Slovaks. They were a sparsely populated people from a region not looked upon highly, that
few Americans knew much about. Given their relatively obscurity, getting anyone to know that
they even existed as a people proved a difficult, fundamental task for Slovak-American leaders.
As the Slovaks started moving in large numbers, they were most often labeled as Hungarian (or
Huns, “Hunkies”), or generally as Slavs (also, Slavish, Slavonians).™ Gaining recognition as
‘Slovaks’ was thus a key focus of Slovak-American action. Using his press organization Jednota,
Furdek led the charge to gain recognition of the Slovaks as a particular people in the United
States as well as the normalizing of the term ‘Slovak.” Peter Rovnianek pursued a similar effort.
In an English language information booklet, he called the Slovaks the “unknown nation,”
asserting, “We are a living nation, residing in the heart of civilization, in a country well known
and cultivated,” and unknown only because of the Magyar attempt to absorb them as a nation. He
focused the book on defining Hungary as a polyglot state made up of many different nations,
including the Slovaks, before explaining the rise of Slovak nationalism in the mid-19" century,
Magyarization, and, finally, Slovak-American institutions. As part of this information effort,
Slovak-American leaders also attempted to persuade the U.S. federal government to categorize
immigrants from Austria-Hungary on the 1910 Census by nationality instead of state citizenship,
which would classify them as ‘Slovak’ rather than ‘Hungarian.” Although the Slovaks remained
broadly unknown in the United States, their campaign was successful in getting the Slovaks at

least recognized as ‘Slovak’ in most official settings. The census campaign, for example, proved

Fraternal.” The Slovak-American political organizations were comparable to other East Europeans in the United
States. See: Pienkos, Freedom. Kuropas, Ukrainian. Puskas, Ties.

33 This is clearly exampled by a reference in the Congressional Record of the Magyars and Slovaks being,
“popularly known as the Huns.” 51 Congressional Record (CR) 2612 (1914) Friday, January 30, 1914.
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a success. Congress passed the changes to the census on March 14, 1910, and President William
H. Taft signed them into law shortly thereafter.**

Recognition of the Slovaks as a unique people in broader academic studies of U.S.
immigration during this period, such as those produced by Edward A. Steiner and Emily G.
Balch, also reflected the success of this campaign. Both of these works gave the Slovaks due
consideration. These works also reflected how far Slovak information efforts had to go, as they
appealed to stereotypes that, despite the best efforts of Slovak-American leaders, continued to
stick to the Slovaks. Such stereotypes presented the Slovaks as among the poorest, least
educated, anti-modern, and parochial peoples of Europe. Steiner, for example, referred to the
Slovaks as “one of the crudest Slavic Types,” marking them as undeveloped, prone to fighting
and drinking, and initially overwhelmed by American modernity. He also presented them as
parochial, showing no interest in the outside world, and thus easily manipulated. Balch’s study
was more respectful, and openly praised elements of Slovak culture, but still appealed to some of
the above stereotypes. Balch bemoaned a Slovak “passiveness and lack of initiative and their
proneness to drink,” and complained that in Slovak villages the “Jew middleman” was most
often “the only intelligent man in the community.” Balch was nonetheless highly favorable of the
Slovak immigrants in America, claiming that they represented the best of the Slovak people,

5335

marked by “energy, strength, and trustworthiness.””” These conceptions of the Slovaks would

come to play a major role in the conflict over the Slovak Question. Both Magyar and Czech

** Their main ally in this cause was Congressman Adolph J. Sabath from Illinois, who regularly fought for
Czech and Slovak causes. During this process, Rovnianek gained an audience with Taft, and Taft later gave the pen
he used to sign the bill to Rovnianek as a gift. P. V. Rovnianek, Who are the Slavonians? (Pittsburgh: Amerikansko
Slovenské Noviny, 1891). 45 CR 3039 (1910) Thursday, March 10, 1910. “Amendment to Section 8 of Census Act,”
45 CR 3290-3291 (1910) Thursday, March 17, 1910. Joseph C. Krajsa, “The First Catholic Slovak Union (Jednota)
of the U.S. and Canada,” in Slovaks in America, 103. Culen, History, 329-333. Pankuch, History, 62-66. Mikus,
“Slovak League,” 27-30. Joseph Pauco, “National Slovak Society,” Furdek, 16 (1977), 3-6.

35 Edward A. Steiner, On the Trail of the Immigrant (New York: Revell, 1906), 199-201, 206-207, 301-
302. Emily G. Balch, Our Slavic Fellow Citizens, Reprint Ed. (New York: Arno, 1969), 85-108.
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nationalists would use images of Slovak primitiveness as an excuse to assert their authority over
them, whereas Slovak on both sides of the Atlantic would fight to counter these images in order
to validate their worthiness for self-determination.

Before explaining the developments leading up to the creation of the Czechoslovak state,
it is important to drive home that the Slovak-American political efforts against Hungary began
well before the war. This process included building organizations devoted toward politics, public
protests against Magyar officials visiting the United States, diverse propaganda efforts, and
building connections with the homeland for political action.

Of these components, political organizations served as the root from which all of the
others spread. This process largely began within the fraternal organizations. Although Rovnianek
originally founded the NSS to serve strictly as an aid organization, he began using it for political
activism after it came under attack from Hungarians as an independent Slovak organization. The
FCSU, led by Furdek, developed likewise. Political organizations then spread outward into many
different forms. They included efforts to organize a national fund, but also conferences, such as
the Slovak “Catholic Congress” of Sep 3, 1906 in Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania, organized to
bring together Slovak-American leaders to discuss issues relating to the Slovak Question.
Slovak-Americans also formed new political organizations such as the Slovak Catholic
Federation of America (SCF), founded in 1911 by the Slovak priest and scientist Joseph
Murgas.>® After long discussions on the need to unify the disparate Slovak groups in the United
States behind a common political organization, Furdek called a conference to address the issue
on April 4, 1907 in Cleveland. Attend by the leadership of all of the major Slovak-American
fraternal organizations, including the NSS, FCSU, and SEU, as well as the Slovak press, this

conference culminated in the foundation of the Slovak League of America (SLA) on May 30,

3% Murgas is, however, more famous for his role in the development of the wireless telegraph.
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1907. The SLA’s main objective was to develop the cultural and political life of the Slovaks in
America as a means of supporting the cultural and political life of the Slovaks in the old country.
Although founded with much hopeful rhetoric, existing rivalries and lack of early funding almost
sank the organization before it eventually took off. The Slovak League nonetheless became the
center of Slovak nationalist activity in the United States, and remained from this point on at the
forefront of the debate over the Slovak Question and the effort to make it an international issue.*’
These organizations played a key role in mobilizing Slovaks in public protest. Most of
these protests came in response to Hungarian propaganda efforts in the United States, as a means
for Slovak-Americans, along with other minorities from Hungary, to assert their independence.
When the Hungarian government tried to send a memorial Hungarian flag around the United
States in 1902 for propaganda purposes, the Slovak-Americans protested to Secretary of State
John Hay before organizing a widespread counter effort to promote the Slovak flag. In another
case, Slovak-American activists answered an attempt to build a monument to Hungarian leader
Louis Kossuth in Cleveland with an extensive protest effort to pressure the city to disallow it,
which ultimately forced the project’s relocation.”® Nothing stirred up the Slovaks in the United
States as much as visits by Hungarian officials. Albert Apponyi, a Hungarian nobleman and
politician at the forefront of Magyarization policy, visited the United States twice, in 1904 and
1911. The Slovak-Americans responded both times with an extensive propaganda and protest

campaign at every stage of his tour in an attempt to expose treatment of Slovaks in Hungary.

