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1. Finnish-Hungarian contacts have so far been studied in a
number of books and articles. In Hungary, they were described as
early as 1943, in a book entitled Finn-magyar kapcsolatok by Dezs6
Gaské and Ivan Nagy.! Some forty years later, Viljo Tervonen and
Irene Wichmann compiled a bibliography of Finnish-Hungarian cul-
tural contacts up to 1981, including over 1900 items. Most book-
length studies, however, date from the 1980s and 1990s. The col-
lection of essays Ystdvdt sukulaiset, a semi-official publication, was
edited by Sara Karig in 1984. This book, covering Finnish-Hunga-
rian contacts over a period of one hundred years, was published
simultaneously in Hungary under the name Bardtok rokonok. Tanul-
madnyok a finn-magyar kulturdlis kapcsolatok torténetébdl. Yrjo
Varpio and Lajos Szopori Nagy have studied literary contacts
between Finland and Hungary (Suomen ja Unkarin kirjalliset suh-
teet vuosina 19201986, 1990); like Ystdvdt sukulaiset, this work
too was also published in Hungary (IsmerkedG ismerdsok). In Hun-
gary, Emil Koren chronicled contacts between the Finnish and Hun-
garian Lutheran churches in his book Testvéreink Eszakon. A finn—
magyar egyhadzi kapcsolatok tiorténete (1986). His book was then
expanded and translated into Finnish by Martti Voipio, under the
name Sukukansojen uskonyhteys (1988).

The most recent publication, Folia Hungarica 7: Yhteyksid,
edited by Mikko Cajanus and Sandor Cstcs, is a collection of essays
covering various areas of contact, especially since the Second World
War. It is also worth noting that in 1988-1991 an empirical com-
parative study of Finns and Hungarians as readers was carried out,
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as a joint Finnish-Hungarian project. The results have been reported
by Yr1jo Varpio (Finns and Hungarians as Readers, 1991).

Despite these and some other studies, there are still some gaps.
We might ask, for instance, whether the often repeated claims con-
cerning diminished contacts between Finland and Hungary during
World War II are in fact reliable. In the collection of essays Ystavat
sukulaiset, Jaakko Numminen, Finnish Undersecretary for Edu-
cation, maintains that the war put a stop to any cultural exchange on
a regular basis, although there were occasional contacts.2 The same
view has been repeated by Jari P. Havia in an article published ten
years later.3 Such views are certainly not the whole truth. Even the
essays in Ystdvdt sukulaiset themselves offer information about
diverse contacts. This is quite understandable: when many doors
were closed to Finland during the war, contacts with Hungary and
Hungarians were cherished with special care, especially at a time
when relations with Estonians became more difficult to sustain.4
But even more important was the need to break down the isolation
threatening Hungary as a result of the Peace of Trianon. Cultural ex-
change was an opportunity for Hungary to establish contacts with
the outside world; one of the results which were achieved was the
agreement over cultural exchange between Finland and Hungary in
1937.5 This agreement was one of the landmarks in Finnish-Hunga-
rian contacts. It is not a mere coincidence that the text of the agree-
ment was published in extenso in the first volume of the Heimotyé
yearbook. The flourishing contacts between Finland, Estonia and
Hungary were, as Aladar Ban suggests, also due to an important
similarity in their history; they had all become independent in the
First World War.® The aftermath of the war, however, also had its
darker side. For Hungary, it meant a peace whereby it lost a con-
siderable part of its territory. For Finland it meant the exclusion of
the population living in present-day Russian Karelia, which led to
the so called heimo (folk) wars of 1919-1922.7

From the Finnish point of view, the most spectacular event in
Finnish-Hungarian contacts was the visit to Hungary by Edwin Lin-
komies in 1943. Linkomies visited Hungary in his capacity of
Second Vice-Speaker of the Finnish Parliament, and as Professor of
Roman literature. In his memoirs, published in 1970 but written in
1947-1948, Linkomies tells us at length about his visit.8 As a con-
servative, Linkomies was able to appreciate the worldview and
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values of his hosts. His general judgement of Hungarians, which he
presents as a conclusion to his visit, may be the most impressive
description of Magyars ever written by a Finn.9 It should also be re-
membered that in 1942, a book called Unkarin kirja (The Book of
Hungary) was published. Edited by Vidind Musikka and Sandor
Kulai, this was an extensive (about 470 pages) and diversified intro-
duction to Hungary, its people, history and culture. In Hungary, cor-
respondingly, some important books and articles about Finland were
published.10 In the following year, 1943, one of the greatest works
of Hungarian literature, Imre Madéach’s Az ember tragédidja (The
Tragedy of Man), was published in Toivo Lyy’s masterly trans-
lation.!1 It is one of the ironies of literary history that the most ex-
tensive Finnish work of fiction published in Hungary in that year,
1943, was Unto Seppénen’s Markku ja hanen sukunsa (The House
of Markku, English translation by Kenneth Kaufman in 1940), a
lengthy family trilogy, which can hardly be regarded as a classic of
Finnish literature. In Hungary, Seppénen’s novel (translated by Ist-
van Atanyi and Lajos Garam) was entitled Az orosz hatdron (On the
Border of Russia), with the consequence — as Lajos Szopori Nagy12
reminds us — that after the war and up until 1988 the book was
available only to accredited scholars in the Hungarian National
Library.

