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Abstract: The authors intend to provide an overview of the diaries, travelogues, and 
correspondence of Austro-Hungarians who traveled to the Asian peripheries of Russia during 
the Dual Monarchy. We aim to contribute to ongoing discussions on colonial discourses of 
otherness, as well as to the historical development of ethnographic scholarship in Europe. Travel 
writing, orientalism, and colonial encounters with Asian otherness are closely intermingling 
phenomena in the modern era. We argue that the rich corpus of visual and verbal representations 
of North-, Central-, and Inner-Asian peoples recorded by the subjects of the Dual Monarchy 
provides instructive examples of colonial encounters with non-colonizers in 19th century Asia. 
Furthermore, we believe that these examples will bring forth a more detailed picture of how 
the ideas born in the centers of German enlightenment (like Völkerkunde) impregnated the 
intellectual life of more peripheral regions in Europe. As ethnographic scholarship developed 
within national research traditions rather than in the frame of a monolithic, European intellectual 
project, our question is whether or not the Dual Monarchy provided a meaningful frame to 
bridge national research traditions.
Keywords: travel writing, orientalism, Austro-Hungarian Dual Monarchy, Siberia, Central 
Asia, history of ethnography
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Research on travel writing is an increasingly important topic in historical and 
anthropological scholarship (Hulme – Youngs 2002; Kuehn – Smethurst 2009; 
Pratt 1992; Youngs 2006). By providing an overview of the diaries, travelogues, and 
correspondence of those Austro-Hungarians who visited the Asian peripheries of Russia, 
we aim to contribute to ongoing discussions on colonial discourses of otherness, as well 
as on the historical development of ethnographic scholarship in Europe. Travel writing, 
orientalism, and colonial encounters with Asian otherness are closely intermingled 
phenomena in the modern era (Andreeva 2007; Phillips 2014). We argue that the rich 
corpus of visual and verbal representations of North-, Central-, and Inner-Asian peoples 
recorded by travelers from the Dual Monarchy provides instructive examples of colonial 
encounters with non-colonizers in Asia in the 19th century. The research question we pose 
is whether or not travelers from the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy and its predecessors, a 
unique political formation in Europe, had a distinct perspective on non-European peoples 
in the late 19th and early 20th century. 

Our research points to a common shortcoming in determining who is a traveler. 
Commonly, a traveler is defined as a person who leaves home in order to gain something 
material or immaterial, or both, in another place (Clifford 1997:197). This implies 
that the traveler proceeds voluntarily. The overwhelming majority of travelers in our 
study, however, embarked on their journeys involuntarily; they were Austro-Hungarian 
prisoners of war (POWs) captured by the Russian army in WWI who had no say in where 
they were taken. Nonetheless, these prisoners saw the country and met its inhabitants as 
they were taken to Siberian camps, and when they left the camps to work. After 1918, not 
all prisoners could return home immediately following their release from captivity due 
to the Russian Civil War. It was during this waiting period that many saw and met more 
Siberians, and as a result, came to know the country and its people. These accounts are of 
special interest for our analysis, as are those from people who voluntarily stayed longer 
than needed ‒ who made the transformation from involuntary travelers to voluntary 
residents. Thus, we juxtapose voluntary and involuntary travelers in our study. 

In this article we would like to provide a rough overview of the research perspectives 
this vast material provides for historians and ethnographers. In order to do so, we first 
outline the position the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy held among the great European 
powers. We argue that the monarchy, with its multi-ethnic composition and lack of colonies 
overseas, was a unique point of departure for travelers in the late 19th and early 20th 
century. We then turn our attention to a region we call “the Asian peripheries of Russia”, 
which was frequented by travelers from the monarchy for a number of reasons. Next, we 
provide a tentative classification of travelers and expeditions, and mention the written 
or visual records these travelers left behind. In order to provide a clearer picture of the 
peculiarities of travel records from the monarchy, we discuss two interlinked problems in 
the last chapters: the unique fieldwork and travel strategies such travelers used in Russia 
and beyond, and how socio-cultural backgrounds influenced the way they perceived, 
contacted and described non-European, indigenous peoples during their travels. 
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THE MONARCHY AS  
A MULTI-ETHNIC MIDDLE POWER LACKING COLONIES

The Austro-Hungarian Dual Monarchy, from whence these travelers began their journeys, 
remained demographically a multi-ethnic, multi-lingual, and multi-religious state with 
no majority nations during the emergence of nation states (Bureau 1912).1 From a legal 
point of view, the monarchy was a composite of pre-modern kingdoms with unbalanced 
power relations between nationalities that never transformed into a multinational state 
(Brunner 1962; Hasslinger 2012). This inner structure resulted in vibrant and tense, 
cross-national and cross-regional relations. As a result, the political legacy of the 
monarchy was simultaneously considered a ‘prison of nations’ (Völkerkerker), as well 
as a flexible state forming a reasonably stable framework for the coexistence of various 
religious, ethnic and linguistic communities (Völkerverein) (Wandruszka 1980). 

Alongside other socio-economic factors, this inner tension limited the success of the 
monarchy’s foreign policy, and led to a steady decline of its power within Europe (Sked 
2001). Consequently, over the course of the 19th century, when most European nation-
states were attempting to establish overseas colonies, the Austrian Empire and later the 
monarchy, despite her colonial aspirations (Búr 2011; Randa 1966; Sauer 2002), was 
preoccupied with maintaining its unity as well as consolidating its borders and position 
among European powers.

However, the Austrian Empire and its predecessor, the Holy Roman Empire, had 
its own colonial ambitions which, at least partially, followed earlier European patterns 
and orientations. By the 18th century, worldwide organizations such as the “Ostendische 
Kompanie” (1722–1727) and the “Ostindische Kompanie Triest Antwerpen” (1775–1785), 
under the direct or indirect control of the Habsburgs, had come into being (Chaudhury 
1999; Mathew 1995). The Catholic religious orders, like merchants, provided a network for 
the long-distance transfer of knowledge and products (while at the same time, attempting 
to preserve the memory of the empire of Holy Roman Emperor Charles V [1500–1558]). 
The Jesuits, whose East-Central European/Austrian province was centered in Vienna, 
and whose most important regional academia (university) was founded in Nagyszombat/
Trnava/Tyrnau in 1635 (Sz. Kristóf 2012, 2014), were of great importance. Yet, with 
the emergence of Great Britain and France as leading maritime (and principal colonial) 
powers during the 18th and 19th centuries, the explicit colonial efforts of the Austro-
Hungarian Monarchy and its predecessors failed. Following some failed attempts in India 
along the Malabar Coast in connection with the activity of the Ostendische Kompanie, 
Austria’s colonization of the Nicobar Islands did not last (1778–1783), and neither did 
their presence in Mexico (1864–1867) or North Borneo (1878–1880) (Haslip 1971; 
Saunders 2013). The Dual Monarchy held a concession zone in Tianjin, China for twenty 
years (1899–1919) (Szuk 1904). Certain efforts were made both in circumnavigating the 
earth (the Novara Expedition, 1857–1859), and in exploring the Northeast Passage (the 
Tegethoff Expedition, 1872–1874, finding and unofficially appropriating the “Franz Josef 
Land” from 1873 to 1926) (Riedl-Dorn 2014; Schefbeck 2014). Austria-Hungary seems 
to have been successful, however, in one (internal) colonizing action: the occupation of 

  1	The Austro-Hungarian Dual Monarchy was established by the 1867 Compromise. Until 1867, 
Hungary was a subject of the Austrian Empire, the succesor of the Holy Roman Empire. 
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Bosnia and Herzegovina (1878–1918) (Diószegi 2001:121–125; Donia 2008). Whether 
the monarchy successfully made use of its experience in managing a multi-ethnic area in 
this colonial endeavor is a separate question. 