37 Jan Pankuch, an important Slovak-American publisher in the early 20" century, claims that the Cleveland
Slovaks single-handedly kept the organization alive in its early years. Pankuch’s memoir, available in English as
well as the original Slovak, provides a valuable first-hand account of many events discussed in this dissertation.
Pankuch, History, 68-74. Baumgarten & Stetka, National, 17-33. Culen, History, 272-310. Stolarik, “Role.”
Culen,“Beginnings.” Zatko, “Slovaks in the USA.” Mikus, “Slovak League,” 27-30. Oddo, Slovakia, 341-344.

¥ Kossuth was a Magyarized Slovak viewed in a heroic light in the United States for his leadership in the
1848 Hungarian Revolution. The memorial was designed to exploit this image to build pro-Hungary sentiment
among Cleveland’s Magyars and Slovaks. Slovak nationalists, however, viewed him as a false democrat and a traitor
to the Slovak people for embracing Magyarization.
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Visits in 1914 by Mihaly Karolyi, a Hungarian liberal nationalist and a promoter of democratic
reforms in Austria-Hungary, provoked a similar response. Trying to avoid the experience of
Apponyi, Karolyi encouraged the stop of anti-Slovak propaganda in America during his visit and
agreed to meet with Slovak-American leaders to attempt a compromise. After he made clear at
the meeting that he did not see the Slovaks as an independent nation and would not push a
change of Hungarian language laws, the Slovaks in America quickly gave up on him. When
Karolyi returned shortly thereafter to fund-raise after the start of the war, the Slovaks organized
to try to prevent any Slovak support for his effort, while also leading several major protests.”
This protest was also very dependent on printed material. Newspapermen remained at the
forefront of debates over the treatment of the Slovaks, both in their individual mediums but also
collectively. For example, they organized the Association of Slovak Newspapermen of America
to collaborate in political action. Next to the efforts to inform about the Slovaks, protesting
Magyarization was the primary subject of publications in English. During Apponyi’s visit in
1904, the Slovak-Americans produced a “Memorial Pamphlet” for the Interparliamentary Peace
Conference in St. Louis attended by Apponyi, which they also provided to the press and U.S.
government officials. To contrast against Hungarian claims of liberalization, this pamphlet
provided counter examples, such as the suppressing of Slovak language education, lack of press
freedom, and lack of appropriate representation in parliament for Slovaks. This document also

contrasted the experience of the Slovaks in the United States with those in Hungary with an

%% Karolyi was much admired in America as a liberal reformer in Hungary, and the Slovaks had to work
hard to try to counter this image by showing this as a fraud when it came to the Slovaks. “Sending of the Hungarian
National Banner to the United States,” in Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS),
Theodore Roosevelt, 1902 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1903), 45-48. Culen, History, 237-
258, 263-270, 334-366. Pankuch, History, 31-33, 42-57, 87-91, 96-101. Stolarik, “Role.” Baumgarten & Stefka,
National, 39-46. Mamatey, “Slovaks,” in Immigrants, 230-234. For a detailed account of Karolyi’s meetings with
Slovak-American leaders, which fleshes out the sparring between the two sides over Magyarization and reflects how
the Slovak-Americans openly used their status in America as an example and a threat of resistance, see an account
by Stefan Osusky: The Osusky, Stefan Papers (SO Papers), General/Multiethnic Collection, Immigration History
Research Center (IHRC), University of Minnesota, B: 1, F: 8.
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idealized image of the freedom for national development America had offered the Slovaks. “In
no other country in the world will you find so many different races, and at the same time so little
friction among them as in the United States. Persecution is unknown. The government does not
meddle with the people’s customs, faith or language, wisely leaving these things to a natural
process of assimilation.” In 1906, Slovak journalists highlighted how American freedom had
bettered their national culture and allowed them to show “the American people and the whole
civilized world the oppression of their native country,” in an English transcript of the political
trial proceedings of Slovak nationalists in Hungary. The NSS also recruited the Czech-American
lawyer Thomas Capek to write a history of the Slovaks to expose Hungarian treatment of them.
Serving in part as an encyclopedic description of the Slovaks, it also presented a heroic narrative
of the Slovaks holding out against Hungarian oppression.40

A few non-Slovak sources also buttressed the Slovak American campaign. Balch’s book
provided ample detail on Magyarization, criticizing it for threatening Slovak culture and forcing
their high levels of outmigration. English historian of East Central Europe, Robert Wilson Seton-
Watson, however, produced the most prominent study of the Slovaks and Magyarization. As a
great admirer of Louis Kossuth, Seton-Watson visited Hungary to complete a study of the
empire. He instead discovered the plight of the Slovaks and adopted their cause as his own.
Seton-Watson’s primary objective seemed to be the condemnation of the Hungarians, and he
showed little particular admiration for the Slovaks, presenting them mostly as passive victims.

Nevertheless, the Slovak-Americans embraced such rare works that acknowledged the Slovaks,

* The text of the Memorial Pamphlet is available in: Baumgarten & Stefka, National, 39-46. American
Slovak Association of Journalists, 4 Political Criminal Trial in Hungary in the Year of Our Lord 1906: The
Political Criminal Trial against the Rev. Father Andrew Hlinka: The Rev. Father Joseph Tomik; Dr. Srobdr, and
Others in Ruzomberk, Liptov Comitat, Hungary (New York: American Slovak Association of Journalists, 1906).
Capek’s study, however, focused almost entirely on the Slovak Protestant minority, while also showing much
sympathy to pan-Slavism. Unsurprisingly, Capek became an ardent proponent of Czechoslovakism. Thomas Capek,
The Slovaks of Hungary: Slavs and Panslavism (New York: The Knickerbocker Press, 1906). D. Pauco, “Slovak
American Journalism.” Culen, History, 263-270. Baumgarten & Stefka, National, 31.
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and often distributed copies of both works as propaganda along with their own pamphlets. Seton-
Watson claimed that a group of Slovaks even gave a copy of his book to former President
Theodore Roosevelt during the latter’s visit to Budapest in 1910.*'

Next to all of these efforts in the United States, Slovak-Americans also maintained ample
linkages with the homeland in support of national development. The Hungarian government
openly recognized this influence, and took many measures to limit it. Their efforts included the
encouragement of Hungarians in American to agitate against their Slovak counterparts, but also
efforts to limit return information from Slovak-American nationalists back into Hungary through
the banning of Slovak American publications and the confiscation of letters from Slovaks in the
United States. These efforts ultimately did not halt transatlantic interactions. On the broadest and
most fundamental level, the transatlantic impact was social. Slovaks migrants sent economic
wealth back to Slovakia, providing new capital to Slovakia and allowing many of those Slovaks
who returned to enter into the middle class. The process also allowed many Slovaks to obtain an
education independent of Hungarian schools and develop an independent understanding of
politics. The Slovak-American press also played a key role in bringing new and subversive ideas
into Hungary as a proxy to a negligent Slovak language press in Slovakia, working around
Hungarian censors. The Slovak-Americans also tried to build proxies to banned cultural
organizations such as an American branch of the Slovak Cultural Institute, the Matica Slovenska,

and the Sokol gymnastic organizations.**

*! Seton-Watson nonetheless praised the effect of Slovak immigration to America stating: “they are doing
much to leaven the Slovak population with new ideas of liberty and justice.” Balch, Our Slavic, 108-116. R.-W.
Seton-Watson, Racial Problems in Hungary (New York: Howard Fertig, 1972). “No Title” (Doc 1), in R. W. Seton-
Watson and His Relations with the Czechs and Slovaks: Documents, 1906-1951, vol. 1, eds. Jan Rychlik, et al
(Prague: Ustav T. G. Masaryka, 1995), 109-115. Hugh and Christopher Seton-Watson, The Making of a New
Europe: R. W. Seton-Watson and the Last Years of Austria-Hungary (Seattle: University of Washington Press,
1981), 43-56. Pankuch, History, 87-91.

