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Introduction

In contrast to the situation in Western Europe, national populations
and territorial administrative units (i.e. states) have never come close
to coinciding in Central and South-Eastern Europe. The long-term
discrepancy between national and state borders has been one of the
main causes of conflict in modern times among the nations living
here — conflict that has led to national animosities and even wars,
whose unfortunate influence is still felt to this day. In Central Europe,
antagonisms still prevail from the final years of the Habsburg Empire
and the time its successor states were emerging. These primarily
involved the issue of national minorities, national self-determination
and the inviolability of borders, and they determine actual relations
between the nations and states of this area. Of particular importance
here is the phenomenon of the Hungarian minority, which is not just
an issue of local significance, restricted to bilateral Hungarian-Slovak
relations alone, but has broad international ramifications going
beyond the Central European context.

The problems of a majority population living alongside significant
national minorities are often explained in terms of a lack of democ-
racy, political culture and civil society. This explanation is based on
the assumption that a mature democracy and a way of thinking that
holds liberal values in greater respect considerably help to resolve
national issues peacefully, or at least prevent escalation into conflict.
Democracy understood as a political system in the traditional mould
means a political structure in which the people act as a real safeguard
to power. The principle of the sovereignty of the people legalizes
political activity: power may only be used in the name and the
interests of the people. However, democracy is also important in
another way, i.e. it provides a system of guarantees that protect the



individual and civil society from any miscarriages of justice or the
tyrannical use of power. The democratic principle requires power to
be exercised exclusively within the framework of the rule of law.
Democracy is thus the only political system that can ensure human
rights are respected.

But what place do national minorities have in the classic model of
democracy? A modern democracy bases itself infer alia on a com-
munity of citizens who feel themselves to be a uniform, single people
acting as a nation, this sentiment being the principle behind social
consensus, which is the precondition for a democracy and a democ-
ratic society. Consensus alone is able to ensure that a minority — in the
political sense, i.e. an opposition — accepts the power of the majority.
However, a national minority complicates this concept of a com-
munity of citizens, as their historical memories and sentiments
separate them from the national majority, which is deemed to be the
guarantor of state sovereignty. How can one deal with a national
minority demanding special status and not espousing the majority
language and cultural tradition, whose identity has often been formed
in opposition to the people who make up the majority? While memb-
ers of the majority population consider themselves to be citizens with
full rights, the status of those belonging to the minorities is not at all
clear. Legally, they are also citizens of the common state and nothing
separates them in principle from the society of the other citizens. But
for members of the minority the protection and defence of the sym-
bols which enshrine their special status and differentiation is of much
greater importance. Hence paradoxically, a fundamental principle of
democratic rights and freedoms prohibits all discrimination between
citizens, whether on ethnic or religious grounds or based on origin or
nationality, and yet minorities struggle to ensure that their special
status in relation to the majority is secured by positive measures on
those very ethnic or religious grounds.!

This requirement of minorities has an effect on the activities of
institutions. National minorities live in constant uncertainty, because
they have every reason to fear domination by the majority. They have
no guarantees that the majority will not support those institutions that
are prone to promote irreversible assimilation. Such basic insecurity is

1 Compare Béla Faragé, A demokricia és a nemzeti kisebbségek, Vildgessdg, 1, (1995),

pp. 51-54.



of a structural nature — the majority can never take on the specific
interests of the minority as its own. The distrust felt by the minority
can easily transform into a form of everyday behaviour whereby even
rational measures taken with regard to the minority are considered to
be part of a plot. In a “homogeneous” democracy, national identity is
clearly a universal, unassailable “given”, which does not need to be
constantly invoked or reformulated as a demand. Confronted by such
minority demands, the majority sees them as questioning its own
national identity. Hence hatred towards the minority and sometimes
even denial of its very existence can become creative factors in the
majority’s national awareness.

The status of minorities is also complicated by the internal con-
tradiction between two principles behind the operation and orga-
nization of international relations. While the first principle acknow-
ledges the right of nations to self-determination, the second
recognizes the inviolability of existing states and the need to maintain
the status quo. International public opinion certaintly recognizes the
legitimacy of independence aspirations, but at the same time it sees
the borders between states as definitive and unchangeable. This
contradiction makes the clear definition of minority status and rights
considerably more fraught. There is no objective criterion that can be
used to differentiate the justified demand of a linguistic, religious or
ethnic group to self-determination or independence.

Politicians in a classic liberal democracy who uphold the principle
of the right of the individual alone, have long been convinced that
heterogeneous groups within the national community may be
a source not only of problems, but also of danger.

The Central and South-Eastern European environment has
always been an intersection of controversial forces, manifesting
themselves both in the promotion of great-power interests and
individual national movements. Attempts to establish a particular
order in this area have thus inevitably given rise to conflicts between
particular philosophies that were in essence mutually incompatible.
Every effort to “justly” deal with the problems associated with these
issues was only felt to be “just” for one side. After the breakup of the
multinational Austrian-Hungarian Empire and during the radical
constitutional transformation of Central Europe from 1918 to 1920,
an area of new national states emerged, both victorious and defeated.
In the political view of the French, as well as the Czechoslovaks,
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Polish, Romanians and Yugoslavs, this new Central Europe formed
a protective zone against Bolshevism, i.e. a “cordon sanitaire”. In this
view the new states were to create a basis for cooperation among
Danubian democratic nations and their states. On the other hand, the
German view of the time centred around the concepts of “Zwischen-
europa” and a “Pufferzone” between Soviet Russia and Germany, in
which France as the new dominant great power superseded the great
powers defeated in the First World War. France’s temporary
diplomatic and military superiority was not harnessed in this region
to create the kind of complementary model in which the old, the new
and the old-new states might find an equal place and in which the
new Central European identity which was so frequently discussed in
the interwar period might emerge on the basis of balanced
neighbourly and regional relations. Instead during the 1920s, the
Eastern and Central European area was divided into three spheres:
the Polish-Baltic, the Little Entente and the Italian-German, which
was joined from among Czechoslovakia’s neighbours by Hungary and
Austria.?

Following Adolf Hitler’s rise to power, Central Europe turned
from a cordon sanitaire into a real “Zwischeneuropa’, i.e. a region in
which diametrically opposed power interests were in operation and
where the principle of “divide and rule” held sway without great
difficulties. In international historiography, interwar Central Europe
is often considered to be a classic region of minority conflicts both
within and between individual states. In his frequently quoted
publication on Central European nation-state nationalisms, Roger
Brubaker stressed the special nature of the threefold linkage (“triadix
nexus”) between national minorities and their mother states (“kin
states”), or “external national homelands” and multiethnic nation
states (“nationalizing states”), on whose territories these minorities
lived.3 The situation of the Hungarian minority in Czechoslovakia and

2 More recently on the issue of Czechoslovakia’s and Hungary’s interwar foreign policy opti-
ons e.g. Jindfich Dejmek, Ceskoslovensko, jebo sousedé a velmaci ve XX. stoleti (1918 a£1992) :
wybrané kapitoly z déjin leskoslovenské zahraniini politiky [Czechoslovakia, its neighbours and
the great powers in the 20th century: selected chapters from the history of Czechoslovak foreign po-
liey], Prague 2002, Pil Pritz, Hungarian Foreign Policy in the Interwar Period. Hungarian
Studies 17, hup://epa.oszk.hu/01400/01462/00029/pdf/013-032.pdf

3 Rogers Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed. Nationhood and the National Question in the New
Eurgpe, Cambridge 1996, s. 55-78.



the Slovak minority in Hungary may be conceived in terms of this
theoretical model as an asymmetrical relationship for three reasons.