Linkomies’s visit to Hungary, the publication of Unkarin kirja
and Lyy’s translation of Madach marked the culmination of Finnish-
Hungarian contacts during the war, but we should not forget that
contacts occurred on many levels and in many forms. The intensity
of Finnish-Hungarian relations during the war is witnessed by the
yearbook Heimotyd, which was issued in seven volumes during
1937-1944 (some 1050 pages in all). The yearbook was edited by
F. A. Heporauta and Véin6 Musikka, and was published by the Suo-
malais-ugrilaisen kulttuuritoimikunnan Suomen osasto (Finnish di-
vision of the Finno-Ugric Cultural Committee). By way of com-
parison it is worth mentioning that at the same time in Germany the
Ungarische Jahrbiicher had become the organ of the German-Hun-
garian Society (Die Deutsch-Ungarische Gesellschaft). The latter,
however, was on a more scholarly basis, consisting mostly of
scholarly articles and reviews. It paid considerable attention to cul-
tural relationships between Hungary and other countries. It often
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discussed books or problems which had one or another connection
with Finland.!3

In the present study, I am to describe the Heimotyé Yearbook as
an organ for heimo!4 work, especially in relation to Finnish-Hunga-
rian contacts. It should be kept in mind that Heimotyé was by no
means the only organ devoted to Finnish-Hungarian contacts.
During 1941-1944 the Suomen Heimoty6seura (Finnish Society for
Kinship Work) published a magazine entitled Heimokansa (’Kind-
red Folk’), containing news about the Finno-Ugrian peoples, lan-
guage courses, reviews and essays. During 194243, the Suomalai-
suuden Liitto (Finnish League) published the magazine Finnor-
szdgls, the purpose of which was to present the achievements of
Finnish science and culture to Hungarian readers. By way of com-
parison I shall pay some attention to these publications as well. I do
not include in the present study the Suomen Heimo, the organ of the
Academic Karelia Society, which was mainly concerned with the
most closely related Finno-Ugrian peoples living in Karelia. To
some extent the three publications, Heimotyo, Heimokansa and
Finnorszag, tended to overlap. It is also easily observed that the
same names often occur on the pages of all these publications. The
charges of clannishness which have sometimes been raised!6, are
not altogether unjustified.

2. The very title of the Heimotyé yearbook reveals one basic
ideological concept, that of the heimo. Covering a wide and vague
semantic field, it is a term which is difficult to translate into English
(see note 14). A common English translation is kinship (cf. the
German translation Verwandtschaft, which is perhaps more
adequate). In order to avoid connotations of a narrow anthropo-
logical sense, however, the Finnish form Aeimo will be used in this
article.

The Heimotyo yearbook was one of several publications and
organizations which bore the word heimo in their titles. As such
they were part of the heimo ideology or heimo movement, which
dominated cultural contacts between Finno-Ugrian peoples in the
1920s and 1930s, and which in their extreme forms led to a kind of
mysticism. At one extreme the scope of the heimo movement
included the writer Ilmari Kianto, who at the heimo celebration in
Uhtua, Russian Karelia, rejoiced at not seeing any “European
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clothes or silk blouses from Helsinki” and who congratulated him-
self at having met “at last a people not completely raped by civil-
ization.”17 At the other extreme were the official state visits and the
cultural agreement between Finland and Hungary.

The history of the heimo movement has yet to be written,
although it has often been discussed in historical and sociological
studies.!8 Biographies of some leading keimo ideologists are also
sometimes revealing.!® In this study it is not possible to give any
extensive account of the movement; instead, I confine myself to
describing the heimo work in the light of Finnish-Hungarian con-
tacts, as revealed by the Heimotyo yearbook.