*2 Furdek led the effort to reestablish the Matica Slovenska in America, although the effort ultimately
failed. Joseph Pauco, “The Matica Slovenska in America,” Slovakia, 13, 1 (March 1963), 77-82. Culen, History,
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These connections also included relationships with Slovak nationalist leaders and other
important figures, such as Seton-Watson. Slovak political leaders openly encouraged Slovak-
American political activity and both sides worked to establish a common political program‘43
Slovak-American money helped fund the political careers of Slovak politicians, such as Milan
Hodza and Pavel Blaho, the latter of whom visited America in 1893 and November 1912 to build
political linkages. Furdek also had regular contact with the Slovak Nationalist leader, and fellow
Catholic Priest, Andrej Hlinka. After Hlinka became a Slovak national icon with his arrest in
1906, along with other Slovak leaders, Slovak-Americans came out strongly in his support.
Slovak historian Joseph Pauco argues that the international pressure on Hungary spurred by the
Slovaks in the United States led to Hlinka’s eventual release and emboldened Hlinka to continue
his fight for Slovak autonomy. Shortly thereafter, the Cernova Massacre in 1907 led to another
flurry of activity, including large-scale fundraising campaigns to aid the families of the victims
and another campaign to support Slovaks on trial for political reasons and to assist Slovak

nationalist politicians and press. These connections remained very important, as they established

a transatlantic activism that continued deep into the twentieth century.**

272-300. Baumgarten & Stetka, National, 35-65. Pankuch, History, 86. Mikus, “Slovak League,” 40. HruSovsky,
“American.” D. Paugo, “Slovak American Journalism.” Culen, “Beginnings.” Joseph Pauco, “Furdek Confounds the
Magyarones,” Furdek, 16 (1977), 27-30.
For an example, see: “Americki,” in Dokumenty, 406-407.

4 After his first visit, Blaho labeled America his second “spiritual homeland.” Stefan Jansak, Zivot Dr.
Pavla Blahu: Slovenské Narodné Hnutie Na Prahu XX Storocia, vol. 1 (Trnava: Spolok Sv. Vojtecha, 1947), 92-
103. Culen, History, 219-236, 272-300, 313-319. Stolarik, “Role,” 13-21. Pankuch, History, 62-66, 105-106. Joseph
Pauco, “Slovaks Abroad and Their Relationship with Slovakia,” in Slovakia in the 19th & 20th Centuries, ed. Joseph
M. Kirschbaum (Toronto: Slovak World Congress, 1973), 333-342. Joseph Pauco, “Furdek and Hlinka,” Furdek, 16
(1977), 31-35. “Stanislaus Moravek to Seton-Watson” (Doc 43), in Sefon-Watson, 185. Baumgarten & Stefka,
National, 35-65. Culen, “Beginnings.” Shelley, Slovaks, 84-86. The Cernova Massacre occurred on 27 October
1907, when the Slovak nationalist leader Andrej Hlinka was prevented from attending the consecration of the village
church at which he was born. When a group of Slovak protestors attempted to halt the Magyar clergy from
attending, the police fired into the crowd killing 15 people and injuring 60 more. This event played a watershed role
in motivating Slovak nationalism in Slovakia and the United States. It also inspired Seton-Watson’s action on behalf
of the Slovaks. Stolarik writes that the Slovaks in America raised about twelve thousand dollars in charity, and
seven thousand dollars to help politicians and newspapers after the event. For more, see: Bosak, “Slovak National,”
69-71. Kirschbaum, History, 145-146. Toma & Kovac, Slovakia, 43-44. Maxwell, Choosing, 30.
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This survey is important in order to drive home how the Slovak-Americans already had
well-established infrastructures organizing in favor of Slovak self-determination and autonomy
in Hungary by the time the Czecho-Slovak movement got underway in 1914. Thus, when
Thomas Masaryk started organizing in the United States, he simply encouraged these existing
organizations to embrace his conception of the struggle. In turn, these same organizations largely

shifted these preexisting infrastructures to protest against Prague after the war.

The Slovak-American and the Outbreak of World War |

The victory of Czechoslovakism during World War I is predominantly attributable to the
efforts of Czech liberal reformer Toma$ G. Masaryk and his close followers. Masaryk, born to a
poor family in Moravia to a Slovak father and Czech mother, worked his way up to become a
professor of philosophy at the University of Prague. He entered politics in the late 1800s an
ardent reformer, pushing the liberalization of Austria-Hungary, including full autonomy for the
still territorially recognized Czech kingdom of Bohemia. With his efforts stymied, he determined
the empire incapable of reform and went into exile with the outbreak of war on July 28, 1914.
Travelling between the Allied states, he built support for Czech independence among the Czech
and Slovak immigrant populations and the Allied leadership, while, based in Paris, his close
confidants Edvard Bene§ and Milan Stefanik, who was a Slovak, established the official political
and military components of what became the Czechoslovak revolutionary organization.*> As the
movement took shape, it expanded to include all of the Czech lands and Slovakia, framed under
a common ‘Czechoslovak’ national identity, despite a limited Slovak participation in the

movement. For most of the war, there was little sense of inevitability to the breakup of Austria-

4 Stefanik was a well-known astronomer, who had migrated from Slovakia to France, adopted French
citizenship, and joined the French army during the war. He was particularly important in giving Masaryk and Bene$
connections with important officials in France.
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Hungary, and the movement lacked connections in the homeland, cut off by the war. Masaryk’s
diplomatic efforts nonetheless changed perceptions and the Western Allies gradually accepted
the creation of a Czechoslovak state. As the closing of the war appeared imminent, the Czechs
and Slovaks in the homeland broadly embraced the new political order.*

Although politically active, the outbreak of war surprised Slovaks in the United States
and the wartime security measures in Hungary cut off their ties to the homeland. Because the
Slovak-Americans already had infrastructures putting pressure on Hungary, they nevertheless
reacted quickly to use the war for the benefit of their national objectives. The Slovak nationalist
leader Ivan Daxner, who had moved to the United States in 1913 to help consolidate Slovak-
American political action, organized the release of an SLA memo to American government
officials and to the representatives of the Allied governments in Washington. It promoted many
of the ideas later linked to ‘Wilsonianism,” particularly those related to national self-
determination. It clarified the Slovak League’s support for American activism abroad in the
name of spreading the American vision of democracy to oppressed nations:

We the citizens and residents of the United States of Slovak birth, can the more keenly

feel the plight of our brethren across the seas and hear the agonizing cries of those

millions of our kin who are still groaning under the oppression of inhuman laws and

“ For more on these topics, see: Dagmar Perman, The Shaping of the Czechoslovak State: Diplomatic
History of the Boundaries of Czechoslovakia, 1914-1920 (Leiden, Netherlands: E.J. Brill, 1962). Robert A. Kann,
Das Nationalititenproblem der Habsburgermonarchie: Geschichte und Ideengehalt der nationalen Bestrebungen
vom Vormdrz bis zur Auflosung des Reiches im Jahre 1918, vol. 1 (Graz: Herman Bohlaus Nachf., 1964). Victor S.
Mamatey, “The Establishment of the Republic” in History of the Czechoslovak Republic, 1918-1948, eds. Victor S.
Mamatey & Radomir Luza (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1973), 3-38. Zbyn¢k Zeman, The Masaryks: The
Making of Czechoslovakia (New York: Harper and Row, 1976). Roman Szporluk, Political Thought of Thomas G.
Masaryk (New York: Columbia University Press, 1981). Josef Kaldova, The Genesis of Czechoslovakia (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1986). Norman Stone & Eduard Strouhal, eds., Czechoslovakia: Crossroads and
Crises, 1918-88 (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1989). H. Gordon Skilling, 7.G. Masaryk: Against the Current
(University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1994). Jaroslav Krej¢i & Pavel Machonin, Czechoslovakia,
1918-92: A Labratory for Social Change (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1996). Zbyn¢k Zeman & Antonin Klimek,
The Life of Edvard Benes 1884-1984: Czechoslovakia in Peace and War (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997).
Roshwald, Ethnic. Cornwall & Evans, Czechoslovakia in a Nationalist. Heimann, Czechoslovakia.
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tyranny of a selfish privileged class, and well knowing that the American heart always
beats in sympathy with the oppressed nations of the earth and always has been willing to
lend to such oppressed people its moral and even material support.
The document then asserted the goal of the Slovaks to reach their national potential, as “modest,
good natured, peace-loving, also naturally talented and capable of culture and development,” and
called for the Slovaks to be granted self-determination and equal status as a world nation at the
conclusion of the war.”” The SLA pursued a range of other actions. For example, it formally
condemned Slovak leader Mat§ Dula for stating support for Budapest and the war and called on
Slovaks in America to ignore calls for Hungarian reservists to return home to join the war. It also
established a fund for the families of the Slovak war dead. Slovak-American leaders also
regularly wrote to the Departments of State and Justice to complain about Austro-Hungarian
propaganda in the United States.*® The League even sent representatives to Canada, where they
successfully convinced that government to release many Slovaks from prisoner of war camps.*
There nevertheless remained divisions among the Slovak-Americans, which were rooted
in personality conflicts, sectarian debates, level of support for Hungary, and, later, the
relationship of the Slovaks to the Czechs. No two figures better represented this divide than did
Slovak Catholic nationalist Josef Husek, in Middleton, Pennsylvania, and the avid secularist,
Czechophile Milan Getting in New York. Their conflicts almost sabotaged Slovak-American