The Hungarian minority was created against its will upon the
disintegration of the Austrian-Hungarian Empire during the great
constitutional changes at the end of the First World War. Slovak
minority communities settled in the Kingdom of Hungary and later
on the territory of what was to become post-Trianon Hungary from
the end of the 17th century as part-voluntary, part-organized coloni-
zation, aided by the mass flight of Slovak serfs to Hungarian territory
liberated after the end of the Turkish wars. Another sign of the
asymmetrical model was the strong connection between ethnic,
national identity and the national, linguistic, cultural and political
awareness of the minority Hungarians and the actual inhabitants of
Hungary. This was clearly much stronger than the connection be-
tween the Slovak minorities in Hungary and Slovakia in the interwar
period. The third reason was the avowed revisionist foreign policy of
interwar Hungary, which made great efforts to maintain the senti-
ment and awareness of commonality between the minority Hunga-
rians and Hungary, while Slovakia was more just a case of initial
portents and attempts to create an institutional framework for
a positive expatriate policy. These structural and typological
differences had their effect on the nature and orientation of both
states’ minorities policy. In interwar Central Europe these approaches
could only harmonize at a theoretical level.

In the early 1980s, when a Czechoslovak-Hungarian committee of
historians was established, joint research began into bilateral
diplomatic and political Czechoslovak-Hungarian relations in the
interwar period. Previous studies by Czech, Slovak and Hungarian
authors* were followed up by two collections published in Czech and
Hungarian language versions.5 The Institute for Research into Ethnic

4 FE.g. works by Eva Irmanovd, Marta Rompoltlovd, Ladislav Dedk and Magda Adam.

The latest collections to have been published on Czechoslovak-Hungarian relations: Eva
Irmanovi (ed.), Nepokojnd desetileti: 1918—1945. Studie a dokumenty z déjin éeskoslovensko-
madarskych vetabi mezi dvéma svétovymi vdlkami [Decades of restlessness : 1918-1938:
Studies and documents on the history of Hungarian-Czechoslovak relations between the
two world wars], Prague 1988; Laszl6 Szarka (ed.), Békétlen évtizedek: 1918-1938. Tanul-
mdnyok és dokumentumok a magyar-csehszlovik kapesolatok tértenetébol a két vildghdbori kizote
[Decades of restlessness : 1918-1938. Studies and documents on the history of Hungarian-
Czechoslovak relations between the two world wars], Budapest 1988.

11
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and National Minorities at the Hungarian Academy of Sciences in
Budapest (MTAKI) and the Masaryk Institute and Archive of the
Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic (MUA) agreed in 2005 on
a joint project entitled the Nationalities Question in Interstate Relations
between Czechoslovakia and Hungary 1918-1938. MTAKI then
organized a conference on Minorities Issues, Ethnopolitical Policies in
Czechoslovakia and Hungary between the Two World Wars, which
took place with the support of the Czech Centre in Budapest on 4th
March 2005. On the basis of this conference a team of authors and
editors was established to compile a publication on minorities issues
in interwar Czechoslovakia and Hungary. This work carries on from
similar publications brought out by both institutes on nationality
issues.b

The project was based on a comparison of both states’ ethno-
political options, an analysis of conflicts of interest and the possibility
of concluding bilateral agreements on minority policy. Another
important issue was that of the operation of an international
minorities protection system at the League of Nations. Attention was
also paid to the policies of individual governments, as well as to the
specific factors arising from the positions of the most prominent
figures in interwar Czechoslovakia and Hungary.

Eva Irmanovd — Laszlo Szarka

6 Perr Kaleta (ed.), Ndrodnostni otdzka v Polsku a Ceskoslovensku v mezivileiném obdobi. Shor-
nik z mezindrodni védecké konference [The nationalities question in Poland and Czechoslo-
vakia in the interwar period. Collection of papers from an international conference (26.-27.
10. 2004)], Prague 2005; Bardi Nindor, Fedinecz Csilla, Szarka Laszlé (eds.), Kisebbségi
magyar kozdsségek a 20. Szdzadban [Minority Hungarian communities in the 20th century]
Budapest 2008, This book also comes out in English in 2010.



Eva Irmanova

Negotiations with Slovaks

and the Struggle of the Czechoslovak
and Hungarian Governments

for Slovakia

Slovakia had a very specific position in both Czech and Hungarian
political visions. On the one hand it played a non-substitutable role
in the foundation and subsequent existence of the independent Cze-
choslovak state and in its recognition by the powers of the Entente
Cordiale. On the other hand (in view of international as well as
internal policy), the integration of Slovakia into the newly founded
state was accompanied by significant problems during the last two
months of the year 1918, in spite of recognition of Masaryk’s Washing-
ton Declaration of 18 October 1918 and the formal declaration of
“the independent Czechoslovak state” by the National Committee on
28 October 1918. As for the issue concerning Slovakia and its detach-
ment from the territory of historical Hungary, the Hungarian govern-
ment hoped that the attitude of the states of the Entente Cordiale
might change, and in this sense it pinned its hope on a peace confe-
rence and a possible plebiscite.! The so-called Belgrade Convention
concluded on 13 November 1918 between Kiroly’s government and

1 Compare Milan Krajcovi¢, Kirolyiho vlida v Madarsku a jej vafah k Slovensku [The Kiro-
ly Government in Hungary and its Attitude to Slovakia], in: Slovensko a Madarsko v rokoch
1918-1920 [Slovakia and Hungary in 1918-1920], Martin 1995, p. 32.

13



14

representatives of the Entente Cordiale, namely its article 17 preserv-
ing Hungarian internal administration over the whole present Hun-
garian territory provided certain chances in this sense for a short period
of time. It appeared that through the Belgrade Convention Kiroly
achieved the initial aim of his foreign policy. The Hungarian govern-
ment made the first diplomatic step that it also considered as inter-
national recognition of independent Hungarian state de facto.2 The
Hungarian government’s expectations that the peace conference — to
which Hungary would be invited — would decide on future borders,
appeared to be an illusion.

For a short period of time, a third party involved in the detach-
ment of Slovakia from the former Hungarian state was the Slovak
National Council. Leaders of the Slovak National Party decided upon
the foundation of the Council at their meeting in Budapest on 12
September 1918; however, the formal foundation facilitated by the
manifest of the emperor Charles, legitimising the foundation of
national councils, occurred in Turéiansky Svity Martin only on 30
October 1918. The Slovak National Council, as a representative of
Slovaks, adopted the Declaration of the Slovak Nation, through which
the attending representatives declared the right of the Hungarian side
of the Czechoslovak nation to self-determination. They called for
foundation of a joint state (together with the Czechs) and presented
the so long required public proof of the political representation of
Slovaks in the meaning of Czechoslovak statehood. The wording was
based on the draft of Emanuel Zoch, referring to Wilson's re-
cognition of the right of Czechoslovaks to self-determination. When
adopting the declaration, the Slovak National Council was not aware
that an independent Czechoslovak state had been declared in Prague
— the import of newspapers from Bohemia had been prohibited since
spring 1918 and German or Hungarian newspapers did not publish
information about the coup in Prague? News was brought by Ivan
Dérer from Vienna, together with the Czech politicians’ message “do
not act rashly.” There was no such danger of acting rashly, as docu-
mented by a letter of Mati$ Dula, Chairman of the Slovak National

2 Mihdly Filap, Péter Sipos, Magyarorszdg kiilpolitikdja a XX. szdazadban [Hungary's Foreign
Policy in the Twentieth Cenmr}'], Budapcst 1998, p. 42.

3 Compare Jan Rychlik, Ceii a Slovdci ve 20. stoleti [Czechs and Slovaks in the Twentieth

Century], Bratislava 1997, p. 57.