The Heimotyé yearbook can be regarded — if I may be allowed to
use an anachronistic term — as the organ of the network of all those
who were interested in Finno-Ugrian peoples. Naturally, however, it
differs from the present network of hungarologists in two important
respects. First of all, its ideology was based on the idea of a special
relationship between these peoples, the idea of the so called heimo.
It is also to be noted that along with terms such as heimo and ’suku’
the vocabulary of the yearbook included such notorious terms as
’race’ and ’blood’, which were common in the ideological debate of
the 1930s and 1940s. In the yearbook, however, they occupied a
secondary place as compared to the term heimo. Various aspects of
Finnish theories and opinions concerning race have been discussed
by a number of scholars, who have touched in passing on the heimo
ideology as well20; I shall not go into them here.

Secondly, kinship work, as revealed in the Heimotyo yearbook,
had a strong official and rhetorical dimension, which becomes
evident when we read the speeches held at various public events and
then published in the yearbook. These speeches were written in the
most elevated rhetorical style. Such heightened rhetoric was of
course not unusual in the 1930s, but it conferred on kinship work a
certain official or even sacred status. Formal ceremonies were also
important. Even the courses in the Hungarian language held by the
Hungarian institute at the University of Helsinki were opened and
closed with special formal ceremonies, consisting of speeches and
artistic performances.2! Due attention was naturally paid to the
celebration of the official *heimo day’ (February 15, later the third
Saturday in October). These *heimo day’ ceremonies are described
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in detail by Ivan Nagy, in an article on Finnish-Hungarian contacts
in the Ungarische Jahrbiicher 22

The Heimotyo yearbook took notice of all contacts between these
peoples, not only in the arts, the humanities or politics, but also in
such areas as athletics and dentistry. With regard to contacts in such
fields as technology or medicine, the question was sometimes raised
whether these contacts should actually be regarded as part of so
called ’heimotyd’, kinship work, at all. In his review of the first
volume of Heimotyo, H. Dibelius maintained that Finno-Ugrian
contacts for instance among teachers of mathematics (they had a
Finnish-Hungarian friendship group) were quite bloodless.23 Ac-
cording to Dibelius, it was quite natural for Finns interested in pro-
moting the Finno-Ugrian cultural movement (die finnisch-ugrische
Kulturbewegung) to have contacts with their neighbours, the Esto-
nians, in all fields of public life; to maintain similar contacts with
Hungary, a more distant country, could only do harm to a good
idea.24 Nevertheless, the concept of *heimo work’ was interpreted in
the yearbook in a very wide sense. It is evident that the friendship
groups which were organized on a professional basis (physicians,
lawyers, etc.) were very active.25 In each of its seven volumes the
yearbook also included bibliographies and statistical information.

In many respects the articles and essays in Heimotyo can be read
even today without thinking about heimo. On the other hand, the
concept of heimo, which after the Second World War disappeared
almost completely from the vocabulary26, was crucial in the dis-
cussion of cultural contacts in the 1930s and 1940s. It is not
possible here to discuss the entrance of this term into the ideological
debate or its prevalence in Finland. Rather, I would like to
emphasize that the relationship between Finland and Hungary was
sustained by a number of societies, foundations and clubs. Their
meetings, records and annual reports were carefully reported in Hei-
moty6.27 A leading role in these organizations on the Finnish side
was played by schoolteachers and headmasters, such as F. A. Hepo-
rauta (1879-1946, headmaster of the Helsinki Normal School), Mat-
ti Pesonen (1868-1957, inspector of the Helsinki elementary
schools) and Vidino Musikka (1887-1962, headmaster of a
secondary school).28 In this respect it is understandable that the
heimo ideology was strongly propagated in Finnish schools — some-
times even ad nauseam, as witnessed by the case of Elvi Sinervo,
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who later on became a prominent leftwing writer. She was so sick of
the heimo propaganda at her school that she rejected even the poetry
of Sandor Pet6fi, whom she had previously greatly admired.29 As
Yrjo Varpio has pointed out30, the textbooks used in the Finnish
elementary and secondary schools favoured Hungarian folk tales
and folk poetry along with the poetry of Pet6fi.