unity, and it was only due to the diligence of Slovak-American leaders such as Albert Mamatey

7 Slovak League of America, Memorandum of the Slovak League of America: Issued in the Name of the
American Slovaks, Citizens and Residents of the United States, on behalf of the Slovaks of Hungary (Slovak League
of America, 1914). “Memorandum Slovenskej Ligy v Amerike, vydané menom americkych Slovakov, v zaume
Slovakov v Uhorsku,” SO Papers, IHRC, B: 1, F: 11.

* 1t is unclear how American officials responded to Slovak letters and pamphlets in the early parts of the
war. It seems likely, based on later attempts to contact executive branch officials and recognized American policies
of neutrality, that that Washington simply ignored these letters. The Slovaks did gain some recognition, however,
from congressional representatives from their districts.

¥ Stolarik, “Role,” 22-31. Sidor, “Slovak League,” 29-62. Zatko, “Slovaks in the USA.” The Letters to
State and Justice are referenced in: Pankuch, History, 113-114. Ference, Sixteen, 119-121, 128-139.
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and Ivan Bielek in mediating these conflicts that the SLA held together. Mamatey was
particularly important in this regard, as he effectively bridged the gap on the Czech-Slovak
debate by organizing common action between the two people based on recognition of complete
Slovak cultural and political autonomy.

A mechanic who migrated to Pittsburgh in 1893, Mamatey became president of both the
NSS in 1907 and the SLA in 1911, for which he served through the duration of the war.
Mamatey helped rescue both organizations from early financial trouble, and he worked hard to
keep the Slovak-Americans united under the banner of the Slovak League. For example, to
counter regionalization among the Slovaks in America, he developed a plan to decentralize the
SLA through regional councils in the major cities, to allow more localized action based on the
desires of those in each area while also keeping them linked to the overarching organization that
coordinated them nationally. Mamatey also became the Slovak’s main figure of public outreach
in America, publishing regularly in English about the Slovaks and new immigrants in general. In
one article, for example, he called out Americans for their ignorance about the different
nationalities and their indifference and contempt for immigrant concerns. He compared World
War I to the American Revolution, and claimed, in Wilsonian fashion, that American ideals
“have spread over the world, and by this time have taken root also in the hearts of the various
European peoples...no race shall be allowed to tyrannize over another race, nor a privileged,
aristocratic class to dominate and oppress the people, but when liberty and ‘government of the

people, by the people, and for the people,” shall be established everywhere.”*

3% «“Mamatey to Osusky, 18 Nov 1915, Stefan Osusky Papers (SO Papers), B: 28, F: 26, Hoover Institution
Archives (HIA). Baumgarten & Stefka, National, 74-75. Pauco, Slovenski Priekopnici, 269-275. Albert Mamatey,
The Situation in Austria-Hungary (Worcester, MA: Clark University Press, 1915). Stolarik, “Role,” 22-31.
Baumgarten & Stefka, National, 74-75. Pankuch, History, 108-113. Mikus, “Slovak League,” 40-42. B.S. Buc, “The
Role of Emigrants in Slovak Nationalism,” Slovakia, 9, 4 (March 1959), 32-46. For more on Husek, Getting and
Mamatey, see: Pauco, Slovenski Priekopnici, 137-138, 150-195, 269-275. Shelley, Slovaks, 46-74.
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Masaryk’s attempts to recruit the Slovak-Americans

Having its own organizations, from the start of the war through early 1915, the Slovak
League maintained an independent course from the Czechs. Several Slovak-American leaders
nonetheless worked to change this situation. Getting, for example, coordinated with Czech
organizations, and released a joint statement with Czech-American leader Thomas Capek calling
for Czech and Slovak unity. Getting also caused a controversy when he condemned the 1914
declaration for not calling for the dismemberment of Hungary. In both cases, Getting received a
sharp rebuke from the SLA leadership. Other leaders, such as Mamatey and Daxner, attended
some Czech-American meetings as observers, but the SLA remained tentative in its response. At
its eighth Congress in February 1915, the League formally rejected unity with the Czechs, and
agreed to maintain autonomy within Hungary as its primary goal.

This restraint was due, in part, to Slovak-American fears that Budapest would interpret
their actions as treason, and punish their families still in Hungary in retribution. The primary
reason, however, was a broad desire among Slovak-American leaders to wait until more clarity
arose concerning the outcome of the war, so that they could maximize their options. The Slovak-
American nationalists were concerned about other nationalities trying to claim ownership of
them, including the Czechs. HuSek expressed this fear, stating, “The Magyars say we are
Magyars, the Czechs that we are Czechs. But we are Slovaks!” The SLA therefore considered
multiple options that included complete independence, remaining within Hungary, joining the
Czechs, or even joining the Polish or Russians, based on which national group guaranteed the

greatest amount of Slovak freedom. The SLA thus maintained an independent course.”’

> According to Baumgarten & Stefka, Mamatey was a Russophile and preferred that direction before
Russian failure in the war made it an impossibility. Pankuch claimed that Polish-American groups were active in
trying to court the Slovaks. Slovak nationalist leader Karol Sidor believed that joining the Polish was a possibility,
but that Mamatey openly criticized the Polish for their anti-Russia sentiments and killed this opportunity. Pankuch,
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This independent action by the Slovak-Americans caused Masaryk concern. Masaryk
identified himself as part Slovak and believed strongly in Czechoslovakism. Masaryk had helped
organize the Hlasists, a group of Prague educated Slovaks working for Czech-Slovak unity, and
made clear his belief that there were no differences between the two peoples. Thus, he claimed

that upon entering exile he “already counted absolutely on Slovakia.”**

Masaryk, however,
lacked a mandate from the Czechs and Slovaks within Austria-Hungary, cut off from them due to
the war. The success of his movement, therefore, depended on support from internationally based
Slovaks and Czechs, who would serve as proxies to Czechs and Slovaks in the homeland. The
Slovak-Americans were an absolute necessity in this regard. As the largest population of
overseas Slovaks, Masaryk needed them as evidence of popular Slovak support for a common
Czech-Slovak state. He thus pushed the Czechs in America to try to work out a compromise with
the American Slovaks as a means of reining them in behind his own movement.