With stable ethnic and linguistic divisions having evolved by the end of the 18th 
century, the 19th century gave rise to the birth of nationalism and national integrations2 
in the region. The monarchy, however, retained a pre-modern character in its socio-
political and economic structure; despite noticeable industrial development in the late 
19th and early 20th century, agriculture remained its economic base. Shortly before WWI, 
“more than 60% of the people were employed in agricultural work while only 18% were 
employed in industry” (Culpin – Henig 1997:35). The dominant agricultural form of 
production remained “[m]anorial estates, owned by the nobility and worked by a servile 
peasantry” (Markovits 1982:2). In this system ‒ medieval by origin and character 
‒ ‘national’ identity rarely played a particular role for the peasants or the politically 
conservative, landed aristocrats who maintained an influential role in the political 
discourses of the empire none the less. Therefore, the urban, liberal bourgeoisie, as well 
as the factory workers, had a less influential role than their counterparts in the more 
modernized countries of Western Europe (Markovits 1982:8).

The difference between Western and Eastern European nationalism is theorized in two 
different manners in historical scholarship. The first argues that as nationalistic passions 
universally spread more among townspeople than the rural population, nationalistic 
movements in Austria-Hungary were weaker than in other countries and had less 
chance to succeed. Furthermore, any demand by a nationalistic movement implicated 
discrimination of other nationalities, which was widely opposed in the monarchy, and, 
with the exception of the Magyarization policy in Hungary after the Compromise, could 
therefore not be pushed through (Markovits 1982:8).

Other historians claim that the lack of an urban bourgeoisie (especially in Hungary) 
meant that any nationalistic movement initially supported by noblemen was expressed 
in a fairly exclusive and intolerant manner when it reached the less educated, rural 
population (see Woolf 1996:22–25). Furthermore, it is argued that this exclusivity 
fueled ethnic and national tensions within the monarchy, and eventually led to its 
disintegration after WWI.

The Hungarian nationality policy, for example, was determined by the question of 
independence from Austria and by the secessionist movements of minorities in Hungary 
(Nagy – Katus 2010; Varga 2017:19). Consequently, political thinking in Hungary 
was permeated by two ideas: equality of civil rights within a territorially united and 
indissoluble state, and national supremacy that ensures the political prerogatives of the 
population professing to be Hungarian based on use of Hungarian as their mother tongue 
and self-identity (Jászi 1929). Of the various contesting concepts of nation and the related 
nationalisms, linguistic nationalism came to determine the nationality policy, replacing 
the dominant hungarus identity3 (Meinecke 1908; Miskolczy 2012; Sundhausen 
1973). This implied Magyarization resulted in Hungarians gaining an absolute majority 

  2	We use the term as defined by Bálint Varga (2017:18–19). National integration took place at three 
different levels, but not in equal measure: the level of subjectness in the monarchy, at a Hungarian 
level, and at the level of other “nationality” cultures. (Hofer 1989:59–63)

  3	A form of identity based on territoriality by which the inhabitants of Hungary identified themselves.
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in Hungary by 1900 (Deák 2000; Szarka 1998:33–73). The integration of other 
nationalities within Hungary continued at paces corresponding to their differing legal, 
religious and economic conditions.4 

The question remains, whether or not this political situation and socio-economic 
milieu had a considerable influence on the scientific discourse of the monarchy’s 
multinational intelligentsia, and if it added a unique perspective to its ethnographic 
discourses on oriental otherness that would translate racial differentiations into ethnic 
and cultural hegemony (Ash – Surman 2012:5–7; Fuchs 2003:154).

THE ASIAN PERIPHERIES OF THE RUSSIAN EMPIRE 
AND THE DUAL MONARCHY

Subjects of the Dual Monarchy travelled across the globe, but for the purpose of this 
study we target their travel to the Asian peripheries of the Russian Empire. Beginning 
in the 16th century, the eastern and southern expansion of the Muscovite state (later 
Russia) created a large Asian territory under Russian rule and influence. It functioned 
in the modern era as the economic and social periphery of the Russian Empire (Bassin 
1991). This vast area includes Siberia, Central Asia, Inner Asia, Manchuria, and to some 
extent, the Caucasus. The importance of these peripheries cannot be overestimated in 
terms of Russia’s history (Burbank et al. 2007; Sahadeo 2015), and the history of 
European ethnographic scholarship (Vermeulen 2015). The blurred border between the 
colonies and the mainland, and between territories occupied by settlers and indigenous 
peoples, makes it difficult to separate the peripheries geographically from the center of 
the Russian Empire (Schradder 2007), especially in the late 19th and early 20th century 
when the empire was still expanding.

This territory is of special interest for three reasons. First, it was the only non-European 
territory visited en masse by subjects of the Dual Monarchy. These visits occurred 
during and after WWI when soldiers of the k. u. k. Armee were taken prisoner by the 
Russian army. Historians calculate that between 1.6 and 2.1 million Austro-Hungarian 
became POWs in Russia (Leidinger – Moritz 1997; Nachtigal 1996; Rachamimov 
2002:38). By contrast, there were only an estimated 167,000 German POWs in Russia 
(Rachamimov 2002:39). Austro-Hungarian POWs received decent, sometimes amicable 
treatment from their Russian captors, and often had contact with the local population 
(Rachamimov 2002:46–47). 

Captive Austro-Hungarians were placed in a variety of POW camps dispersed 
throughout the Russian Empire, including in its Asian peripheries. In East Siberia, large 
camps were located at Berezovka in the vicinity of Verkhneudinsk (later renamed Ulan-
Ude), on a cliff overlooking the Shilka River at Sretensk in Transbaikalia, and at Spasskoe 
in the Russian Far East (Rachamimov 2002:93). The Berezovka camp was one of the 
largest POW camps in the Russian Empire with over 27,000 Austro-Hungarian POWs 
(Austrians, Hungarians, and Poles). 

  4	On the connection between modernity and nationalism (see Gellner 2009).
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Officers were often separated from rank-and-file soldiers, with captive officers 
enjoying much better treatment than soldiers; they received a monthly salary and were not 
forced to work. The Berezovka camp, for example, was famous among captured k. u. k. 
Armee officers for its trade academy which offered courses that were accredited after the 
war. And, while enforced idleness was one of the worst conditions of Russian captivity 
for officers, POWs whose educational background or natural inquisitiveness prevented 
them from falling into desperate homesickness found ways to engage in activities with 
the local population. Written accounts from Hans Kohn, Edwin Dwinder and Heimito 
von Doderer show that their captivity opened up new possibilities for self-enhancement, 
language learning, ethnographic research, and self-discovery (Gatrell 2005:563). Of 
particular interest are the accounts of those POWs who remained in Russia after gaining 
their freedom ‒ some married local women, found work, took part in the Civil War, or 
even did research, thus becoming voluntary travelers or even residents. However, such 
opportunities only became available after the war. 