Party, addressed to Rudolf Markovi¢, his party colleague, on 24
October 1918, containing Dula’s statement that the preferable situation
would not change (even if no public declaration was adopted at the
planned meeting on 30 October) as the decision on the future of the
Slovak nation was in the hands of the Entente Cordiale.* Milan
Hodza arrived in Turciansky Sv. Martin from Budapest only in the
evening of 30 October when the majority of declarants left, bringing
the latest news, namely about the Czechoslovak government abroad.
At his instigation, fundamental changes, taking into account that the
revolution started in Hungary and that minister Andrdssy accepted
Wilson’s conditions, were made in the wording. Thus, Hodza includ-
ed a sentence into the Declaration expressing approval with the newly
created international legal position formulated by President Wilson
and recognized by minister Andréssy. As for the fourth point, a part
concerning the resolution of the Slovak issue at the peace conference,
as well as a requirement that Slovaks should be represented by their
own delegation at the peace conference, was withdrawn at Hodza’s
recommendation. Withdrawal of this part was justified by the fact that
representation at the conference was the responsibility of the joint
Czechoslovak government already existing in Paris and recognized by
the world powers.>

The final version of the declaration including the mentioned adjust-
ments was published in a special issue of Ndrodné noviny on 31 October
1918. The declaration was a clear expression of the local pro-Slovak
population to part with Hungarians, and the right of the nation to
self-determination was declared. However, there was no coup. Mihdly
Karolyi sent the following congratulatory telegram to the Slovak
National Council on 31 October 1918: “We feel that we speak from the
bottom of the heart of the whole Hungarian nation when we address the
Slovak National Council with open-hearted words of brotherly love. The
Slovak and Hungarian nations were not separated by hatred or conflict of
interest; they were separated by the sinful policy of our die-hard class, pre-
Judicial to both Slovak and Hungarian people in the same manner. The
Hungarian people, who have done everything to destroy this sinful class,

4 Compare Maridn Hronsky, Slovensko pri zrode Ceskoslovenska [Slovakia at the time of Cze-
choslovakia’s birth], Bratislava 1987, p. 279.

5 Compare Frantisck Bokes, Dejiny Slovenska a Slovdkov [A History of Slovakia and the Slo-
vaks], Bratislava 1946, pp. 364-365.

15
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are not responsible for the detriment caused to the Slovak nation’s national
Jfeeling. It is our apinion that on the basis of each nation’s inviolate right to
self-determination, the Slovak National Council will decide what is best
Jor the Slovak people; however, we would like to say that according to our
belief and faith the Slovak and Hungarian peoples are dependent on each
other and that we have to seek a better future, conditions and a guarantee
of a better existence by means of peaceful harmony and friendly cooperation.
We wish responsible and successful work to the Slovak National Council and
a wonderful, happy and independent future to the Slovak nation. Friendly
greetings on behalf of the Hungarian National Council, Count Mihdly
Kdrolyi, Chairman.® The response of the Slovak National Council
(written by Milan HodZa and signed by Matis Dula, Chairman)
referred to the existence of new facts to be taken into account. “The
executive committee of the Slovak National Council was pleased to receive
the greetings expressed by the Chairman of the Hungarian National
Council and returns them sincerely. During these days, a representative of
the Hungarian nation addressed a representative of the Slovak nation as
a brother. Our National Council also recognized the new international
legal situation. Should Hungarians recognize the opinion of the Hunga-
rian National Council on the freedom of nations, the psychological condition
Sor internationally-based mutual understanding will be created. We wish
the Hungarian nation to take the position among free nations to which it
is entitled on the basis of its cultural values and results of its democracy. The
Sfree Czechoslovak nation wishes to be a good neighbour and brother of the
Hungarian nation.7
The offer hidden in Kdrolyi’s congratulatory telegram offering
Slovaks the chance to remain within the Hungarian state came even
after a change of the situation was refused in the telegram from the
Slovak National Council; however, the actual situation in Slovakia
was not so straightforward. There was no doubt that the Slovaks
would not regain their freedom in spite of recognition of their right
to self-determination.? Some of the Slovak National Council repre-
sentatives were still considering the acceptance of offices from the
Hungarians. Zoch, the author of the declaration wrote to his friend

& Dokumenty ceskoslovenske zahraniini politiky. Vanik Ceskoslovenska 1918 [Documents on
Crechoslovak Foreign Policy. Origin of Czechoslovakia 1918], Praha 1994, pp. 347-348.
Ibid., pp. 347-348.

8 Compare Krajéovié, Karolyiho vidda v Madarsku, p. 32.

~1



Dr. Ivanka, that “the Kdrolyi government slightly complicated our situation”
and suggested the possibility that Slovaks should accept a “few leading
posts” from his government.? The complexity of the situation was
also indicated by the fact that the Slovak National Council failed to
govern the whole Slovak ethnic territory; in practice, its power was
unquestionable in Liptov only. The majority of national councils were
subordinated to Budapest — the national awareness of a large number
of inhabitants, namely in mixed areas, was very low, while Hungarian
national awareness was still very strong, reflecting the one-thousand-
year-old existence of Hungarian state.10 The Slovak authorities were
unable to maintain order on the territory abandoned by the old
administration, anarchy broke out, and people were in a revolutionary
mood, rather social than national. The Slovak National Council was
thus unable to control in Slovakia in decisive moments. Moreover, the
aspirations of the Slovak National Council in respect of the power
takeover were not supported by the Prague National Committee or
the centrist group of Slovak politicians led by Vavro Srobér, which
had left for Prague and formed the second power centre for Slovakia
there. The group was afraid that the Hungarians could start to influence
the Slovak National Council, and it was aware of a big danger for the
further development of the Czechoslovak Republic if Slovakia were
to remain under Hungarian influence. Thus, it was in favour of its
immediate military occupation. As Vavro Srobar expressed succinctly:
‘It will belong to those who will land the hand on it first.” 11

The Czechoslovak government abroad was of the same opinion.
Masaryk sent a telegraph from America to Bene§ staying in Paris,
stating that it would be necessary to occupy Slovakia. As he expected
that the Hungarians would fight back, he asked to conclude an
agreement with the Romanians and South Slavs and to transport
Czechoslovak legions from Italy and France. The first unit of the
Czechoslovak army occupied the border town Malacky on 2 Novem-
ber 1918. Thus, the actual incorporation of Slovakia into the Czecho-
slovak Republic started from above by means of military occupation.
By occupying Slovakia and gradual appointing Slovakian provincial

¥ Compare Ferdinad Peroutka, Budovdni stitu [The Building of the State] I, Praha 1990,
e 1 .

10 Compare Lubomir Liptik, Slovensko v 20. storati [Slovakia in the 20™ Century], Bratislava
2000; Rychlik, Ceii a Slovdci ve 20. stoleti, p. 65.

1 Hronsky, Slovensks pri zrode Ceskoslovenska, p. 315.

17
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chiefs and senior officers, the Czechoslovak government established
a more advantageous position vis-a-vis Budapest for future
negotiations at a peace conference.12

On 16 November 1918, the club of Slovak deputies in Prague
issued a fundamental declaration stating that the Slovak National
Council was not in power anymore, as such power had been assumed
by the National Assembly and the government when established. At
the same time, Slovak deputies in Prague warned the Slovak poli-
ticians in Slovakia about the Karolyl government: “We always doubted
the sincerity of Hungarian governments, even those arising from the revo-
lutionary comedy created by the traditional political skills of Hungarian
politicians. We do not trust Hungarians, not even the most democratic of
them; we do not require anything from them and we do not want to have
anything common with them.”3 In Paris, Bene§ was also against any
negotiations with Hungarians. In his letter of 27 November 1918,
addressed to Karel Kramaft, he wrote: “Would you please limit con-
nections with Hungarians and Germans as much as possible. You should
not negotiate with them formally and officially at all. According to my
opinion, it is a mistake that representatives in Vienna and Budapest were
accredited. The world recognized us; however, it did not recognize them.
And, what is more important, they shall not be recognized. Please note that
peace will not be negotiated and discussed with them. They will be simply
notified of peace. Each negotiation with Kdrolyi would strengthen his
position... I know that it is easy for us when we are here and not in the
centre of action, however, calmness and self~control do us good. As for
Slovakia, proceed calmly and with dignity and we will win.”* Benes had
no doubt about the incorporation of Slovakia into the Czechoslovak
state at all: “Slovakia belongs to us and what happened in the signed
armistice represents in no way prejudice. 1