This task was not easy. According to historian Mark Stolarik, Masaryk was largely
unknown to the Slovak-Americans at the time, and Mamatey had to produce a series of articles
to expose the Czech leader to them. Moreover, the desire of the Slovak-American leadership to
keep their options open remained firm. Mamatey complained in a letter to his colleagues about
how the Czechs expected the Slovaks just to fall in line behind Czech leadership. Mamatey
asserted that any agreement between the two nations should establish fair and honest

arrangements with an acknowledgement of Slovak autonomy. The Slovaks remained a unique

nation, having every attribute thereof, and the idea that the Slovaks were only a section of the

History, 131-136. “Osusky Memoirs,” So Papers, B: 49, F: 10, HIA. Stolarik, “Role,” 22-31. Sidor, “Slovak
League,” 29-38. Baumgarten & Stefka, National, 74-75. Mikus, “Slovak League,” 42. Ference, Sixteen, 140-177.
32 The Hlasists, ardent Czechoslovakists, remained in close relationship with Masaryk and his supporters
and later received numerous appointments in the Czechoslovak state. Thomas G. Masaryk, The Lectures of
Professor T.G. Masaryk at the University of Chicago, summer 1902, ed. Draga B. Shillinglaw (Lewisburg, PA:
Bucknell University Press, 1978), 42. Karel Capek, President Masaryk Tells his Story (New York: Arno, 1978),
190-194. R.W. Seton-Watson, Masaryk in England (New York: Macmillan, 1943), 61. Pankuch, History, 106-107.
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Czech nation, he argued, was the same fallacy promoted by the Magyars. Common action thus
required the Czechs to acknowledge and respect this reality. Mamatey expressed his willingness
to take steps forward with the Czechs, but needed clear assurances on these necessities.
Mamatey, in a letter to Czech leaders in Paris, thus firmly demanded that the Czechs recognize
the Slovaks as equals, copartners, and assure the Slovaks local autonomy in any future state.>
Despite this resistance, the efforts of certain Slovak-Americans, such as Matthew Jankola
and Stefan Osusky, encouraged the SLA leadership to change its position. Jankola, a priest, made
the first and most convincing case to join the Czechs. According to historian Joseph Mikus,
Jankola argued that the Czechs had the smallest population of the potential suitors, and were the
most likely to treat the Slovaks as equals by embracing both liberalism and federalism. He also
argued that the clear difference in “character and temperament” between the Czechs and Slovaks
would assure no loss of independent identity. Osusky, who migrated to America in 1906 to
pursue educational opportunities after accusations of Slovak nationalism prevented him from
continuing his education at home, also criticized the Slovak League’s strategy of biding its time.
Believing the Slovaks could never trust the Hungarians, he regularly petitioned a close union
with the Czechs. He said on the matter, “I was of the opinion in 1915 that Czechs and Slovaks
could found their own state, a strong state, imbued with intense patriotic feeling and thought, not
quarrelling about whether we belonged to the same race, and not attempting to force upon, nor

deprive each other of the mother tongue.”>*

>3 “Mamatey to Tehlar, 10 April 1915,” & “Mamatey to Osusky, 10 April 1915,” SO Papers, B: 28, F: 26,
HIA. Sidor, “Slovak League,” 32. Stolarik, “Role,” 22-31.

>*Osusky Memoirs (Slovak and English Versions),” SO Papers, B: 49, F:s 1, 2 & 10, HIA. Stefan Osusky,
“How Czecho-Slovakia was Born” in Slovakia in the 19", ed. Kirschbaum, 81-93. Stefan Osusky, “Moje Poslanie,”
in Slavomir Michalek, Diplomat Stefan Osusky: 1889-1973 (Bratislava: Veda, 1999), App, 219-226. “Interview with
Dr. Stefan Osusky, April 5, 1967,” Appendix III, in Stolarik, “Role,” 57-66. Stolarik, “Role,” 22-31. Mikus, “Slovak
League,” 42. Osusky received a law degree from the University of Chicago, and quickly worked his way up the
ranks of the SLA, becoming its vice-President in 1916. Mamatey expressed his belief that Osusky would eventually
succeed him as SLA President. See: “Mamatey to Osusky, 18 Nov 1915,” SO Papers, B28, F26, HIA.
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Figures such as Jankola and Osusky were able to convince the SLA to open up talks with
a Czech-American group, the Bohemian National Alliance (BNA), about forming common
action. After a hastily called meeting, the two sides ironed out a compromise. The result was the
Cleveland Agreement of October 25, 1915. This document stated that the two organizations
would coordinate in common action for Czech and Slovak independence, establishing a common
council, a common political fund, and a common press, while agreeing to coordinate with the
Czechs and Slovaks in Europe. In order to reach this compromise, the Czechs had to appease
Slovak fears and make clear that the common action was based on cultural independence of the
two and on political autonomy as well. The agreement thus asserted that any future state would
be a democratic confederation “with complete national autonomy for Slovakia,” including its
own parliament, state government, finances, and public administration, as well as “full cultural
freedom, particularly the right to use the Slovak language as the official language of the state.”
The Cleveland Agreement served as the first formal declaration of common action between the
Slovaks and Czechs during the war, one based on cooperation but also on decentralization.
Supporters of the agreement praised the alliance of the Slovaks and Czechs as a “natural act” and
in coordination with the Czech and Slovak leaders abroad. They likewise declared its purpose
was to inspire Czechs and Slovaks everywhere to work in common action. While a few Slovak-
American leaders did not sign the agreement, including Getting because he opposed the
agreement’s implication of an independent Slovak nation, most of the important Slovak-
American leadership signed the document, including Mamatey, Daxner, HuSek, Pankuch, and

Osusky. Masaryk also approved the Agreement.”

55 “Daxner & Mamatey to Osusky, 20 Oct 1915, SO Papers, B: 28, F: 26, HIA. “Clevelandska Dohoda” in
Dokumenty, 444-447. “The Cleveland Agreement,” (Doc 18), in Slovakia: Political , 155-156. “Za Cesku
a slovensku samostatnost,” SO Papers, B: 91, F: 17, HIA. Stanislav J. Kirschbaum, “The Cleveland and Pittsburgh
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Slovak and Czech cooperation and conflict after the Cleveland Agreement

Common organization between the Slovaks and Czechs in America was, nevertheless,
slow to get moving, and in the early stages amounted predominantly to joint propaganda efforts.
In order to assure that Masaryk’s organization acknowledged their interests and desires, the SLA
decided it needed to get a representative of its own to Europe. Sensing an opportunity for upward
mobility, Osusky convinced Mamatey to hold the SLA’s ninth Congress of February 1916 in
Chicago, where, dominated by his own colleagues and supporters, Osusky succeeded in having
himself selected as the SLA representative to Europe. Milan Getting and the Czechoslovakists
embraced the decision, offering Osusky their full support.”® Osusky’s political maneuvering
caused ample concern among Slovak Catholic leaders, as did the possibility of a Protestant
serving as the sole representative. To pacify this dissent, Mamatey quickly called an alternate
meeting in Pittsburgh in May 1916 for the selection of a second, Catholic representative. At this
meeting, SLA officials seconded the approval of Osusky’s selection, and then chose Catholic
lawyer Gustav Kosik to serve as the second representative. After raising a political fund for the
effort, the two representatives were sent to Europe with $14,000 and instructions to visit the
major western European capitals, to become acquainted with the leadership of Masaryk’s
organization, and then to move on to Moscow to coordinate with the Slovaks there.”’

The Czech-Americans remained generally respectful of Slovak identity. For instance, an

essay on the Slovaks by Capek was careful to assert the Slovaks as a unique, albeit related,

Documents,” in Slovakia 36, 66 & 67 (1998), 81-97. Stolarik, “Role,” 22-31. Sidor, “Slovak League,” 29-38.
Pankuch, History, 108-113. Hletko, “Slovaks,” 5-54. Ference, Sixteen Months, 178-187.