Among the POWs of the monarchy, the Czech and Slovak legionaries are unique 
for having been captured on the battlefield, deserting from the Austro-Hungarian army, 
or for enlisting in the legion from elsewhere. The first Czech and Slovak Legion got 
as far as Siberia, Manchuria and Japan (Jakl 2006; Zeman 1923, 1928). Unlike most 
other POWs from Austria-Hungary, these legionaries stayed outside the camps for quite 
some time, and thus had more opportunities to be in contact with the local population. 
Although they did not prepare for their travels in any way, their records on Siberia are of 
particular interest (Bělka 2009). 

The second reason this territory is of special interest is because the monarchy was 
by no means a rival of Russia in Asia, and its subjects could visit Siberia, Central Asia 
and the Russian-controlled parts of the Caucasus without major restrictions. This was a 
result of the alliance between Russia and Austria until the Crimean War ‒ together they 
defended the balance of the European powers as established in the Vienna Settlement, and 
in opposing nationalist and liberal political movements in Europe (Breully 2015:150). 
Despite tensions between Austria-Hungary and the Russian Empire in the Balkans from 
the late 19th to the early 20th century (Demeter 2007; Sked 1979:119–121), among the 
European powers, Austria likely posed the least threat for Russia in its Asian endeavors. 

Although some researchers, like the anglophile Ármin Vámbéry (1832–1913), were 
vehement opponents of the eastern expansion of the Russian Empire (Vámbéry 1871), 
archival material shows that good scientific relations and close cooperation existed between 
Russian ethnographers and ethnographic institutes in Austria-Hungary. Between 1875 
and 1925, Vasilii Vasil’evich Radlov (Friedrich Wilhelm Radloff) (1837–1918), director 
of the Kunstkamera, and Sergey Fyodorovich Ol’denburg (1863–1934), chairman of the 
ethnographic division of the Russian Geographical Society, corresponded intensively 
with colleagues all over the world, including numerous scientists in Austria-Hungary.5 
At the beginning of the 20th century, the Russian Museum, a center of ethnographic 
research in Russia, sent the artifacts of an entire exhibition on fishery to Vienna.6

  5	Saint Petersburg’s branch of the archive of the Russian Academy of Sciences, fond 177, opis’ 1, and 
fond 208, opis’ 2.

  6	Archive of the Russian Museum of Ethnography, fond 1, opis’ 2.
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Furthermore, some Russian and Austrian noble families were related. For instance, 
György Almásy (1867–1933), the leader of two expeditions to Central Asia in 1900 and 
1908, married Vera Apraksina, who came from a Russian aristocratic family.7 Likewise, 
representatives of noble Hungarian families resided at the Tsarist court, like Count 
Mihály Zichy (1827–1906), who resided and worked in Saint Petersburg for nearly 50 
years in the second half of the 19th century.

The third reason why Russia’s Asian peripheries were often visited by travelers 
from the monarchy and why it is of interest here is the notion of the Hugarians’ oriental 
origin, an idea that was widely accepted in Europe in the late 19th century. Two major 
(and somewhat interrelated) scholarly legacies dominated this discourse in the Austro-
Hungarian Monarchy. The first relied on the testimonies of early medieval chronicles 
referring to Hungarians as the relatives of the Huns (Györffy 1993). The second was 
based on language comparisons from the 17th century that point out lexicological and 
morphological parallels between the Finnish, Saami, and Hungarian languages (Hegedüs 
2004; Stipa 1990). In Hungary, the latter legacy was strongly influenced by linguistic, 
and the emerging ethnological (Völkerkunde) (Vermeulen 2015) scholarship coming 
out of Georg-August University of Göttingen (Futaky 2007; Munkácsi 1882), where 
many leading Hungarian scholars had studied. Interest in the East ‒ as a form of political 
resistance against the Catholic Habsburgs by the Hungarian nobility who were leading 
the national awakening movement (Anderson 2006:66–77, 92–97; Sugar 1969) ‒ 
focused on the period prior to Hungarian settlement in Central Europe. This romantic 
affection for the East often imported modern, Western orientalism, and attempted to 
locate the predecessors of Hungarian culture in the great cultures of the East.8 Underlying 
the different origin hypotheses were social (nobility vs. plebeians) and scientific (cultural 
psychology vs. positivist science) differences (Hofer 1989:63–66; Honti 2010, 2012; 
Pusztay 1977, 1985; Róna-Tas 1978; Szűcs 1985; Várkonyi 1973:372–375, 400–409). 
According to subsequent rumors published in Hungarian journals in the 19th century, 
Hungarians were not only of Asian origin, but their ancestors still resided in their 
Urheimat (Tardy 1975). These rumors resulted in public calls to carry out expeditions 
to Asia (K. D. 1821). Very few travelers (e.g. Sándor Körösi Csoma and Antal Reguly) 
managed to conduct fieldwork in Asia before the 1867 Compromise, but thereafter, the 
number of expeditions significantly increased.

WHO WERE THE TRAVELERS FROM THE DUAL MONARCHY?

As previously stated, many of the travelers from the Dual Monarchy reached Siberia and 
Central Asia, and the records they left behind on the inhabitants of Asia are of varying 
quality and length befitting the various scientific and social backgrounds of their authors. 
In order to classify this heterogeneous corpus of written and visual representations, we 

7	 István Sántha’s interview with Gyömörey Zita, Almásy György’s granddaughter in Vienna, 2008. 
8	 On the appearance of Western-type orientalism in architecture and decorative arts see F. Dózsa 1996, 

István 1996, and the most comprehensive overview by Staud (1999). On the connection between 
orientalism and folklore see Hofer 2009, and Huszka 1900.
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propose a tentative classification of travelers (based on their socio-economic statuses and 
scientific backgrounds) rather than ordering these sources according to genre. Also, for 
the sake of comparison, we juxtapose rather than separate the records of Austrian, Czech, 
Hungarian, and Polish travelers.

A.) 
The first group of travelers consists of professional researchers who visited the Asian 
territories of Russia to create ethnographic records. It is no surprise that the overwhelming 
majority of these travelers were Hungarian. Antal Reguly (1819–1858) visited Western 
Siberia, which was inhabited by Finno-Ugrian groups, in 1843–46 to prove their kinship 
with Hungarians.9 Twenty years after Reguly’s expedition, the Hungarian Academy 
of Sciences financed Ármin Vámbéry’s visit to the alleged Hungarian homeland in 
Central Asia. During Vámbéry’s travels he visited the independent Khanates of Khiva 
and Samarkand disguised as a Sunni dervish (Vámbéry 1865). These highly influential 
research trips not only resulted in fierce academic debates on the origin of the Hungarians, 
but also paved the way for further exploratory travel in Central Asia and Western Siberia. 

The next generation of travelers followed either Reguly’s footsteps or Vámbéry’s 
vision of the origins of the Hungarians. The Hungarian Academy of Sciences asked Bernát 
Munkácsi (1860–1937) to decipher Reguly’s Mansi collection.10 Munkácsi asked Károly 
Pápai (1861–1893), a scholar well versed in anthropological and ethnographic studies 
(Munkácsi 1889:206–211), to accompany him. Their 16-month expedition took place 
in 1888–89. Munkácsi spent most of his time among the Mansi, but also carried out field 
research among the Khanty (Kálmán 1981; Kozmács 2012; Munkácsi 1889; Munkácsi 
1943; Sipőcz 2010). Pápai toured the areas populated by the Mansi and Khanty, but also 
did research among the Selkups and Komi (Nagy 2012; Pápai 1888, 1889, 1890, 1891). 