From Prague’s perspective, the situation in Slovakia was
significantly different. Based on the 17th paragraph of the Belgrade
Convention stipulating that the Hungarian state administration would
remain fully justified also on territories of the former Hungarian state
occupied by allied armies, Hungarian military units were advancing

12 Compare Liptik, Slovensko v 20. storait, p. 87, Peroutka, Budovdni stitu I, p. 137.

13 Ibid., p. 220.

14 Edvard Benes, Svétovd vilka a naie revoluce [World War and our Revolution] IIL, Praha
1928, pp. 518-519.

15 Ihid.



towards Slovakia and occupying it. In his report of 15 November
1918, Kramarf wrote to Benes about the local situation: “Our position

in Slovakia s very bad. Qur leaders got carried away by the first
enthusiasm and when the Hungarians started to run away from Slovakia,

they occupied vacant areas, leaving just a few soldiers and policemen there.

Howewer, the Hungarians have pulled themselves together now and they
are sz‘rz',éz'ng back, as they have army and ammunition; five of our pa/ice-
men were killed and the Hungarians have driven us out of Trnava. Slovaks
interpellated and I was happy to satisfy them with information that our
army would come.”6 A day later Kramar appealed to Benes: “We are
angry. The Hungarians plunder Slovakia and torment our people in an
awful manner. Arrange for the immediate arrival of our Italian Czecho-
slovak division... This is the most important moment for us and we are
having to occupy the whole of Slovakia and the Kosice-Bohumin railway.

Our prestige is suffering in Slovakia; Hungarians are driving us out and,

unfortunately, we are not strong enough to prevent it.”7

The armed intervention of the Hungarian government in Slova-

kia destroyed ideas about Czech assistance, trust in its ability and
impaired the faith in the favourable attitudes of the states of the

Entente Cordiale when solving the Slovak issue. The Hungarian army
occupied Martin and imprisoned Dula, the Chairman of the Slovak
National Council (he was set free after Kdrolyi’s intervention) and de

facto it began liquidating the power of the Czechoslovak government
in Slovakia. At that moment, the government was unable to guaran-

tee or promise a change of this specific situation for the foreseeable

future. For Czech and Slovak political representation the whole situa-

tion was even more unpleasant, as Kdrolyi was proceeding within the

framework of the Belgrade Convention. Ferdinand Peroutka com-

mented on this situation impartially: “General Franchet d’Esperey,

Commander-in-Chief of the Balkan force of the states of the Entente
Cordiale dictated the conditions of armistice to Hungary in Belgrade on
November 13. He recerved instruction from Prime Minister Clemenceau not
to intervene in political issues. It was difficult to satisfy this requirement.

The French general could only choose between active or negative inter-
vention in the policy. Active intervention would be for the benefit of
Slovaks, while refraining from intervention would look like being for the

16 Ibid., p. 502.
17 1bid., pp. 506-507.
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benefit of Hungarians. He was trying to preserve the status quo in Hungary;
however, in fact he could not come with armistice conditions that would be
without political meaning.

Franchet set the southern demarcation line between his force and the
Hungarian army at the place most suitable for him. .. He did not interfere
with internal Hungarian matters. He did not take into account that the
Slovak issue exists in Hungary; be did not separate Hungarians from the
Slovaks and Romanians by a demarcation line. Under the terms of the
armistice, the Hungarian authorities were managing the whole present
Hungarian territory. Thus, Kdrolyi was not breaching the armistice
conditions when preventing Czechoslovaks from taking power in Slova-
kia. The Hungarians considered this armistice as their success, while the
Czechs and Slovaks were unsatisfied and complained that the armistice
might be political prejudice for the benefit of integrity of Hungary. Trying
to imagine General Franchet's possible train of thought, we have to admit
that it would seem to be prejudicial to his position to separate Slovakian
and Romanian territory from the Hungarians. Undoubtedly, the French
policy was to settle this matter immediately.”8

In this complicated situation, negotiations took place between
Milan Hodza and the Minister for Ethnic Groups Oszkar Jaszi. As
for Jaszi and Karolyi, negotiations with HodZa represented their
conception of saving, at least partially, the integrity of Hungarian
territory by making an agreement with the ethnic groups; as Hodza
pointed out, his main interest was ‘Yo do everything so that the Hun-
garians leave Slovakia. I felt I was responsible to the government and even
more to my own conscience.” ' On November 23, HodZa went to Buda-
pest where he replaced the first Slovak representative Emil Stodola;
he was authorized by the government in Prague “fo negotiate the with-
drawal of the Hungarian army from Slovakia and prepare the liquidation
of Hungary and Czechoslovakia [sic!].”20 At the same time, he acquired
proposals from the Hungarian Ministry for Ethnic Groups con-
cerning a consolidation of the situation in Slovakia. The document
determines that “the government of the Hungarian People’s Republic
accepts the following provisions agreed with the Slovak National Council

for the purpose of arranging for public security, legal certainty and uninter-

8 Peroutka, Budovdni stitu 1., pp. 237-238.
19 Milan Hodza, Rezchod s Madarmi [Separation from the Magvars], Bratislava 1929, p. 87.
20 Ibid., p. 14.



rupted economic life until peace is made final.”?' The draft agreement
further provided for the asserting powers by the Slovak National
Council on the territory determined according to the then require-
ments of the Slovak “Okolie” and according to the Jaszi map (based
on the ethnic criterion) delivered on the basis of the consensus of
1910. On that territory, the Slovak National Council was to acquire
complete “imperial” administration; on the other hand, the Slovak
National Council was to guarantee enclaves and minorities the right
to territorial autonomy in the meaning of free assembly and free
unincorporated organization according to their own will. According
to the Hungarian draft of the Slovak jurisdiction, the Slovak National
Council was to manage only educational issues, other fields of admi-
nistration were to be left in the old form, with one exception only,
whereby instead of the Hungarian language, the Slovak language was
to be introduced as the official language. Officials working in Slovak
territory were to stay at their positions. Disputable issues were to be
solved by a joint commission comprising five Slovak and five Hun-
garian representatives and a chairman. A Hungarian government
commissioner was to operate in Slovak territory in order to protect
the Hungarian and other minorities. This government commissioner
was to become a liaison officer between the government and the Slovak
National Council, authorized to appoint a commissioner empowered
with similar powers in the Hungarian government, as the Hungarian
commissioner in Slovakia.22

Milan Hodza, together with the Slovak National Council’s re-
presentatives who arrived in Budapest on November 28, rejected the
plan for a joint parliament during negotiations with Jdszi and the
participation of Slovak representatives therein, as the Slovak National
Council was exclusively based on the constitutional law of Czecho-
slovakia. This fact unanimously arose from the first point of
Hodza’s counterproposal: “Under the leadership of Matis Dula, the
current Slovak National Council, as the political representation body of
Slovaks in Hungary, declares, as it has already done in the proclamation
published on 30 October 1918, that it is based on the constitutional law of
the Czechoslovak Republic. The Hungarian Republic takes this fact into