%% Despite concerns, Mamatey put faith into Osusky to assure that the Chicago Slovaks held firm to the
values asserted by the central organization. Many of the traditional leadership, based further east, were unable to
attend the conference. “Mamatey to Osusky, 12 Jan 1916,” & “Mamatey to Osusky, 4 Feb 1916,” SO Papers, B:28,
F:26, HIA. “Getting to Osusky, 27 Mar 1916,” SO Papers, B:28, F:34, HIA.

> “Mamatey to Osusky, 1 April 1916,” “Mamatey to Osusky, Date Unknown,” “SLA to Osusky, 5 April
1916,” & “Mamatey to Osusky, 12 May 1916,” “SLA Fundraising Letter, 1916,” So Papers, B: 28, F: 26, HIA.
Osusky, “How Czecho-Slovakia.” Osusky, “Moje Poslanie.” “Osusky Memoirs (English),” SO Papers, B: 49, F: 1,
HIA. Stolarik, “Role,” 22-31. Baumgarten & Stefka, National, 76-77.
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people simply working in common partnership with the Czechs.”® Alternatively, as the
relationship between Marasyk’s exile movement and the Slovak-Americans developed, there
remained a clear conflict over status. Masaryk clearly saw the Slovak-Americans simply as a
supportive group working underneath his own organization based in Paris. The Slovak-
Americans saw themselves differently. They represented the majority of the Slovaks overseas
and they had developed their own independent organizations well before the war. They felt they
had joined with the Czechs upon terms of equality, as represented in the Cleveland Agreement,
and not subservience to Czech organizations. SLA leaders thus saw themselves as equal partners
who should have a primary say in the decision-making regarding the Slovaks, with the right to
back out at any point if the Czechs did not recognize their interests and desires. Mamatey
regularly warned Masaryk about this mindset and warned him to be careful about calling the
Slovaks ‘Czechs’ or otherwise ignoring them.

Masaryk did not very well heed this advice. For instance, when Osusky arrived in
London and introduced himself to Masaryk, the latter expressed his appreciation that the Slovak-
Americans had sent a ‘journalist’ to help him. When Osusky corrected him and explained his real
role, Masaryk showed clear consternation.” In a letter to Czech-American leaders, Masaryk
complained that the Slovak League was supposed to send “secretaries,” not agents; no less, ones
with instructions to work for the Slovak League’s own interests and not take orders from him.
The question of Slovak identity also continued to cause tension. Slovak-American autonomists
regularly expressed frustration that Masaryk barely mentioned the Slovaks and was often

derogatory to them. Pankuch and Mamatey both criticized Bene$ and the National Council in

¥ Thomas Capek, “The Slovaks of Hungary,” in Bohemia Under Hapsburg Misrule, ed. Thomas Capek
(New York: Fleming H Revell Company, 1915), 113-122.

%% Osusky says that Masaryk, nevertheless, still treated him cordially and they mutually agreed that unity of
the two peoples would come without major problems.
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Paris for several articles in the Czech-American press that condescendingly declared the Slovaks
as Czechs and the Slovak language as simply a Czech dialect. Nothing caused more outrage,
perhaps, than a November 1915 statement by Masaryk, in which the Czech leader called for
freedom of all nationalities in Austria-Hungary and ignored the Slovaks, even though two
Slovaks had signed the document. In June 1916, the SLA addressed the matter in a memo,
approving of open and friendly relations with the Czechs but reasserting their demand for a strict
adherence of the terms of the Cleveland Agreement.®’

An unexpected development nonetheless weakened the Slovak League’s ability to assert
its voice in the formation of the state, when both of their two representatives effectively detached
themselves from the Slovak League upon arriving in Europe. Before Osusky and Kosik’s
departure, the SLA continued to debate over their approach and in the end failed to provide the
delegates with specific duties. Osusky affirmed that the fear of Czech domination remained
prevalent in these discussions. In his accounts, the Slovak-American leaders suggested that he
and KoSik were to be friendly to the Czechs and show support, but were to remain cautious and
not openly commit. They were also to pursue all negotiations as a separate body from the
Czechoslovak National Council. The view held that the Allied powers would ultimately decide
the conditions of the war, not the Czechs, thus they should work to convince the Allied leaders as
an independent people. This approach would ultimately allow the League to choose the best
course based on the developed circumstances. In the end, however, the only formal instructions
the League provided was for the delegates to work in the spirit of the Cleveland Agreement, to

focus on building a relationship with the Slovaks in Russia, and to stay and work together.

60 “Osusky memoirs,” SO Papers, IHRC, B: 1, F: 8. Osusky, “How Czecho-Slovakia.” Michalek,
Diplomat, 30-34. Pankuch, History, 131. “Mamatey to Osusky, 10 April 1915,” So Papers, B: 28, F: 26, HIA.
Stolarik, “Role,” 22-31. Sidor, “Slovak League,” 29-38. Memo referenced in: Hletko, “Pittsburgh Pact.”
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Although receiving these instructions, once Osusky and Kosik arrived in Europe, they
instead went about working along their own designs. Osusky held firm in his belief that the
Slovak’s only viable option was unity with the Czechs and he declared his refusal to compromise
on the matter. Masaryk sent Osusky on to Paris to meet with Bene§ and Stefanik, and Osusky
would remain in Western Europe for the duration of the war. Kosik, alternatively, stopped in
Paris before moving on with Stefanik to Moscow. The SLA never received reports from Kogik
during his trip. Osusky did send a few reports to America, mostly to Getting, yet he never
accepted any further instructions from the SLA. Osusky also quickly joined the Czechoslovak
National Council, thus becoming part of the exile government, who accepted him out of need for
his foreign language skills. Kosik also sparked a controversy when rumor spread to America that
he had signed, in the name of the SLA, the Kiev Agreement of August 16, 1916. Created as a
means of countering autonomous sentiment among Slovaks in Russia, the agreement called for
the creation of ‘Czechoslovakia,” without a separate definition of the Slovaks. It also declared the
National Council the sole official representative of the Slovaks.®'

The behavior of the two delegates almost sabotaged Slovak-American unity. When word
got out in the Czech press about Masaryk’s displeasure over the SLA delegates, Mamatey and
the other Slovak leaders became irate and Mamatey made a public statement expressing his
bafflement that Masaryk claimed to think that the Slovak League should not work on behalf of
the League’s own interests. Several Slovak-American leaders then accused the Czechs of
untrustworthiness, and began seriously questioning the pursuit of common action. They also
charged that Masaryk had ‘hoodwinked’ the Slovaks and even began to call for Kosik’s revoking

and censure. This uproar caused Getting to quit the SLA and move into a complete embrace of

o1 Osusky, “Moje Poslanie.” Stolarik, “Role,” 22-34. Sidor, “Slovak League,” 29-38.
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Czechoslovakism.®® Eventually Kogik returned to America in May 1917. Kogik pleaded that he
had actually written back, but that the Russian government had confiscated his letters. He also
argued that the usage of the term “Czechoslovak nation” intended to mean “Czechoslovak State”
and was thus not a great concern. The Slovak-American leadership ultimately accepted his
explanation and welcomed him back into the fold. Nevertheless, with this explosion, the unity of
the Czechs and Slovaks in the United States almost disintegrated.®’

The behavior of the SLA representatives became (and remains) a point of much debate.
Many Slovak-American leaders at the time felt that Osusky and Kosik acted with extreme
duplicity. In addition, some historians have argued that Osusky was simply an opportunist
looking to boost his social status. Osusky himself argued, however, that he fulfilled his duty to
the SLA. He claimed to have always worked, as was asked of him, in the spirit of the Cleveland
Agreement. He also argued that he collaborated with Stefanik to advance Slovak interests.
During the uproar at the time, Osusky attacked Pankuch for misrepresenting him, arguing, albeit
in vague terms, that he had been working hard to assure the creation of the state on a basis of
national equality and federation. As an example in his own defense, Osusky claimed to have
convinced Benes to change the name of their organization from the Czech National Council to
the Czechoslovak National Council. Osusky claimed that Benes disrespected the Slovaks and
wanted simply to subsume them under the Czechs, but that he forced Benes to comply. “I
answered that it (the name) was basically the same and that the American Slovaks would not go
along with the Czechs as long as their name did not appear in the name of the Council, and I
added ‘If you do not change this, [ will go back to America and I will inform them that it is not

possible to cooperate with the Czechs.”” He also took credit for assuring that every post-war

62 According to Stolarik, Getting even declared, “the Slovaks were not a nation but a group of ‘illiterate
boobs’ who needed the Czechs for their survival.”
83 Stolarik, “Role,” 22-34. Sidor, “Slovak League,” 29-38. Hletko, “Slovaks.”
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treaty implemented the hyphen into the name ‘Czecho-Slovakia,” including those at Versailles,
Germain, and Trianon. Some historians accept his explanation.*!