At this point we should mention the role of aristocratics in organizing scientific 
expeditions to the Orient. Count Jenő Zichy (1837–1906) conducted several extensive 
research trips in Russia at the end of the 19th century. He was a patron of and donor to 
expeditions in which archaeologists, ethnographers and zoologists worked. Alongside 
travelogues written under his name, a series of scientific books was published in which 
the results of these expeditions were presented. Among others, József Pápay, János 
Jankó, Gábor Szentkatolnai Bálint, Mór Wosinszky, Lajos Szádeczky-Kardoss, Béla 
Pósta, and Ernő Csiky took part in his subsequent expeditions. On his last expedition, 
in 1900, Count Zichy traveled through South Siberia, Mongolia and North East China 
to Beijing in order to seek out books on the ancient Hungarians allegedly written in the 
Roman alphabet at the imperial library.

  9	Reguly visited nearly every Finno-Ugrian group and did research among the Finns, Estonians, Saami, 
Mari, Mordvins, Udmurts, Komi, Nenets and Nganasan, but was mainly interested in the Mansi and 
Khanty. He also collected oral poetry and linguistic data among the Chuvash – then thought to speak a 
Finno-Ugric tongue – and the Tatars. On Reguly’s travels see Balassa 1954; Hajdú 1953; Kodolányi 
1959a, 1959b; Korompay 1971; Pápay 1905, 1906; Szíj 2009, 2013; Toldy 1850.

10	He was not chosen at random; he had toured the areas inhabited by the Udmurts in 1885 and published 
several publications regarding this trip (Munkácsi 1883; 1887a; 1890–1896). On his journey in 
Udmurtia (Kozmács 2010; Munkácsi 2008). On his research among the Chuvash as part of this 
expedition (Munkácsi 1887b). On Reguly’s importance for the expedition (Munkácsi 1889:207–
208; Pápai 1890:117–118) and on his impact upon subsequent research (Pápay 1905).
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By 1877–78, the members of Count Béla Széchenyi’s (1837–1918) research 
expedition had already spent nearly 14 months in China. Széchenyi had been working 
with the Austrian geologists Ferdinand von Hochstetter and Eduard Suess from the 1870s 
onwards. Inspired by their work, Széchenyi planned a comprehensive journey across 
British India, Japan and China to reach the southernmost part of the Gobi desert. He 
invited Gustav Kreitner (an Austrian geographer), Lajos Lóczy (a Hungarian geologist), 
and Gábor Szentkatolnai Bálint (a Hungarian linguist) to participate in this expedition.

The Almásy family, who had a long-standing interest in oriental studies (three 
generations), also carried out research trips. György Almásy’s father, Eduard Almásy, 
was a founding member of the Hungarian geographical society. In 1900 György Almásy 
traveled to Kirghizia with the Austrian zoologist Rudolf Ritter von Stummer-Traunfels 
(Almásy 1903:13–14). He returned there in 1906 with Herbert von Archer, a friend of 
Austrian-Irish origin, and Hungarian geographer Gyula Prinz (1882–1973). Almásy 
collected Kirghiz heroic epics, and in 1906 he returned to Hungary with an indigenous 
research assistant, Turgan, who resided with Almásy for three years.11 

A number of ethnographic expeditions carried out by subjects of the monarchy 
were financed by foreign patrons or research institutions. Ujfalvy Károly Jenő/Charles-
Eugène Ujfalvy de Mezőkövesd (1842–1904) led several research trips to Central Asia 
that were financed by the French Academy, and his field notes and research results 
were published in French12 (Ujfalvy 1878–1880). Aurél Stein (1862–1943) of Budapest 
was one of the most influential explorers of his age. The expeditions he carried out 
between 1900 and 1930 in Inner Asia were done in the service of the British Empire. He 
published several volumes on his journeys and discoveries, and most were translated into 
Hungarian shortly thereafter (Stein 1909). The Smithsonian Institution commissioned 
Aleš Hrdlička (1869–1943), a Czech, to travel to Russia and Mongolia between 1912 
and 1920 (see Spencer 1979). His travelogues and travel correspondence are kept in the 
archive of the Smithsonian Institution (Montgomery – Chien 2006).

B.)
A second group of travelers did not directly participate in or finance scientific expeditions. 
These travelers usually earned their living selling Oriental artifacts to European museums 
and by giving lectures in their home countries or elsewhere. Hans Leder, an Austrian-
Silesian entomologist (1843–1921), visited the Baikal region in 1891 to collect insects, 
primarily for the Court Museum in Vienna. He was a member of the Russian Geographical 
Society and cooperated with the newly founded museum in Kyakhta (at the Russian-
Chinese border). In May of 1892 he set off from Kyakhta for his first journey to Mongolia, 
which lasted through August of that year. He later undertook three more journeys in 1899–
1900, 1902, and 1904–05, each taking him through Siberia. During his first journey to 
Mongolia he became interested in Buddhism and began collecting, in addition to insects, 
Buddhist devotional objects, of which he sold many to museums in Austria-Hungary and 
Germany (to the Court Museum in Vienna and the ethnographic museums of Budapest, 

11	 István Sántha’s interview with Zita Gyömörey, György Almásy’s granddaughter, in Vienna in 2008. 
12	 Interestingly, his books have not been translated into Hungarian. However, the travelogue of his wife 

(who was French) was published in Budapest in 1885 (Ujfalvy-Bourdon 1885).
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Leipzig, Hamburg and Stuttgart). He also travelled to the Altay region in 1900. He gave 
numerous lectures in Germany, published roughly twenty articles and one book (Leder 
1909), and became a distinguished expert on Mongolian Buddhism. (Lang 2010; Leder 
1908; Jisl 1963; Otchet 1891:10; Otchet 1892:15–18; Romanov 1993:232, 261, 450). 

Josef Troll, of Vienna, was another traveler who made his living collecting 
ethnographic objects and selling them, mostly to the Court Museum. Troll traveled 
through the Baikal region in 1885 and 1893. Later in 1893 he also journeyed through 
Mongolia (Öfner 2011:18–19). 

Josef Kořenský (1847–1937) was a Czech elementary school teacher and a highly 
systematic traveler; before setting off on a journey he studied the available literature in 
detail and tried to follow a prepared itinerary. Kořenský made two trips around the world: 
the first in 1893–1894, and the second in 1901, which included a trip through Siberia 
on his return to Austria-Hungary from Japan (Kořenský 1910). Kořenský traveled on a 
postal steamboat up the Amur, and by train along the Trans-Siberian railway. He published 
several books about his journeys. The income he earned from his published books, as 
well as royalties and paid public lectures, provided most of the funding for his travels 
(Kořenský 1920). His collection of travel photos is preserved in the Náprstek Museum of 
Asian, African and American Culture in Prague (see Todorovová – Chovaneček 2011). 

Benedek Baráthosi Balog (1870–1945), a Hungarian, was a school teacher and one 
of the leading activists of the international Turan movement (see e.g. Kiss 2015; Ormos 
2012; Paikert 1914). Between 1903 and 1914 he undertook expeditions to Russia and 
China where he worked as a semi-professional ethnographer and linguist. He traveled 
in the Amur region and to the islands of Sakhalin and Hokkaido to investigate local 
indigenous peoples. He collected small wooden ritual objects (amulets) for the leading 
European museums (Budapest, Hamburg, and London) in return for their financial 
support of his journeys (Kohara – Wilhelm 1999). Following the October Revolution, 
the Bolsheviks confiscated a collection which he had left with his colleague, Professor 
Vladimir Klavdiyevich Arsenyev, at the local historical museum in Khabarovsk 
(Baráthosi 1929). Pieces collected by Baráthosi seem to appear in both the collections 
of Khabarovsk and that of the Kunstkamera in Saint Petersburg. 