21 Ibid., p. 40.
22 Ibid., pp. 41-42.
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consideration.”?3 Point 3 of the draft further specified territory on
which the Hungarian government handed over full competences to
the Slovak National Council (Trencinskd, Nitranskd, Tekovska,
Turcianskd, Oravskd, Liptovskd, Spisskd, Sariéskd and Zvolenska
provinces, the city of Bratislava and the whole Bratislavskd province,
except for Zitny ostrov, the city of Stiavnica and the city of Kosice, as
well as parts of Hontianskd, Novohradskd, Gemerskd, Abaujskd
Zemplinskd and Uzhorodska provinces). At the same time, the fourth
point of HodzZa's counterproposal pointed to the fact that, as far as the
Slovak territory specified in point 3 was concerned, the Slovak
National Council was taking over full government and military
powers at its own responsibility and that it was liable for public safety
using the means it considered suitable. Hungarian military units and the
national and people’s guards were to leave Slovak territory without
their weapons. The Slovak National Council was to have
a supplementary headquarters located on the territory of Slovakia at
its disposal. The seventh point of the proposal stipulated that the final
drawing up of state borders would be carried out at a general peace
conference.24

In Prague, Hodza’s negotiations with the Hungarian government,
or Oszkar Jaszi respectively, caused shock, intensified by the trium-
phalist tone of the Hungarian press. Prime Minister Kramar convened
the government meeting and sent a telegram to Hodza: “I beg you
and ask you to refrain from acting this way”. On December 1, the
government issued the public proclamation: “Tn view of various pieces
of information published in Hungarian magazines, according to which the
Hungarian government and the Slovak National Council are negotiating
the handing over of military and political powers in Slovakia to the said
Slovak National Council, the government of the Czechoslovak Republic
declares the following: Nobody was authorized by the government of the
Czechoslovak Republic to negotiate any issues, political, economic or military
with the Hungarian government. The Deputy HodZa was sent to Buda-
pest to discuss, if necessary, the issue of the settlement of former joint Hun-
garian-Slovak matters with the former Hungarian state.”>> The club of

23 Ibid., p. 43.

24 Tbid., pp. 4344,

25 Edvard Benes, Svétovd vdlka a nase revoluce II' [ World War and our Revolution IT], Praha
1928, pp. 495-496.



Slovak deputies also objected: “As for news appeared in Hungarian
newspapers on the negotiations of the Hungarian government with the
Slovak National Council, the club of Slovak Deputies of the National
Assembly declares that it unanimously objects to any negotiations in
Slovakia held without the authorization of the Czechoslovak Republic.”25
Members of the Slovak National Council also dissociated themselves
from the negotiations and the Council’s chairman Dula sent a tele-
graphic disclaimer to Narodni noviny on 1 December 1918, stating
that these negotiations were noncommittal discussions between Minister
Jaszi and Deputy Hodza.

However, the Hungarian government was taking the negotiations
between Jiszi and Hodza very seriously. Contrary to the order from
Prague (about which the Hungarian government was aware), instruct-
ing HodZa not to negotiate international and political issues, the
Hungarian government adopted a resolution during its session on
1 December 1918 stating that it was necessary to conclude the
agreement with the Slovak National Council. Jaszi was referring to
the fact that the idea of autonomy offered to the Slovaks was probably
unpleasant to the Czechs and that they would consider negotiations
on possible autonomy as a wedge driven between them and the Slo-
vaks. He stated that if the Czechs frustrated this proposal in the inter-
national fora, then “we would gain an enormous tactical advantage.”’

However, Jaszi’s ideas did not correspond with reality. At the
request of the government, Benes§ objected in Paris to the Belgrade
truce and took all possible steps to obtain a favourable decision con-
cerning the territorial issue of Slovakia and demanded the resolution

of this issue even prior to the peace conference. “Since the second half

of November I have daily discussed, intervened, explained and negotiated
with soldiers and politicians. I negotiated again namely with Berthelot,
who recognized our position from a legal and political point of view
immediately. I continued with Pichon, Clemenceau and Marshal Foch. On
this occasion I discussed with him and his colleagues a number of issues
concerning Slovak-Hungarian borders. In this matter, I also addressed the

26 Tbid., p. 496.

47 Compare Natalia Krajéovicovd, Koncepcia autonomie Slovenska v madarskej politike v ro-
koch 1918-1920 [Conception of Autonomy of Slovakia in Hungarian policy in
1918-1920], in: Ladislav Dedk (ed.), Slovensks a Madarsko v rokoch 1918-1920 [Slovakia
and Hungary in 1918-1920], Martin 1995, p. 49.
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English and the Americans, pointing to the inevitable consequences of
Hungarian actions, i.e. to the new conflict that would necessarily com-
mence sooner or later. .. Politicians considered Franchet d’Espereys truce as
a mistake. .. and they recognized that it was necessary to remedy defects or
misunderstanding. I also struggled for the determination of borders
between ourselves and Hungarians, that would constitute the evidence that
Slovakia actually belongs to us already... I discussed this issue in detail
with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and with staff at Marshal
Fochs headquarters.”®

Following this intervention, instructions were sent to Lieutenant-
Colonel Vyx, the Chief Commander of the Entente
Cordiale’s military mission to Budapest, who handed them over in
the form of a note to the Hungarian government on 3 December
1918. Through this note, the Hungarian government was informed
that “the Alliance recognized the Czechoslovak state and they recognized
the Czechoslovak army as an allied army. The Czechoslovak state is
authorized to occupy Slovak territory on the grounds that the Czechoslovak
state, as the allied party, is participating in the implementation of the truce
relating to the occupation of the former Austro-Hungarian monarchy. On
these grounds I was authorized to request the Hungarian government to
withdraw its army from Slovak territory without delay...”?® In his
response to this note and in a proclaimation addressed to the
Hungarian nation, Kéroly informed that he was forced to submit, as
‘any violence could worsen the situation before the coming peace conférence”
and at the same time he objected to the interpretation of the note,
since it implied that the detachment of Slovakia was a completed
matter: “Recognition of the Czechoslovak state by the Allance and the
Hungarian state does not guarantee the right to assume that the thousand-
year-old state, known as “‘Hungary” with its undisputed borders should be
almost automatically changed, prejudicing thereby the decision of the peace
conference, which is the only competent body to resolve the issue of borders
definitively.”30 At the same time, Karoly referred to the fact that the
Belgrade convention did not include the condition to vacate Slovakia.
Lieutenant-Colonel Vyx supported his position as well. He stated in
his report: “I¢ is beyond all doubts that the Czechoslovak occupation of

28 Benes, Svétovd vilka a nase revoluce I1., pp. 484-485.
29 Ibid., p. 488,
0 Ibid., p. 490.



Slovak territory... represents a formal violation of the truce of November
13. As of now, my situation is very difficult. All our small former East
European allies (Serbs, Romanians, Czechoslovaks) incline to misusing the
large advantages granted to them, and the Entente Cordiale itself shows
small willingness to comply with the agreements it signed.”31

Foch’s instructions presented in Vyx’s note did not stipulate any
line behind which the Hungarian army should withdraw; they merely
imposed an obligation to withdraw from Slovak territory, which,
however, did not exist from a political and geographical point of view.
Milan Hodza, still staying in Budapest, decided to resolve the prob-
lem. He concluded an agreement on a temporary demarcation line to
be valid until the receipt of new instructions with the Hungarian
Minister of War Béla Barth on 6 December 1918. The demarcation
line suggested by Hodza tended to adhere to undisputed ethnic
borders and included solely Slovak-inhabited provinces. It ran to the
north of Maly Dunaj and Ipel to Roznava, and then to the north of
Kosice via Humenné up to Dukelsky prasmyk. Bratislava and Zitny
ostrov, Komdrenska and Ostfihomska provinces and Kosice remained
under Hungarian administration. In spite of the fact that Hodza
pointed out that this was a temporary agreement only, Prague was
very unsatisfied with the demarcation line he proposed and did not
accept it. Kramdr requested Benes to take immediate steps. In mid-
December Bene$ received an assurance in Paris ‘after hard and
exasperating negotiations at the Quai d’Orsay” that the demarcation
line approved under his proposal by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
and by the headquarters of Marshal Foch at the end of November
would be respected. Lieutenant-Colonel Vyx also received instruc-
tions in this vein. Vyx, referring to the Belgrade convention, objected
to the said demarcation line, however; he handed over another note
to the Hungarian government on 23 December 1918, informing the
government that he was supplementing his information of 3 De-
cember 1918 according to the instructions received from the Chief
Commander of the Eastern army, and determining the borders of the
Czechoslovak state according to the historical borders of the Slovak
country. The line followed the rivers Morava, Dunaj and Ipel, the

A Compare Maria Ormos, Padovdtsl Trianonig [From Padua to Trianon], Budapest 1983,
p- 105.
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aerial line from Rimavskd Sobota to Cop and the river Uh.32 The
Hungarian government objected to this note, referring to the agree-
ment on a demarcation line concluded between Hodza and Barth on
December 6. Nevertheless, it took the note into account and started
to withdraw its military units from the territory of Slovakia. They
were replaced by Czechoslovak army units. The occupation of Slo-
vakia by the Czechoslovak army was completed on 20 January 1919.