Along with schoolteachers, important and effective spokesmen
for Finnish-Hungarian friendship included university teachers, who
taught Finnish in Budapest or Hungarian in Helsinki, and scholars
such as Lauri Kettunen and Viljo Tervonen in Budapest or Gyula
Weores and Jend Fazekas in Helsinki.3! Finnish and Hungarian
cultural attachées and scholarship-holders from either Hungary or
Finland also played an important role in the cultural exchange
between the two countries. The yearbook also listed priests and
theology students who visited Hungary or Finland. This theological
exchange constitutes a chapter of its own in the story of Finnish-
Hungarian contacts; it has been chronicled in detail, and even
movingly, by Emil Koren and Martti Voipio.32 The precursors of
Finnish-Hungarian contacts, such as Antal Reguly, O. A. F. Blom-
stedt, Jozsef Szinnyei, Antti Jalava and Artturi Kannisto, were often
mentioned. In the seventh volume of Heimotyo, Viljo Tervonen
wrote an essay on Szinnyei and Jalava, with extracts from their cor-
respondence.

3. The yearbook also listed carefully the events which were
arranged by various societies in Hungary; not only by the Hunga-
rian-Finnish Society (Magyar—Finn Tarsasag) but also by the La
Fontaine Society (La Fontaine Tarsasag)33, and the Turanian
Society (Turani Tarsasag)34. As we learn from Heimotyé and other
sources, the Turanian society played host to official Finnish visitors,
but its basic ideology seems to have remained foreign to the
Finns33.

The Finnish visitors to Hungary mentioned in Heimotyo
included, along with Edwin Linkomies, the President of the Lotta
Svird organization Fanni Luukkonen, who in turn played host to
Mrs. Anna Keresztes-Fischer, the head of the Egyesiilt N6i Tébor
organization, on her visit to Finland. In 1943 ten Finnish scientists,
scholars and artists visited Hungary as guests of the Hungarian Mi-
nistry of Culture. The members of the delegation were presented in
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the Finnorszag3©. The visit was reported by V. A. Koskenniemi in
Valvo3jlld; it is also mentioned in some memoirs, written many years
later.

In this connection I might mention the suggestion made by
Admiral Horthy to Professor Linkomies, that some ten thousand
Finnish men could be transferred to Hungary. There they could
become farmers and marry Hungarian wives, thus improving
Hungarian racial characteristics by an admixture of Finnish sisu.
This suggestion, however, did not receive a positive response from
the Finnish side.38 Similar ideas, inevitably, were not unknown in
Finland either. The Finnish state leader, President Risto Ryti, had
also referred favourably to racial improvement.39 Such thoughts had
long been an undercurrent in the heimo ideology. As Hannes Sihvo
has pointed out,40 the writer IImari Kianto was one of the first to
express racial theories in connection with the idea of *Great Fin-
land’.

Along with practical information and general essays, the
yearbook published official speeches which had been held on public
occasions, celebrations and anniversaries, such as the speeches by
Professors Artturi Kannisto and Edwin Linkomies in Volume II and
the speech by the Lord Mayor of Budapest, Geheimrat Jené Ka-
rafiath, in Volume VI. In its report on the heimo day on 3rd October
1938, the yearbook referred to the speech delivered by Urho Kekko-
nen, who was then the Finnish Secretary for Home affairs.4! More
importantly, along with the official rhetoric of these speeches, some
efforts were made to define the nature of the heimo ideology, in
other words, what the heimo ideology or heimo work was actually
about.

In the second volume of Heimotyo F. A. Heporauta maintained
that, since Finland had till then been influenced almost exclusively
by Western countries, Finns could now imbibe new impulses from
their related peoples. According to Heporauta, it was cultural
exchange (kulttuurivaihto) which would guarantee the vitality of the
heimo work. This cultural exchange was supported by a strong
heimo feeling, which was evident in the friendly spirit which these
peoples showed towards each other and in the way they followed
their mutual development. Heporauta also offered a definition: The
aim of heimo work is to look after the ancient and original Finno-
Ugrian culture, or its remains in the conditions and manners of the
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peoples, to protect the best of the culture of each Finno-Ugrian
people, its essence, especially that which is lacking in Finnish
culture.