Finally, the Imre Sebők–Aurél Schultz Expedition was organized to study the 
shamanic rituals of the Buryats in the Cisbaikal region, and to conduct economic and 
anthropological research among them (Kiss 2015:16–17; Paikert 1914:5–6).

C.)
As previously mentioned, a number of Hungarian aristocrats traveled to Asia to carry 
out self-organized, scientific research expeditions. Other aristocrats, however, crossed 
Siberia and Inner Asia without any clear, scientific target. Two of the earliest travelers 
to that area were the Hungarian noblemen József Zichy (1841–1924) and his younger 
brother, Ágost (1852–1925). After navigating through the Dutch East Indies and Japan, 
they crossed Mongolia and Southern Russia from east to west. József kept a private 
diary during their travels (1876–77) (Zichy 2013). As he had no scientific ambitions, he 
did not intend to publish the manuscript (Slobodník 2012). His younger brother, Ágost 
(later a member of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences), however, published two short 
travelogues in leading Hungarian journals about their trip (Zichy 1877, 1880). József 
Zichy was not interested in finding the Oriental ancestors or ancient homeland of the 
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Hungarians, but focused primarily on economic concerns. Attila Szemere (1859–1905), 
an art collector, visited Japan and China between 1881 and 1884. He did not publish 
scientific papers, but his travel correspondence and manuscripts are kept in the archives 
of the Otto Herman Museum in Miskolc, Hungary (Wintermantel 1999). Count Péter 
Vay (1863‒1948), a protonotary by papal decree, crossed Siberia in 1904 and 1917 on 
his way to Japan and Korea (Vay 1906; 1918). He, like other lone aristocrat travelers, did 
not express much interest in the origins of the Hungarians, but, according to his travel 
books, rather focused on local social and economic conditions.

The Austrian Erich Pistor (1873–1954), a lawyer by training, was a member of the 
Chamber of Commerce in his hometown Graz, and later in Vienna. In 1901 he undertook 
a two-year journey through Siberia, Finland, Mongolia, Japan, China, Australia, and 
New Zealand. He subsequently published his travel notes (Pistor 1905), a mixture of 
a diary and economical notes. His main task, as a correspondent of the k. u. k. Ministry 
of Commerce, was to explore the markets, economic trends, and possible import-export 
opportunities between these countries and Austria. 

D.) 
A fourth group of travelers ventured to the Asian parts of Russia seeking employment. 
The itinerary of Jan (Eskymo) Welzl (1868–1948), a Czech traveler, is rather dubious; 
it is hard to describe or trace his exact route of travel, but it is likely that he reached 
the Arctic Ocean and worked there on a merchantmen among Chukchees and Siberian 
Yupiks. He never published an article about his travels, but a manuscript known to have 
been written by him appeared in German, “An der Reise um die Welt 1893”, and was 
published half a century after his death by Rudy Krejčí, in Czech (Krejčí 1997).

In 1898 Jenő (Eugene) Cholnoky (1870–1950), spent more than three months visiting 
silver and gold mines in Manchuria under the employment of a French mining Company 
(Cholnoky 1900:93). Later, he worked as a professor of geography in Kolozsvár/
Klausenburg/Cluj and was a founding member of the Hungarian Turanian Society. His 
travelogue combines elements of a diary, cultural study, and scientific analysis focusing 
on geomorphological questions (Cholnoky 1900:147, 167). 

The Hungarian engineer, Károly Gubányi (1867–1935), was employed by the Russian 
state as a constructor-engineer at construction sites along the Eastern Chinese Railway 
(the Russian Manchurian railway). Gubányi lived in Manchuria between 1898 and 1903. 
His travelogue focuses on the resolution of technical problems of railway construction 
and operation due to local, natural and social circumstances (Gubányi 1907).

E.) 
As previously mentioned, of all of the Austro-Hungarian subjects who traveled to the 
region, the largest group consisted of involuntary travelers, WWI POWs. More than a 
few Austro-Hungarian POWs captured by the Russian army voluntarily stayed in Siberia 
longer than was necessary. Some, usually those who married local women, never left. 
Preliminary archival research shows that in the Catholic church of Verkhneudinsk (Ulan-
Ude) alone around eighty such marriages took place between 1918 and 1923.13 

13	State Archive of the Republic of Buryatia, fond 526, opis’ 1, delo 3.
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Reinhard Augustin, a German-Bohemian born in 1896, was a POW from the Austro-
Hungarian army who married a Russian. He became interested in ethnography whilst 
in Siberia and worked as a librarian in the regional museum of Khabarovsk until the 
Russian Civil War forced him to flee. Afterwards, he worked as a German and English 
language teacher in Kharbin and Manzhouli in Manchuria. In 1923, together with his 
wife, he moved to Austria and studied ethnology at the University of Vienna. In 1928 
he obtained his doctorate with a dissertation on the traces of matriarchy in Northern 
Asia (Augustin 1927).14 From 1926 until the early1930s he worked in the library of 
Pater Wilhelm Schmidt’s Anthropos-Institut in Mödling, practically the Austrian center 
of Völkerkunde at that time. There he published book reviews in the institute’s journal, 
Anthropos, and translated the works of Buryat ethnographers into German. In the mid-
1930s he published two books (Augustin 1934, 1936) and several articles of a semi-
autobiographical and semi-fictional nature – parts of which were clearly plagiarized 
from Vladimir Arsenyev’s books – about ‘his’ experiences in Siberia and Manchuria. 

Some POWs, like Franz Zupan (or Supan) from Temesvár/Temeschburg/Timișoara 
and Julius Eidler (or Aidler) from Ödenburg/Sopron, stayed and worked as medics 
helping the locals with their medical training until the late 1920s (Zupan/Supan) 
(Wilmanns 1995:93–94) or early 1930s (Eidler/Aidler).15 Robert Pollitzer was a well-
known epidemiologist of Austrian origin who specialized in diseases such as plague and 
cholera. Born in Vienna in 1885, Pollitzer graduated from the University of Vienna as 
a pathologist. He was captured in WWI by Russian troops and spent several years as a 
POW in Siberia. In 1921, he was invited by the world-renowned Chinese epidemiologist 
Dr. Wu Lien-teh (1879–1960) to work at the Manchurian plague control station (founded 
in 1912). Dr. Pollitzer became the first Russian-speaking researcher at the plague 
control station (Ratmanov – Zhang Fengmin 2015:104). He actively published studies 
on epidemic diseases such as plague, cholera and tularemia after WWII. He wrote 
monographs on plague and cholera for the World Health Organization (Pollitzer 1954; 
1959), monographs on plague and plague control in the USSR (Pollitzer 1966), and 
tularemia (Pollitzer 1967). 

An abundance of photos and travel diaries taken and written by legionaries are 
preserved in various Czech and Slovak archives.16 Of all the POWs, only members of 
the Czech legion were free to take photos and keep diaries in Siberia. Furthermore, they 
were allowed to take these records home. Yet, in this wealth of material, only relatively 
few photos capture the various aspects of Buryat Buddhism: monks, lay people, their 
cult structures, temples, temple complexes and interiors, e.g. altars (Bělka 2011) – thus 
capturing the state of Buryat Buddhism prior to the Bolshevik revolution. 