2 Ibid., p. 92.



Jan Rychlik
The Situation of the Hungarian Minority
in Czechoslovakia 1918-1938

Before 1918, there were two different concepts of the solution of the
nationality question in the Austrian and Hungarian parts of the
monarchy. Austria recognised the multinational and compound cha-
racter of the state. The country was decentralised. The administration
was based on historically developed lands (in German: Land), most of
which were originally independent countries. Both facts were re-
flected in the Austrian constitutional system.! Article 19 of the Basic
Rights Act of 21 December 1867 declared the equality of all nations
and their languages. The members of the particular Austrian nations
obtained the right to be educated in their language. The specific
language or languages was/were to be the official one in every Land,
e.g. the historical administrative and law-making unit. There was no
official state language for all Austria despite the fact that German was
used as /ingua franca. Generally speaking, there were no obstacles for
the national and cultural development of the Czechs before 1918.
The situation in Hungary was different. The main aim of the
Hungarian policy was to transform the multi-ethnic country into the
modern Hungarian state where all citizens despite their language and
ethnic origin would be Hungarians, or rather more precisely: where
all citizens would be Magyars. In 1868, only the political and national

I Imperial decree of 26 February 1861, Reichsgeserzblatt 20 (1861), Law of 21 December
1867, Reichsgesctzblatt 141 (1867).
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individuality of Croatia was recognised due to the historical reasons.?
In other parts of the Hungarian Kingdom Hungarian was proclaimed
the exclusive state and official language. Politically, only one and
indivisible Hungarian nation (Magyar nemzef) existed in Hungary.
The other non-Magyar nations (or rather: nationalities — in Hunga-
rian nemzetiségek) were granted only limited language and cultural
rights by Law XLIV/1868.3 Even these rights were not fulfilled and
remained mostly only on paper. The real policy of Hungarian govern-
ments was to assimilate gradually all non-Magyars. Thus, the cultural
development of the Slovaks was much more difficult than that of the
Czechs before 1918.4

On 28 October 1918, the Czechoslovak state was proclaimed in
Prague by the representatives of the main Czech political parties who
formed the National Committee (Ndrodni vybor). In the proclam-
ation addressed to the “Czechoslovak nation” the Czech politicians
claimed that the “bundreds years old dream of the nation has been
realised.”™ Two days later, on 30 October, the representatives of the
Slovak political parties formed at the assembly in Turéiansky Svity
Martin, which created the Slovak National Council (Slovenskd ndrod-
nd rada — SNC) declared the separation of the Slovaks from Hungary.
The Slovak politicians did not know about the events in Prague that
had happened two days earlier and manifested their will to join the
common state with the Czechs. They issued the Declaration of the
Slovak Nation (known as Martinskd deklardcia). The Slovak nation
was proclaimed an “indivisible part of the culturally and linguistically
single Czecho-Slovak nation” for which the SNC requested the “right of
self-determination on the basis of full independence.”® Thus, at least on
paper, the new state came into being.

2 Relations between Croatia and Hungary were regulated by the Hungarian law No
XXX/1868. Croatia had been connected with Hungary since 1102 in the form of a personal
union. This fact was recognised by Hungarian politicians.

3 The law No XLIV was published in the Hungarian Collection of Laws of the Country on 9

December 1868.

See Laszlo Szarka, Szlovdk nemzeti fejlodés — Magyar nemzetiségi politika. Slovensky ndrodny

'ujfuin Nirodnostnd politika v Uborsku 1867-1918 [Slovak National Development — Hun-

garian Policy Toward Nationalities 1867-1918], Bratislava 1999.

5 Karol A. Medvec ky, Stovensky prevrat. III. Dokumenty [The Slovak Coup d'etat. Docu-
ments], Bratislava 1931, pp. 362-363.

& Dusan Kovic et al., Muzi deklardcie [The Men of Declaration], Martin 1991, p. 16. Doku-
menty slovenskef ndrodnej identity a statnosti [Documents on Slovak National Identity and
Statehood] (DSNIS) 7., Brartislava 1998, doc. 161, pp. 512-513.



In fact, on 28 October the new state had been already inter-
nationally recognised by the Entente Powers and so both events — the
proclamation of the National Committee in Prague and the De-
claration of the Slovak Nation — were rather symbolical.” In autumn
1918 Czechoslovakia would come into being anyway. Externally, on
an international basis, the new state was based on the idea presented
to the Entente states by T. G. Masaryk already in 1914 and 1915: old
Austria-Hungary was not and could not be stable because the multi-
national state could not meet the demands of particular nations.® The
new “Independent Bohemia” extended to the East (the name Cze-
choslovakia did not exist yet) was considered to be the nation-state of
the “Czechoslovak nation” and thus it was expected to be more stable.
Technically, the “Czechoslovak nation” formed numerically the
absolute majority (e.g. over 50%), which meant proclaiming the Ger-
mans, Hungarians, Poles and Ruthenian-Ukrainians as minorities. In
fact, even in 1918, most of the Slovaks did not consider themselves to
be a part of the “state Czechoslovak nation”. Consequently, the Czechs
formed only a relative majority in Czechoslovakia. In reality, the new
state was just a smaller copy of the deceased Austria-Hungary. For
this reason it inherited all the problems of the old empire — plus some
more.

The Germans, Hungarians and Poles had no reason to be satisfied
in Czechoslovakia because they already had their own nation-states
behind the new political border. The situation of the Hungarian
minority differed from that of the German and Polish minorities in
one aspect, however. The Germans of Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia
had always been subjects of the King of Bohemia and had never lived
in Germany. The Poles in Silesia also had never lived in Poland. On
the other hand, the Hungarian minority had lived, up to 1918, in
Hungary, of which Slovakia and Ruthenia were indivisible parts. In
such a situation, no one expected that the Hungarians will welcome
the new Czechoslovak state. In fact, the government in Prague did not
require “love” from the side of their minorities. The only required
thing was an acceptance of the status quo. T. G. Masaryk, the first

7 Hugh Seton-Watson, Christopher Seton-Watson, The Making of a New Europe, R. W. Se-
ton-Watson and the Last Years of Austria-Hungary, London 1989, pp. 294-295.

8 Jan Rychlik, Thomas Marzik, Miroslav Bielik, R. W. Seton-Watson and His Relations with
the Czechs and Slovaks. Documents (1906-1951) [RWSW-D] I, Praha — Martin 1995, doc.
61, pp. 209-215; doc. 68, pp. 223-235.
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president of the republic, hoped that in the longer perspective, even
the minorities might accept Czechoslovakia as their country, e.g. that
despite their cultural and linguistic relations to their nation-states
behind the political border, they might one day became Czechoslovaks
in the political sense. As far as the policy toward the minorities, the
Czechs in fact applied the Austrian concept. This was natural, because
the Austrian variant was the only one they knew. The “Czechoslovak
nation” was to be the “state nation” and the “Czechoslovak language™,
the official language of the state, but the minorities were not to be
forced to change their national consciousness and were to be allowed to
use their languages in the schooling and educational system, cultural
institutions, self-government and local administration.