In a speech delivered on the national day of Hungary, on the
other hand, Professor Lauri Kettunen was sceptical about racial
contacts between Finns and Hungarians. Instead, as a linguist, he
emphasized the central role of language. The Finnish and Hungarian
languages, according to Kettunen, represent our common heritage;
this fact alone is enough to make these two peoples dear to each
other. h

Viljo Tervonen, who in the Unkarin kirja to which I have already
referred had contributed a chapter on Finnish-Hungarian contacts,
held a different view. According to Tervonen, a common linguistic
heritage is not enough, even when supported by a spontaneous hei-
mo love. Therefore the Finns need contacts between Finland and
Hungary even in fields which are not directly concerned with kin-
ship. A mutual cultural influence can be beneficial to both peoples;
this is how the peoples in question will be able to develop their own
special Finno-Ugrian nature.42

The yearbook enumerated carefully the meetings of various
Finnish-Hungarian societies and organizations. It was fairly well
aware of the importance of the media. It not only listed visits to
Hungary by Finnish politicians, scholars and artists, but also told
readers how these visits were reported in the Hungarian newspapers.
There were also lists of radio programs devoted to Hungary and
Estonia.

The yearbook offered abundant information concerning contacts
between the Finno-Ugrian peoples, as well as about urgent political
and economic problems in these countries. In Volume IV, for
instance, there were articles on the Hungarian land reform and on
the Jewish question. It is interesting to notice that the latter,
one-page article mainly contained statistical information, offered as
background to the new ’Jewish laws’ in Hungary. It is a revealing
coincidence that the articles on land reform and the Jews followed
one another: Jend Fazekas, in an article on Hungarian cultural
history in Volume VI, was prepared to maintain that the greatest
social problems in Hungary were the question of land and the
Jewish question. The latter problem, according to Fazekas, was the
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result of the emancipation of 1868, when the ’pockets of
Jewishness’, as he called them, of Galicia emigrated to Hungary .43

The Jews were also mentioned in the magazine Heimokansa.
There was a short notice on the edict concerning the “purification of
the Hungarian culture from Jewish writers”. The writers in question
were enumerated.44 In his ”Letter from Budapest” Viljo Tervonen
told readers how easy it was now to find a free table in restaurants.
This was partly caused by the fear of bombs, but the main reason
was that the Jews ”were no longer the first everywhere”. Tervonen
also told readers about the yellow star that Jews now had to wear.
He continued: "Whatever we might think about this sign, in any
case it is a good thing for a foreigner. One no longer has to be afraid
of talking to strangers. A man who does not have a star is of course
not always unquestionably one hundred percent Hungarian, but in
any case the danger of embarrassing mistakes is now smaller than
earlier in Budapest”.43 On the other hand, Tervonen warned readers
against mixing politics with heimo work.

In the fourth volume of Heimotyé the history and the present
state of Transylvania was discussed in a major article by Sandor
Kulai.

Some attention was also devoted to Hungarian politicians. The
death of the Prime Minister, Count Pal Teleki, was of course
noted.#6 The Hungarian state leader, Admiral Horthy was portrayed
in an impressive article by Antti Sovijérvi, Professor of Phonetics at
the University of Helsinki.47 This article was followed by a shorter
one, in which Sandor Kulai presented Istvan Horthy.48 Similarly, in
the magazine Heimokansa the Finnish translation of Lily von
Doblhoff’s biography of Miklés Horthy was reviewed.4%

In this connection I would like to mention that Edwin Linkomies
in his book Vaikea aika (Difficult Time) tells us how he during his
visit to Hungary met Admiral Horthy and how impressed he was by
his personality.50 In the 1930s the writer Aino Kallas had also met
Horthy; she describes her visit, as the wife of the Estonian am-
bassador, in her book Kanssavaeltajia ja ohikulkijoita (1945). After
the war, in the 1950s, Horthy’s autobiography was translated into
Finnish, and was favourably reviewed by Edwin Linkomies.

4. From today’s perspective, the most fruitful contribution of
Heimotyo were its essays on culture, literature and art. These essays
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occupied a considerable proportion of the total number of pages.
The essays were also relatively extensive and sometimes offered
quite diverse information. In some cases they were also very well
written. In the following, I shall give some examples.

In the fifth volume of the yearbook one section was devoted to
art, architecture and design, a total of 55 pages, most of them by Dé-
nes Radocsay. The main part of the section consisted of short pre-
sentations of painters and sculptors. Most of them were established
artists, and the article was rather indifferent to avantgarde art. It
should also be remembered, as Kalevi P6ykko has pointed out, that
at the end of the 1930s it was 19th century Hungarian art which was
in focus in Finland. Some Hungarians living in Finland emphasized
the national character of art, thus supporting the heimo ideology; ac-
cordingly, they deplored the presence of foreign elements in Hun-
garian art.5!