Two Hungarian officers, Ervin Bokor and József Ballay, fell into captivity as early as 
1914. They were transported to Tomsk, from whence they escaped in 1915 to Manchuria, 
China and Japan. By 1916 they had returned to Vienna and were interviewed by Austrian 
and Hungarian journalists about their adventurous travels. In 1919, Ervin Bokor 

14	Archive of the University of Vienna, Nationale 1923–1928; archive of the Austrian National Library, 
Protokollzahl 819/1929.

15	State Archive of the Republic of Buryatia, fond 563, opis’ 1, dela 3, 4, 11, 12, 18.
16	For details and an overview see Orián 2014.
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published a memoir about their escape (Bokor 1919).17 The book gained tremendous 
popularity and was reprinted in 1929. 

TRAVEL STRATEGIES UTILIZED BY THE SUBJECTS OF THE DUAL 
MONARCHY IN RUSSIA AND BEYOND

A number of travelers from the monarchy left ethnographic accounts of the non-European 
peoples they encountered in the Asian peripheries of Russia. It is therefore important to 
mention the factors that enabled and assisted their successful travel to and within Russia. 

First, as previously stated, despite the rather uncertain relationship between the 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy and Russia – the status of the Poles and Ukrainians was 
a constant source of conflict, as was that of the Balkans – travelers from the monarchy 
rarely, if ever, were seen as suspicious, dangerous agents of a foreign, colonial power by 
the Russian authorities. They neither posed a danger for the Russian colonizers, nor for 
the subordinated indigenous peoples. For example, Gubányi was trusted to contribute 
to the construction of a strategically important railroad, showing that top Russian 
bureaucrats considered him harmless (Gubányi 1907:10–11). However, this attitude 
only prevailed in Russia; Europeans were often suspected of espionage among Asians in 
Japan and China (Baráthosi 1927:27–28).

The position of Hungarian travelers (somewhere between colonizers and indigenous 
peoples) enabled them to maintain more or less equal standing among the indigenous 
peoples in Asiatic Russia. Hungarian travelers preferred to make use of their knowledge 
of local languages, to exchange objects, or adopt local habits in local contexts 
(Baráthosi 1927:122–133; Count Jenő Zichy 1905:86–88; Forbáth 1934:19–25; 
Gubányi 1907:10–11). They learned from both local state bureaucrats and indigenous 
peoples during their travels (Baráthosi 1927:122–133; Gubányi 1907:10–11). The 
establishment of relationships of an equal footing with local indigenous people, however, 
was only upheld temporarily and without permanent consequences. These relationships 
made Hungarian travelers uncomfortable, and once the relationship proved useful in 
resolving an immediate (emergency) situation, they no longer continued them or sought 
them out (Baráthosi 1927:122–133; Forbáth 1934:19–25).

In order to win the support of local authorities, Hungarian travelers often claimed 
to be searching for ancient ancestors and the homeland of the Hungarian people. They 
explicitly distinguished themselves from other European travelers who might have 
religious or business interests in the region. At the same time, they ensured the indigenous 
peoples that they did not act on behalf of the Russian state (Jankó 2000). When Béla 
Széchenyi was granted an audience with the Manchu prince of the Qing dynasty, he asked 
for a permit to visit Mongolia and Tibet. In his request he explained that his interests in 
crossing China were neither religious nor political, but purely scientific, historical, and 
even pious as he intended to visit the graves of the ancestors of the Hungarians and pray 
for the Hungarian nation (Széchenyi 1890:xix–xxi). 

17	Other memoirs (Czira 2006; Stoffa 1935) show that many POWs fled eastward from Russian 
captivity. There may be more unpublished, latent manuscripts in German, Hungarian and Czech 
archives written by escapees who encountered indigenous peoples in Asia. 
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During his meagerly financed, first field trip among the Udmurts in 1885, Munkácsi 
often depended on the goodwill and support of Russian bureaucrats, priests, or 
ethnographers. In order to win their support he asserted his intentions to find the relatives 
of the Hungarian nation (Munkácsi 2008:73–74, 93). He received their support, as Pápai 
points out in his report, because members of Russian academic circles found it self-
evident that Hungarian researchers would want to study their Siberian relatives, and 
therefore supported their expeditions (Pápai 1888:623–624).

József Geleta, a Hungarian POW (1885–1961), also benefitted from the notion of 
the oriental origin of the Hungarians; when he needed to acquire a permit upon entering 
Mongolia he mentioned the brotherhood between Hungarians and Mongolians to the 
Mongolian chief officer. When the officer discovered that Geleta was not a Russian, but 
Manchar, a European who was thereby not only a ‘good man’, but also a member of a 
sister race, he eventually granted the permit (Forbáth 1934:19–25).

Travelers from the monarchy built up a base of contacts through academic circles; 
many researchers from Austria-Hungary, especially the Hungarians, realized the 
elementary importance of Russian research.18 Furthermore, their Russian colleagues 
received them with sympathy.19 Antal Reguly became greatly popular in St. Petersburg 
and enjoyed the backing of Russian academic circles.20 As a result, Hungarian researchers 
maintained intense correspondence not only with Finnish, but Russian colleagues as 
well (Balassa 1952; Jankó 1900b 1993; Kodolányi 1993; Rásonyi 1962; Rusvay 
2005:91–98). This led to the support of two expeditions by Munkácsi and Pápai, and 
Jankó and Pápay.21 Munkácsi and Pápai’s expedition was closely followed in Russia 
by distinguished scientists, which is particularly surprising in light of the vicissitudes 
Munkácsi endured in Udmurtia.22 They received letters of credence to aid their travel, 
and Pápai was invited to join his Russian colleagues on an expedition to the Urals too.23 
Russian research institutions made bids to purchase his ethnographic objects (Pápai 
1890:119). Jankó and Pápay also enjoyed the hospitality of Russian scholarly circles, as 
did Zichy’s entire third expedition.24

18	Note Jankó’s statement: “His excellency Count Jenő Zichy was right in saying in his report that we 
had to discover the Russian literature, not the Russian Empire on our trip.” (Jankó 1900a:29).

19	For instance, Hans Leder was a member of the Russian Geographical Society.
20	He was supported, in vain, by Baer and Köppen against Sjögren, who backed Castren (who eventually 

won the scholarship of the Russian Academy of Sciences). (Balassa 1952:172–180). Reguly plotted 
his map with a commission from the Russian Geographical Society (Borbély 1955:235–239).

21	This is evidenced by Pápai’s own statement: “It was beyond our hopes to find such considerate 
support from an allegedly hostile country in times declared to be laden with conflict. This thoughtful 
support made our journey possible at all, also largely facilitating it financially.” (Pápai 1890:120); and 
by Munkácsi: “In view of the political developments of recent years, it is quite understandable that 
we did not look forward to our assignment without anxieties and that we were pleasantly surprised 
to find readiness and sympathy by the academic and official circles for our cause.” (Munkácsi 
1889:212).

22	On his privations during the journey in Udmurtia see Kozmács’s witty account: 2012:76–126.
23	On the acquisition and advantages of the letter of credence Munkácsi writes in detail and provides 

a translation of the entire letter (Munkácsi 1889:212–214). On Pápai’s contacts in Russia (Balassa 
1952:181–183), on his short trip to the Ural (Pápai 1888:620).