International guarantees of the status of nationalities were included in
the Treaty of Saint Germain of 10 September 1919 between
Czechoslovakia and the Entente Powers. According to the treaty,
Czechoslovakia was obliged to grant Czechoslovak citizenship
automatically and without any further conditions to all former Austrian,
Hungarian and German!© citizens having the right of domicile (domovské
pravo, Heimatsrecht) in any borrow (commune) on the territory of the
Czechoslovak Republic (article 3). The citizens of these states had the
right of option, e. g. the right to reject Czechoslovak citizenship and to
retain Austrian, Hungarian or German citizenship. The minorities were
to have the right to use their language in private and public life and to
have their schools and other educational institutions. Czechoslovakia was
obliged to allow the use of their languages, at least before the courts.

Such a language in fact did not really exist. The Czechoslovak language meant in practice
cither Czech or Slovak or both. According to article 4 of the Law No 122/1920 Sb. [Sb. =
Shirka zikont a nafizeni statu ceskoslovenského — Collection of Laws and Decrees of the
Czechoslovak state, the official Law Gazette] in principle Czech was to be used in the
Czech Lands and Slovak in Slovakia. This meant, however, that Czech could be used also
in Slovakia and Slovak in the Czech Lands. Because the Czechoslovak language was the
state and official language in the whole territory of the republic, both Czech and Slovak
could also be used in Ruthenia. In practice, due to the minimum number of Slovak officials
there, Czech was used in Ruthenia simultaneously with Russian or Ukrainian. In Slovakia,
Czech was also frequently used due to the high number of Czech officials there, mainly in
the 1920s. The common use of Czech and Slovak in the whole territory of Czechoslovakia
was maintained until the end of this state in 1992. For more see: Jan Rychlik, Cest a Slovdci
ve 20. stoleti. Cesko-slovenské vztahy 1914-1945 [The Czechs and Slovaks in the 20t Cen-
tury. Czech-Slovak Relations 1914-1945], Bratislava 1997, pp. 79-84.

10 This applied to the inhabitants of the District of Hlucin in Silesia, which before the war
did not belong to Austria, but to Germany,



Ruthenia was to be given autonomy. All citizens of Czechoslovakia were
to have equal rights and duties.!1

Czechoslovakia formally integrated the obligations stemming
from the Treaty of Saint Germain into the legal system. The legal
equality of all citizens was included in the Czechoslovak Constitution
of 29 February 1920 (article 106). The language rights of the mino-
rities were granted by the Language Act, which was passed by the
Revolutionary National Assembly simultaneously with the February
Constitution. The “Czechoslovak” (e.g. Czech or Slovak) language
was proclaimed the official language for the entire republic (article 1).
If in a court district (soudni okres'2), according to the last census of
population, there were living at least 20% Czechoslovak citizens of
the same language which was different from Czech or Slovak, the
state administration, courts, offices of public prosecutors and the
organs of local self-government were obliged to use this language as
the second official one (article 2).13 We can say that in this aspect
(from the legal point of view), Czechoslovakia fulfilled its obligations.
In practice, however, some provisions of the Language Act were not
clear and their implementation evoked problems connected with
emotions on both the Czech/Slovak and minority side. The main
problem was connected with the question as to how far towns and
villages, who had no Czechs or Slovaks living in them, should use the
“Czechoslovak” (e.g. Czech or Slovak) language. The detailed guide-
lines to the Language Act were issued only after six years. On 3 Feb-
ruary 1926 the government passed the special decree containing the
details in public administration, court system and local adminis-
tration and self-government.!# The decree confirmed the right of the
minorities to use their language in local administration but on the
other hand placed emphasis on use of the “Czechoslovak language”
simultaneously even in districts where no Czechs or Slovaks lived or
where they were only few. Official names of districts had to be written

1 French original and Czech translation of the Treaty of Saint Germain see in Sbivka zakonii
a narizeni stitu ceskoslovenského No 508/1921 Sb. Published also in Czech in Zdenék Vese-
Iy, Déjiny ceského statu v dokumentech [History of the Czech State in Documents), Praha
2003, pp. 282-285.

Court district (soudni okres) was a territory over which applied the jurisdiction of the local
district court {okresni soud). A court district was smaller than an administrative district
(politicky okres).

13 Law No 122/1920 Sb. Also Vesely, Déjiny, pp. 299-300.

14 Government Decree No 17/1926 Sb.
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always in Czech or Slovak in the first place on all road signs, and the
same applied to inscriptions on public buildings and the names of the
state or self-governing institutions. The letters used in the text in
Czech/Slovak had to be, at least, of the same size as those used for
the minority language. According to article 81 of the decree, the
organs of local self-government were obliged to publish all decrees
also in the “Czechoslovak language” if the district had more than
3000 inhabitants or if it was important from a territorially broader
point of view. Such decrees, however, were to be delivered and printed
by the state organs. Still, we can say that the language rights of the
minorities were quite extensive.

The question of citizenship was fulfilled only partly. Regardless of
the text of the Treaty of Saint Germain, the Czechoslovak Citizen-
ship and Domicile Act No 236/1920 of 9 April 1920 granted citizen-
ship only to those former Austrian and Hungarian citizens who had
their domicile in a district on Czechoslovak territory already on 1 Ja-
nuary 1910 and to the former German citizens living permanently on
the territory of the District of Hluéin. The regulation was directed
predominantly against the Hungarians in Slovakia who (by the
decision of Hungarian authorities) obtained their domicile and Hun-
garian citizenship after 1 January 1910. The Czechoslovak legal position
was founded on the argument that the Treaty of Trianon between the
Entente Powers and Hungary of 4 June 192015 limited the right of
citizenship to those individuals who were Hungarian citizens before
1 January 1910 (articles 61 and 62).1¢ Subsequently, the Entente
Powers (according to Czechoslovak standpoint) cleared Czecho-
slovakia from the obligation to grant citizenship to the residents of
Slovakia and Ruthenia to those who acquired their domicile and
Hungarian citizenship after 1 January 1910.17

For the French text and the Czech translation see Shirka zakonii a navizent statu leskosloven-

ského, No 102/1922 Sb.

16 According to article 62, former Hungarian citizens who obtained domicile in one of the di-
stricts of Czechoslovakia or the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes (later known as
Yugoslavia) after 1 January 1910 obtained the citizenship of the respective countries only if
the relevant authorities agreed with it. If the consent was rejected or if the person did not
apply for such, the person was regarded as a Hungarian citizen.

17 See Robert William Scton-Watson, The Situation in Slovakia and the Magyar Minority,

in: RWSW-D, I, doc. 139, p. 414. For a Czech translation see Historicky casopis 1 (1993),

pp. 76-89.



Despite the clear laws, the implementation of the legal norms
noted above was often far from perfect. Austria and Hungary had
each a separate citizenship before 1918 and the regulations dealing
with domicile and citizenship were different in both parts of the dual
monarchy. In Hungary the domicile was automatically acquired by
any individual who resided uninterruptedly for a period of years in
a district and during this period paid taxes.!8 In Austria, however, the
person had to be admitted to the commune, and a special document
(the so-called domousky list, Heimatschein) had to be issued.!? In
practice, mainly in the big cities like Prague or Vienna, many people
were living for years without being formally accepted as members of
the local commune, which meant that they still had their domicile in
the place of their origin.20 Only state and public officials auto-
matically acquired the domicile in the district of their function. On
6 October 1923 the Czechoslovak Administrative Court decided that
even in Slovakia and Ruthenia, the domicile could not be acquired
automatically and that the express declaration of the commune to
which the person moved was necessary. By this decision the Austrian
practice was tacitly extended to Slovakia and Ruthenia. Robert
William Seton-Watson (in his memorandum about the situation of
the Hungarian minority for president T. G. Masaryk) commented
upon the new situation as follows: “The result of this decision was to
increase immensely the difficulty of establishing the right of citizenship,
and to make it easy for the officials, by every kind of hair-splitting and
bureaucratic tactic, to refuse petitions, often after months or years of
discussion or correspondence and heavy expenditure. Moreover, the practice
was adopted of charging dues for the document when finally granted. The
Hungarian appeal to Geneva mentions®! the sum of 45,000 K¢ as having
been exacted in one case: and a Zupan?? admitted to me that he knew of
a case of over 30,000. Cases of 5,000 — 15,000 appear to be quite common
and are, of course, often a desperately heavy burden.” Officially the
practice was not directed against any particular part of the population

18 Law XXI1/1886, article 10.

¥ The Domicile Act of 3 December 1863, Reichsgesetzblart 105 (1863).