There were also two major articles by Jené Fazekas, a personal
friend of Professor Lauri Kettunen32, who in the 1940s became
Lecturer in Hungarian and head of the Hungarian institute at the
University of Helsinki. In 1944 he emigrated to Sweden.53 In the
sixth volume of the yearbook, Fazekas outlined the cultural history
of Hungary, and in the next — and last — volume of Heimotyo he pre-
sented the history of modern Hungarian literature, in an essay of
almost 50 pages. It was a miniature literary history, written from a
sociological point of view. As Tuomo Lahdelma maintains54, it is a
continuation of Aarni Penttild’s Unkarin kirjallisuuden historia
(History of Hungarian literature), which was published in 1939, as
well as an interesting methodological experiment. It suffers, how-
ever, as Yrjo Varpio points out3>, from rather conservative views
and from an antisemitic attitude. Fazekas was not at all happy about
Jewish infiltration, as he puts it, into Hungarian middle class.
Fazekas emphasized the importance of the agrarian class, which he
regarded as the best stratum of the Hungarian people; corres-
pondingly, he emphasized agrarian elements in literature. He did not
wholeheartedly accept the aims of the periodical Nyugat and its
westernizing tendencies, because they meant abandoning the old
traditions of Hungarian literature. On the other hand, he had, per-
haps unwillingly, to admit the great achievements of Endre Ady. In
any case, Fazekas devotes some of his most rhetorical passages to
Ady. To give one example: Fazekas compares Ady to Cassandra,
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because as a gloomy and enigmatic poet he prophesized the tragedy,
leading to destruction, which awaited the Hungarian people and its
nature.

In characterizing Janos Kodolanyi, Fazekas noted his interest in
Finland and his translations of Finnish literature. According to Faze-
kas, Kodolanyi’s image of Finland is characterized by exaggerated
idealism and uncritical praise; yet he has greatly contributed to
Finnish-Hungarian cooperation Kodolanyi’s book about Finland,
Suomi, a csend orszdga (Finland, the country of sﬂence) was also
reviewed in the third volume of Heimotyo.

In his shorter outline of the cultural history of Hungary Fazekas —
rather surprisingly, when we recall his emphasis on agrarian ele-
ments in Hungarian culture in his essay on literature — concentrates
on the Renaissance in Hungary, and on the close Hungarian links
with European culture and with Italy.

Hungarian literature was also discussed by other scholars: Gyula
Webres wrote about modern Hungarian poetry>® and Istvan Csekey
about Vorosmarty’s ”Szézat” and its influence abroad.5”7 Vérdsmar-
ty’s poem and its relation to Runeberg’s "Maamme” is a much dis-
cussed problem; here I can merely refer to Vilmos Voigt’s study
”Voérosmarty: Szézat — Kellgren: Ungersk nationalsdng — Runeberg:
Vért land/Maammelaulu”>8, where he draws comparisons between
Vordsmarty’s, Kellgren’s and Runeberg’s poems. Heimotyé also
contained some specimens of Hungarian poetry in Finnish trans-
lation.

Some Finnish contributions should also be mentioned. Viljo Ter-
vonen wrote about Arvi Jarventaus and his relation to Hungary.5?
As all students of Finnish-Hungarian contacts know, Arvi Jédrven-
taus occupies a special place among those Finnish writers who have
been interested in Hungary. Jirventaus wrote three novels dealing
with Hungarian history, a collection of poems with Hungarian and
Lappish themes, and a book of memoirs dealing with his ex-
periences in Hungary. His books were admired in Hungary. He was
also awarded a honorary doctorate by the University of Debrecen. In
his essay on Jarventaus and Hungary, which is still quite readable,
Tervonen also referred to Jdrventaus’s attitude towards the heimo
ideology and its corollary, nationalism. Helmi Helminen reviewed
Gyula Illyés’s book on Pet5fi®0. This review is at the same time a
brief biography of Pet6fi.
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In the light of the Heimotyé yearbook, it is reasonable to
conclude that the most intensive contacts can be found in the field
of music. Both Hungarian folk music and art music, especially Ko-
daly and Bartok, were presented on the pages of the yearbook. The
yearbook often told readers about visits to Hungary by Finnish
musicians, singers and conductors. The most significant musical
event, reported in the seventh volume of Heimotyd®!, were the per-
formances of Leevi Madetoja’s opera Pohjalaisia (Hung. Eszakiak)
in Budapest. In the 1940s Artturi Jarviluoma’s drama, by the same
title, was presented in Hungarian theatres2. In Helsinki, corres-
pondingly, Ferenc Erkel’s Bdnk bdn was performed. This was the
first performance of this national Hungarian opera outside Hungary.
The event was reported only briefly in Heimotyé.
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