24	They also reported on this in the warmest tones (Balassa 1952:183–190; Jankó 1900:15–39; Pápay 
1905:357–358; Rusvay 2005)
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Along with the sympathy with which Russians embraced travelers from Austria-
Hungary, especially Hungarians, the infrastructure of the monarchy itself enabled its 
subjects to carry out expeditions and long research trips by granting them entrance to 
Russia and China via its network of embassies (Baráthosi 1927:5; Zichy 1905:224, 
253). Simultaneously, subjects of the Dual Monarchy could make use of their aristocratic 
network (Zichy 1905:224, 226). Researchers who lacked this aristocratic background 
could establish or use the existing relationship between Austro-Hungarian and Russian 
scientific institutions (Baráthosi 1927:5–9). It was also useful for travelers to create 
private business contacts, especially in the peripheral regions (Baráthosi 1927:11); 
although the embassies organized their own scientific expeditions to study these far-off 
regions (Gubányi 1907:18), they lacked effective influence beyond the vicinity of the 
capitals where they were located (Zichy 1905:253–254). Until the October Revolution, the 
Hungarian network in the peripheries led to one Hungarian businessman in Vladivostok 
(Baráthosi 1927:11; Gubányi 1908:3). In the beginning of the 1900s, a Hungarian 
hotel, The Austria, had the best restaurant in Nikolsk ‒ the administrative center of the 
Ussuri region. Its guests could converse in four or five languages (Gubányi 1907:71). 
These business hubs helped travelers from the Monarchy to purcase alimentation and 
gain information about local conditions.

The Austrian Lloyd, a shipping company, proved another valuable institution for 
travelers from the Austro-Hungarian Empire. The Lloyd practically held a monopoly for 
Austrian foreign postal services and had its own steamship ocean liners. Josef Troll used 
the Lloyd to send his collection of ethnographic objects to the Court Museum in Vienna. 
The items were placed on a small vessel to Batumi on the east coast of the Black Sea, 
which had been captured by the Russians in 1878 and where an Austrian honorary vice 
consulate, which functioned as an agency of the Lloyd, was founded in 1884. From there 
the objects were transported with a steamship belonging to the Austrian Lloyd to Trieste, 
the Austrian sea port on the Adriatic coast. Troll also returned home once with one of the 
company’s liners (Öfner 2011:24, 60, 94–97, 119, 138).

THE CULTURAL BACKGROUND OF TRAVELERS 
FROM THE DUAL MONARCHY

As previously stated, those who traveled to the Asian peripheries of Russia from the 
monarchy left behind a huge corpus of written as well as visual records. In order to better 
understand their works and their perspective on non-European peoples, it is necessary to 
outline the socio-cultural background of the monarchy’s subjects. 

Knowledge concerning non-European, indigenous peoples did not exist independently 
of the time and socio-cultural micro context in which it was born and received, and which 
thereby shaped its form and meaning. The distinct view Hungarian travelers had on 
Siberia (or any other part of the world) may have stemmed from the social and cultural 
circumstances they were raised in and from the political establishment of the monarchy in 
which they had to find their place and upon which they sometimes reflected. This is much 
clearer and more evident in the first part of the 19th century with the cultural movement of 
the Hungarian national awakening that attempted to create a distinct, scientific discourse 
in the Hungarian vernacular following the rather Protestant pattern of knowledge 
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originating primarily in German universities (especially in Göttingen).25 It is not so clear, 
however, how this view came about in the second half of the 19th century, especially 
around and after the Compromise (Ausgleich) of 1867. Earlier models of representation, 
and an explicit hostility towards the Habsburg/Catholic learning, continued to appear 
for some time. Even later, German (János Hunfalvy), British (Áron Vámbéry and Aurél 
Stein), and American (János Xántus) scholarly orientations could be detected.26 

We do have a clearer picture, however, on the works which were present in the 
monarchy concerning non-European peoples and what perspective they transmitted on 
Oriental otherness. In Hungary, for instance, notions about the indigenous inhabitants 
of distant lands arrived via travelers’ accounts, peregrinating students’ knowledge 
gathered at foreign (primarily Western European) universities, and, no less importantly, 
translations and adaptations of foreign (mostly Western European) works. Among the 
latter, schoolbooks on geography and natural history, as well as travel accounts, constituted 
the most important channels carrying ethnological, and early anthropological notions. 
Between 1790 and 1840 a whole series of works originating in the centers of Western 
European culture were adapted in order to supplement Hungarian science. The same kind 
of textual and visual strategies of othering appeared in East-Central Europe, i.e. in Austria-
Hungary, as appeared in the representational conventions of the great Atlantic empires, 
Spain, France, and Great Britain; the physical and political lack of (considerable) colonies 
did not grant exemption or immunity from culturally biased representations.27 This is 
especially evident and visible, as previously mentioned, in the first half of the 19th century. 

Ethnographic fieldworkers and other travelers from the period were also influenced 
by geographical and other kinds of school books (travelogues, works of natural history, 
even poetry and literature, etc.).28 Such works were present in schools, academic circles 
and also in the field, shaping their knowledge and impacting their imagination. It is thus 
important to know who referred to which work, in what context, and with what intention. 

Aurél Stein admired and admittedly followed the travels of Marco Polo (1254–1324) 
and Alexander the Great (356–323 BC), frequently commenting upon them in his travel 
narrative. He also carried with him a contemporary French edition of Xuanzang’s 
Chinese geography (Stein 1986, 2010; Stewart 2014). Vámbéry’s youthful fantasies 
were admittedly fueled by an idealized image of the East: by “travelogues and lighter 
histories” and also by the art of Byron, Voltaire, Garcilaso de la Vega, and Esaias Tegnér 
(1782–1846) (Vámbéry 1966:6–9; 2014). Zichy referred to Heinrich Julius Klaproth 
(1783–1835) and Adolf Bastian (1826–1905) as his principal authorities (Zichy 1897). 
Troll read and used Francis Galton’s The Art of Travel (Galton 1872), Georg von 

25	On the Hungarian national awakening see Kontler 1999:222–246. On the Protestant patterns of 
knowledge and the role of the University of Göttingen in Hungary Gurka 2003; 2010; Kontler 
2013; Sz. Kristóf 2011, 2013, 2017; Vermeulen 2008

26	The geography of Alexander von Humboldt (1769–1859) is a considerable influence seen in 
Hungarian (Protestant) scholarship, ethnology/anthropology included, throughout the 19th century 
(Hunfalvy 1995; Sz. Kristóf 2014a, 2017).

27	For individual analyses of these tranlations see Sz. Kristóf 2011, 2013, 2014b, 2017.
28	The text that follows on schoolbooks and early anthropological stereotypes is based on an unpublished 

paper presented by Ildikó Sz. Kristóf at the workshop, “Representations of Indigenous Peoples of the 
Asian Peripheries of the Russian Empire (Northern and Inner Asia) in the Legacies of Travelers from 
Austro-Hungary”, held at the Department of Social and Cultural Anthropology of the University of 
Vienna, 22–24 February 2017. 
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Neumayer‘s book on traveling (Neumayer 1875), and even Baedeker’s travel guides 
(Öfner 2011:53–54). Also, Jankó was fascinated by “the [Finnish] national culture 
emerging out of the Kalevala”, and chatted eagerly about anyone who had ever dealt 
with it (Jankó 1993). These examples could and should be multiplied. 