The truth is probably somewhere in between. It is probably safe to conclude that Osusky
did try to uphold a sense of equality for the Slovaks, and thus, at least semantically, followed
through on the vague instructions given to him. It is nevertheless also clear that once he officially
joined the Czechoslovak government, he severed his political ties with the Slovaks in the United
States. Osusky later admitted that he never subscribed to the instruction to avoid firm
commitments, as he remained principally against such concepts and fully trusted the Czechs as
the best option. He also claimed that the fear of the Czechs arose because the Slovaks in America
had lost touch with their life in Slovakia and that all “educated and intelligent” Slovaks
supported such a union. He never again played a major role with the SLA.® This decision by the
two SLA representatives to act independently, however, had the impact of diminishing the
Slovak-Americans influence in Europe. Where the delegates might have given the Slovak-
Americans a voice in Europe and spurred the revolutionary leadership in a different direction, the
Slovak-Americans were instead limited to their activities and organizations in the United States.
This isolation allowed Masaryk to consolidate the image in western capitals that he and his

organization served as the primary representative of the Slovaks overseas. The Slovak-

64 Pankuch admitted in his memoir to being livid over the actions of the two delegates, but conceded that he
and most other Slovaks ultimately accepted Osusky’s explanation at the time. Many Slovak nationalist historians,
such as Sidor and Kirschbaum, continued to promote a negative view of Osusky, but others such as Stolarik and
Michalek have accepted Osusky’s defense of himself. The reasoning behind Kosik’s behavior is more unclear. He
seemingly acted in favor of the Czechoslovakists while in Europe, but claimed to have worked as instructed after he
returned to the United States and affirmed autonomist sentiments. It seems likely that he simply took the positions
necessary to keep himself in good favor with those in charge on both sides of the Atlantic and was not guided by
rigid beliefs one way or the other. “Osusky responds to Vnuk,” SO Papers, B: 49, F: 2, HIA. “Vyroéie tragickej
smrti generala Stefanika,” SO Papers, B: 49, F: 3, HIA. Pankuch, History, 119-120. Osusky, “How Czecho-
Slovakia,” 84. “Osusky Memoirs (English & Slovak Versions),” SO Papers, B: 49, F: 1, 4, 10, HIA.

65 Osusky, “Moje Poslanie.” Michalek, Diplomat, 30-34. Stolarik, “Role,” 22-31. Sidor, “Slovak League,”
29-38. Osusky also declared that he had never taken American citizenship, because he only saw himself as Slovak.
Osusky’s decision also did much to help his career, as he became the first Czechoslovak Minister to London, and
then a delegate to the peace conferences, before finally settling in as the Czechoslovak minister to France, where he
would remain until the Second World War.
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Americans would never be able to overcome this image, which forced them to remain linked to

the National Council in order to maintain some influence.

Tensions ease?

In spite of the controversy, the common action with the Czechs nevertheless held
together. According to Pankuch, “the Slovaks decided not to break the agreement and often
closed their eyes to the insults, in order not to harm the main goal—the revolution.” The Slovak-
American press, nonetheless, remained firm in reacting to the domineering attitude in many
Czech circles. Ultimately, the American buildup to war held the effort together. Masaryk
recognized that he needed the Slovak-Americans for manpower and financial support. Perhaps
more importantly, he needed them to help gain the support of the United States government.
Likewise, as the Czechoslovak National Council began to have more and more success, Slovak-
American opinion shifted toward unity with the Czechs as the best option. The Allied letter to
Wilson in January 1917 that mentioned the liberation of Central European nationalities,
including the Czechs and Slovaks, was the watershed moment that convinced the Slovaks-
Americans of the correctness of this approach. Although SLA leaders remained bothered by the
use of the term Czecho-Slovakia, they embraced the message as a hopeful sign, and out of fear
that Allied leaders would otherwise completely ignore the Slovaks. By early 1917, the SLA thus
began openly calling for the break-up of Austria-Hungary.

The National Council also made efforts to appease the American Slovaks, including
through several articles praising the Slovaks. Their primary effort, however, was to send the
exile Minister of War, Milan Stefnik to the United States in June 1917 to rally and organize the

Czech- and Slovak-Americans, to fund-raise, and to gather volunteers. Masaryk and his cohorts

% Pankuch, History, 131. Stolarik, “Role,” 32-41. Hletko, “The Slovaks.”
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recognized military participation as critical for proving the worth of his movement to the Allies,
and without access to the Czechs and Slovaks in Austria-Hungary, they had to rely on émigré
volunteers. Stolarik claims that Stefanik did much to bring unity to the Czechs and Slovaks. As a
Slovak himself, Stefanik talked the Slovak-Americans down from their concerns of Czech
domination, and convinced the devout Catholics that Czech leaders would respect religious
freedom. Embracing this effort, the SLA started a fund-raising campaign, organized by a
committee of clergymen with experience in fundraising. The Sokols then organized recruitment
for the Czechoslovak Legions and held basic training camp in Stamford, Connecticut. Slovak-
American women also organized a group called the V¢elky (the Bees) that assisted this effort by
sewing uniforms for the volunteers as well as arranging their daily requisitions.®’

In the end, this recruitment was largely a failure. Stefanik had a recruitment goal at
twenty thousand people, but only achieved around three thousand. This issue with recruitment
was due in part to uncertainty whether the exile organization would be able to supply its military
volunteers adequately, as well as a high risk of execution for treason if captured by Austro-
Hungarian forces. There were also concerns that Slovak-Americans would appear to hold loyalty
to the United States secondary to their loyalty to Czechoslovakia. Nevertheless, Stefanik’s visit

did get the Slovak-American organizations to shift onto a war footing.®®

67 «“Mobiliyaéna vyhlaska Milana Ratislava Stefanika v Spojenych Statoch Americkych,” in Dokumenty,
487-461. “The Ambassador to Italy (Page) to SoS,” in FRUS, 1918, World War I Supplement 1, Vol 1 (Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1933), 800-801. Victor S. Mamatey, “The United States and Czechoslovak
Independence” in Crossroads, 69-70. The Czechoslovak Legionnaires fought on the western front against Austria-
Hungary, but also in Siberia as part of the Allied intervention against the Bolsheviks, which probably did more to
build their credibility in the United States than any other action. See: Better Miller Unterberger, The United States,
Revolutionary Russia, and the Rise of Czechoslovakia (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1989).