How exactly did these works exert their influence on the first (and perhaps, second) 
generation of Hungarian travelers, fieldworkers, scholars and others? How did the 
representations presented in such works develop and change during the second half of 
the 19th century? What happened to these stereotypes as fieldworkers met indigenous 
peoples in Siberia? Were they clung to (as Jankó did to some extent), or were they 
overcome? And, last but not least, how did indigenous peoples react? The answers to these 
questions would lead to a better understanding of to what extent the Austro-Hungarian 
representation of Siberia, Central- and Inner-Asia was a version of “Orientalism” (Said 
1978), or/and a sort of “cultural colonialism” (Thomas 1994).

Aside from the influence of common scientific paradigms, other factors may have 
influenced the work of travelers from the monarchy. We argue that the common spaces 
for ethnological discourse in the monarchy enhanced communication between Austrian, 
Czech, and Hungarian researchers. In our preliminary research we spotted only a few 
occurrences of effective cooperation between researchers of different ethnic affiliation, 
but more thorough research may shed light on how Austrian, Czech, and Hungarian 
ethnological researchers have done so, or at least how they influenced each other. 

In fact, a number of research expeditions were carried out with researchers of various 
ethnic backgrounds. For example, a k.u.k. merchant expedition to India, China, Siam and 
Japan was organized in 1868 involving, among others, the Austrian explorer Karl von 
Scherzer and János Xántus, a Hungarian scientist (or polymath). Expeditions organized 
by Széchenyi and Almásy also involved Austrian researchers and travelers. However, no 
print evidence of financial or material support or cooperation between the two national 
organizations, the Anthropological Society in Vienna (Anthropologische Gesellschaft 
in Wien) and the Hungarian Ethnographic Society (Magyar Néprajzi Társaság), has 
been found so far. The journals, Mitteilungen der Anthropologischen Gesellschaft Wien 
(published in Vienna from 1870 onwards) and Ethnographia (published in Budapest 
from 1890 onwards), tend to report on the expeditions and scientific results of researchers 
in other countries, without emphasizing their joint nature. The journal of the Hungarian 
Ethnographic Museum (Néprajzi Értesítő), founded in 1900, had more references to the 
content of the Mitteilungen than the Ethnographia.

The most active and prolific members of the Hungarian Ethnographic Society and/or 
of the editorial team of the Ethnographia, however, were also authors in the Mitteilungen, 
such as Antal Herrmann (who also edited a German-language ethnological journal in 
Hungary between 1887 and 1907), Aurél Török and Ottó Herman.29 In addition, when 
an acknowledged Hungarian researcher or writer died, the obituary was published in 
the Mitteilungen, as was the case with Pál Hunfalvy. There are some examples where it 
is difficult, due to the melting pot effect of the monarchy, to track the author’s national 
identity. For instance, Josef Szombathy, widely known for his role in finding the Venus 

29	 It is no surprise that only these researchers (interested in physical anthropology and archeology) 
published in the Vienna-based journal, physical anthropology had a more central position than 
ethnology in Austrian ethnographic scholarship in the late 19th century (Gingrich 2016).
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of Willendorf, was an Austrian of Hungarian ancestry on his father’s side (Heinrich 
2003). He worked as chief editor of the Mitteilungen in the 1880s.

For Czechs, the case was a bit different. Before establishing their own institution, Czech 
ethnographers tended to present their findings in the Mitteilungen der Anthropologischen 
Gesellschaft Wien, where the paleontologist and archaeologist, Jan Nepomuk Wodrich, 
was a member of the editorial team. The founding of the Czech and Slovak Ethnographic 
Society (Československá národopisná společnost) in 1893 did not mark the end of Czechs 
publishing in the Austrian journal. The fact that Národopisný sborník českoslovanský, 
the Czechs’ own ethnographic journal, started only in 1906 might be the reason for, and 
the consequence of, the relatively close bond between Czech and Austrian ethnologists, 
which differed from their Hungarian counterparts’ constant desire for independence.

CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

The goal of our joint research endeavor going forward is to provide a number of 
comprehensive case studies for the purpose of comparison. We aim to closely examine 
the personal backgrounds of specific travelers, the peculiarities of their travels and the 
impact they had on them, and, if detectable, on the indigenous people they visited, their 
ethnographic outcomes and value, the character of their accounts, as well as the impact 
they had on society in general and on the development of the discipline of ethnology/
anthropology in particular.

Through this comparative analysis, for which this article serves as a launch pad, we 
aim to contribute to three ongoing anthropological and historical discourses. First, we 
plan to scrutinize the much-debated notion of orientalism. We argue that it is necessary 
to examine local phenotypes of the creation of Oriental otherness in 19th-century Europe 
rather than an overarching, uniform idea of orientalism ‒ to separately examine German 
(Marchand 2010), French (Hosford – Wojtkowski 2010), Austro-Hungarian (Lemon 
2011), and even Hungarian (Staud 1999) orientalism as instructive notions. We focus 
on the Austro-Hungarian and Hungarian orientalisms because they seem remarkably 
underexamined, and all of the above presented peculiar socio-cultural preconditions 
and trajectories, as well as individual endeavors and achievements that seem highly 
conspicuous of being able to reveal distinct forms of constructing (Oriental) otherness, 
which have so far not been described and deconstructed. 

Second, we argue that the corpus of ethnographic accounts written by travelers 
from the monarchy on Russia and the neighboring regions in the 19th century are the 
direct successors of expeditions in the18th century that were led by natural scientists 
in Siberia, whose work brought about the emergence of systematic ethnographic 
research (Schweitzer 2013) and the type of travel carried out by “reisende[n] 
Gelehrten” (Slezkine 1994). The ever-growing corpus of German works on the oriental 
subordinates of the Russian state did significantly contribute to the development and 
shaping of ethnology (Völkerkunde) in Europe (Vermeulen 2015), including in the 
Austrian Empire where it had an enormous impact on Hungarian, Austrian and Czech 
intellectuals (Sárkány 2012).

The example of the monarchy will contribute to a more detailed picture of how 
new ideas (like Völkerkunde) that were born in the centers of German enlightenment 
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impregnated the intellectual life of the more peripheral regions of Europe. At the same 
time, we argue that Völkerkunde/egyetemes néprajz/etnologie, and Volkskunde/néprajz/
národopis developed within national research traditions rather than in the frames of a 
monolithic European intellectual project (cf Schweitzer 2001). Our question is whether 
or not the Austro-Hungarian Dual Monarchy provided a meaningful frame to bridge 
national research traditions. Thus, we may contribute to a better understanding of the 
spread and popularity of ethnographic scholarship in Europe. 

Third, in examining the common features of the endeavors of various Austrian, Czech, 
Hungarian, and Polish travelers from the monarchy, and the heterogeneous corpus of 
accounts left behind, we are looking for traces of a common approach to non-European 
peoples. We are interested in how and to what extent travelers from the monarchy were 
endowed with a distinct cultural (Thomas 1994) or soft (Prutsch 2003:36) colonial 
attitude towards Asian otherness. 

In order to achieve these goals we revisit known accounts of those who traveled 
from the monarchy to the peripheries of the Russian Empire, and search for new ones, 
both in public and private archives, to analyze and contextualize them in the socio-
cultural environment and the spheres of scholarship that existed in the monarchy and 
beyond. In doing so we journey to new ground, like the protagonists of our research, 
to expand our ethnographic knowledge as well as the history and underlying driving 
forces of our discipline. 
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