68 According to Stolarik, the total amount of money and volunteers provided by the Slovaks in America is
unknown, as the records were sent to Prague, where they disappeared. Many Slovak leaders believed that Prague
covered up this information, because they Slovaks provided the vast majority of both. Sidor claims that the Slovak-
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of the recruitment effort, see: Imrich Mazar, A History of the Binghamton Slovaks: Over a period of Forty Years,
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Despite the consolidation of common action between the Czechs and Slovaks abroad, the
underlying concerns and conflicts never dissipated. Imrich Mazar’s local perspective from
Binghamton, New York made clear the ample difficulties in his local organization due to intra-
Slovak conflicts based on personal politics, religious differences, and differing views as to the
best direction for the Slovaks, and Mazar was very critical of the central leadership for not
solving these conflicts.®” The Slovak Question remained at the forefront of these conflicts. The
ardent Czechoslovakists among the Czechs and Slovaks continued to try to squelch all efforts for
Slovak autonomy, and the Slovak nationalists continued to fight back against them. One such
Czechoslovakist group attempted to disrupt the 1917 SLA Congress in opposition to autonomy,
and after the League rebuked it, the organizations took unsuccessful legal action to try to freeze
the SLA’s funds. The constant attacks eventually force Daxner to resign from the SLA in late
1917 out of frustration. In order to quell these arguments, Masaryk sent Jan Jancek (a former
Legionnaire) to the United States. Although Jancek claimed his mission was to compromise,
Stolarik suggests that Masaryk actually sent Jancek to force the Slovak-American organizations
into line behind the exile government. Upon his arrival, Jan¢ek finagled his way into the
leadership of the SLA, convincing Mamatey to hold the February 1918 Congress in New York
City where Czechoslovakists flooded the event. The result was the election of Jancek as
secretary to replace Daxner, while also removing the autonomist Pankuch as treasurer. Jancek’s
main effort, however, was the founding of a new body on February 9, 1918—the Czechoslovak

National Council of America—designed to centralize activity and to serve as a direct proxy for

The Slovak-American efforts to support the war were comparable to other groups such as the Polish, who built relief
organizations to fundraise in support of Polish in the homeland that the war had harmed or displaced, as well as
military recruitment organizations to fight in Polish military organizations. Pienkos, Freedom, 40-72. For other
American immigrant perspectives, see: O’Grady, Immigrants. Nancy Gentile Ford, Americans All!: Foreign-born
Soldiers in World War I (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 2001).

59 Mazar said that his community remained split between pro-Hungarian, pro-Czech, and Slovak
autonomist views. Mazar, History, 203-217.
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the European version. The Slovak-American nationalists pushed against this organization, but
the SLA eventually joined after the Czech-American participants agreed to accommodate them

by giving the Slovaks equal representation on the Council, while splitting the costs equally.”

The Slovak-Americans and Masaryk’s Diplomacy

Stefanik’s visit was also important for his efforts to convince American government
officials to embrace the Czechoslovak movement, albeit only passively. Washington at first did
not recognize Stefanik’s presence, despite a joint statement from the SLA and Bohemian
National Alliance to Secretary of State Robert Lansing encouraging him to meet with the Slovak
leader. Wilson and other leaders still refused to commit to recognition of Czechoslovakia at this
point, concerned about breaking their policy of neutrality. Eventually, connected through the
French embassy, Stefanik did gain an audience with American officials, including Secretary of
War Newton Baker. Stefanik ultimately convinced Washington to allow him to recruit for the
Czecho-Slovak Legionnaires in the United States, so long as the efforts remained discreet and
did not include draft eligible Americans. Stefanik also met with former President Theodore
Roosevelt, who Stefanik convinced to embrace the Czechoslovak cause, due to the former
President’s aggressive stance against the Central Powers. According to historian Victor
Mamatey, Stefanik nonetheless left the United States disappointed. He had heard Wilson’s
rhetoric about democracy and the defense of small nations, but found at this time a government

still holding firm to neutrality and unwilling to make any broad commitments.”’

70 Stolarik, “Role,” 32-54. Baumgarten & Stefka, National, 81-83. Sidor, “Slovak League,” 39-46.
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The Slovak-Americans also played a key role in the effort to persuade American officials.
The SLA and the BNA jointly founded the Slav Press Bureau, led by the Czech-American
Charles Pergler, to inform on events and serve as the center of propaganda. In its propaganda, the
Bureau applied Wilson’s statements on the rights and protections of small nations to the Czech
and Slovak cause: “The interests of our blood brothers and sisters in Europe are identical with
the interests of America. We demand freedom and independence for Bohemia and Slovakia.
President Wilson now knows that it is impossible to sign peace without justice for all nations,
small and large, weak or powerful.” This organization played a key role in persuading the
national press in the United States to support the break-up of Austria Hungary. It also helped
encourage dual resolutions in each house of Congress in May of 1917, organized by Adolph J.
Sabath, William S. Kenyon, and William H. King, that called for the creation of an independent
Bohemian-Slovak state. The resolutions did not pass, however, due to neutrality still holding
sway and a yet lack of firm knowledge or support for the Central European national movements.
The Slovak-Americans gained other advocates in Congress, mostly those representing heavily
Slovak districts, such as Robert Crosser & William Gordon from Cleveland.

Stolarik describes how the SLA even received an invitation to attend Wilson’s second
inaugural, for which they organized a march of 100 of their members carrying American flags in
front of the President’s reviewing stand. The SLA sent a delegation to the White House to meet
with Wilson after the event, although the President was not available. The representatives left a
note of support for his policies and asked him to help relieve their oppression. Pankuch claimed

that a Slovak-American named Margita Krsak did later meet with Wilson and spoke with him

2 Pankuch, History, 137. 55 CR 2856 (1917) Friday, May 25, 1917. The Bohemian National Alliance also
continued to promote Slovak autonomy to facilitate cooperation. For example, a flyer they produced explaining their
objectives in the war as working toward “a confederacy which would include Bohemia, Moravia, Silesia and
Slovakland.” “Bohemian (Czech) National Alliance in America,” SLA Cabinet, F: 11th Congress of the Slovak
League of America, 22 February 1918, New York, NY, SI.
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about the Slovaks. Accordingly, “President Wilson assured her that he knew the Slovaks and the
Slavs as most dependable people loyal to the United States.””

The revolutionary organization in Europe also influenced the American viewpoint. After
putting Osusky to work in Paris, the National Council relocated him to Geneva, where Osusky
met U.S. Charge d’Affaires Hugh Wilson from the U.S. embassy in Bern when the latter visited
the Czecho-Slovak press office. Wilson became impressed with the organization’s knowledge of
Austria-Hungary and with Osusky in particular, and came to rely upon it for information. ™
Through this connection, Osusky eventually befriended George Herron, an expatriate American
scholar who became an Allied advisor during the war. Herron had many connections in politics
and academia to which he supplied Osusky’s information, including Seton-Watson, British
Foreign Secretary Arthur Balfour, and President Wilson. Osusky claimed that Herron’s reports,
for which Osusky provided most of the information on Austria-Hungary, served as the primary
basis of Wilson’s information on the country, giving Osusky an indirect link to the American
president. Osusky purported to have convinced Herron not to trust Vienna’s overtures for peace,

and that Herron, in turn, ultimately convinced Wilson to reject the peace proposals made by

Austria-Hungary late in the war, which would have maintained the existence of the state.”

7 It is possible that this story is apocryphal. Nonetheless, Pankuch believed it and claimed that it spurred
the Slovak-Americans to believe they were having success. Pankuch, History, 121-141. Stolarik, “Role,” 32-41.
Victor S. Mamatey, Building Czechoslovakia in America: 1914-1918, (Washington D.C.: SVU, 1976). Hletko, “The
Slovaks.” Mamatey, “Slovaks” in Immigrants, 224-249. Otakar Odlozilik, “The Czechs” in Immigrants, 204-223.

™ Hugh Wilson, however, falsely categorized Osusky as a Czech.

> Osusky much admired Herron, even writing a biography of him for Czechs and Slovaks. Osusky says
that Herron was as “obscure to the public at large as that of Colonel House was well known,” but no less important.
Hugh R. Wilson, Diplomat between Wars (New York: Longmans, Green, & Co, 1941), 23-24. Osusky, “How
Czecho-Slovakia.” Michalek, Diplomat, 34-40. “Osusky Memoirs (English version),” SO Papers, B: 49, F: 2, HIA.
“Osusky Memoirs (English and Slovak versions),” 