20 By marriage the wife acquired automatically the domicile of the husband and the children
had always the same domicile as their parents.

For instance, to the League of Nations committee for national minorities,

The Regional Governor (in Hungarian ispan).

Compare footnote 17.
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of Slovakia and Ruthenia. However, Slovaks and Ruthenians, who,
very often also could not prove their domicile in the place of residence,
were not harassed by the state administration. This was a sufficient
proof that the whole action was directed against the Hungarians.
There is no doubt that, in this way, the Czechoslovak administration
wanted to get rid off “unreliable elements”. Due to the military events
in Slovakia in 1919 (mainly due to the war between Czechoslovakia
and the Hungarian communist regime of Béla Kun) there were many
Hungarians in Slovakia and Ruthenia who were considered (rightly
or wrongly) as enemies to the public order and security of the Czec-
hoslovak Republic.24 By not granting people Czechoslovak citizen-
ship it was always possible to expel them from the country as unwel-
come foreigners or even — in the case of military conflict — as enemy
aliens. The situation with citizenship improved in 1926. The Slovak
social democrat Ivan Dérer proposed an amendment to the Citizen-
ship Act of 1920. According to the Constitutional Law of 1 July 1926
(known also as “lex Dérer"?5), persons without domicile or those
unable to prove their domicile could now obtain Czechoslovak citizen-
ship 1f they had resided in one of the districts of Slovakia or Ruthenia
uninterruptedly for four years before 1 January 1910 and did not
acquire domicile in a borrow (commune) outside the present territory of
the Czechoslovak Republic after this date (article 1). In fact, the
requirement of residence was by this way tacitly extended back to
1906 (e.g.: twenty years before the validity of the law). There were
political conditions, however. The persons who became citizens of
another state after 28 October 1918, and those who openly acted
against the security and integrity of Czechoslovakia, as well as those
deported from the Republic, were denied the right to obtain Czecho-
slovak citizenship. According to both Austrian and Hungarian regu-
lations, woman by marriage always acquired domicile (and sub-
sequently also citizenship) of husband and legitimate children
followed the domicile of the parents (illegitimate children followed
their mother). The application for Czechoslovak citizenship had an

24 About this period see the newly published memoires of Vavro Srobar, minister plenipoten-
tiary for Slovakia in 1918-1920: Vavro Srobir, Oslobodené Slovensko. Pamati z rokov
1918-1920 I1. [Liberated Slovakia. Memoires from 1918-1920 I1.], Bratislava 2004. Note:
while the first volume of these memoires were published already in 1928, the second volu-
me remained only as a manuscript and was published only in 2004,

25 Law No 152/1926 Sb.



impact on the whole family.26 While on one hand “Lex Derer” helped
ordinary Hungarians, many still remained excluded.’

The question of citizenship was indirectly related to many other
problems. Those who were not Czechoslovak citizens were auto-
matically excluded from the state and public service and also from the
possibility of obtaining land in the land reform. The land reform was
often criticised for its anti-Hungarian character. This criticism was
based on argument that most of the land was confiscated from Hun-
garian owners. Conversely the question was not so simple. The Land
Reform Act of 16 April 191928 sequestrated all arable land over 150
hectares (ha) or all agricultural and forest land over 250 ha belonging
to the same owner. According to the Acquisition Act of 30 January
192029 the land was to be divided to peasants for compensation. The
original owners were compensated by the Compensation Act of
8 April 1920.30 It is true that in Slovakia mainly the estates belonging
to the Hungarian nobility were expropriated, but this was not
predominantly because of their nationality. The reason was that in
Slovakia, it was mainly the Hungarian nobility (both with and with-
out Czechoslovak citizenship), which owned arable and other land
over the given limits. Another question is that the land was distri-
buted mainly to the Czech and Slovak farmers and colonists who
were sent to Southern Slovakia and Ruthenia. Article 3 of the Acquire-
ment Act excluded persons without Czechoslovak citizenship from
the possibility of obtaining land, and this certainly affected the
Hungarians. On the other hand, there were also Hungarian farmers
— supporters of the Czechoslovak Agrarian Party — who did obtain
land. In his memorandum, R. W. Seton-Watson acknowledged that
he was unable to decide whether the complaints of the Hungarians
were justified or not.31 After studying carefully the materials form the
State Land Oftice (Stdtni pozemkovy iitad) it is possible to say that the
complaints of the original owners were not justified (they were

36 The same impact had also the option for another citizenship or acquirement of citizenship

according to the peace treaty regulations. In other words: a married woman could not decide
about her citizenship.

7 See RWSW-D, doc. 139, pp. 415-416.

28 Law No 215/1919 Sb.

29 Law No 81/1920 Sb.

30 Law No 329/1920 Sb.

31 RWSW-D, I, doc. 139, p. 424.
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compensated like other former owners), while the complaints of the
Hungarian peasants were partly justified.32

It should be noted that the situation of the Hungarian minonty
was also affected by the relations between Hungary and Czecho-
slovakia, which were, throughout the inter-war years either bad or
very bad. The Czechoslovak authorities did not prevent their citizens
from travelling abroad; despite this, mutual contacts were rather
limited. During the inter-war period, visas were never abolished
between the two countries. Local border-crossing for business and
personal purposes was possible with special border identity cards (e.g.
without passports and visas) but this possibility was limited to people
living in the border regions.33 The poor relations between Prague and
Budapest resulted in some problems for everyday life, like the
problem of transfers of pensions, especially for the former state and
pubic servants of the Hungarian state living in Slovakia. Czecho-
slovakia refused to pay them, arguing that the funds remained in
Budapest and that it is the duty of the Hungarian government to pay
them. Of course, the problem also had a humanitarian dimension.
The whole problem was never fully settled despite some progress.3*

The cultural and educational problems were certainly smaller than
those connected with citizenship. Certainly, the situation of the Hun-
garian minority in Czechoslovakia was much better than the situation
of Slovaks and Ruthenians in Hungary before 1918. However, the
real application of the liberal Language Act of 29 February 1920 and
the governmental decree of 3 February 1926 often differed from the
written text. The most problematic part of the law was the require-
ment of 20% minority language-speakers in the district. Formally, the
authorities respected the law but simultaneously some districts were
artificially divided so that their borders changed. As a result of this
practice, even some almost purely Hungarian villages fell into districts
with clear Slovak majorities, and the inhabitants of these “transferred
villages” lost the right to use Hungarian in their contacts with the
district administration. In Seton-Watson’s memorandum, mentioned

32 See more: Jan Rychlik, Pozemkovi reforma v Ceskoslovensku v letech 1919~1938 [The
Agricultural Reform in Czechoslovakia in the Years 1919- 1938), in: Védecke prdce Zemédél-
ského muzea [Science Studies of the Agricultural Museum], 27, 1987-1988, pp. 143-144.
This border regime was part of the Czechoslovak-Hungarian comercial agreement — see
decree No 120/1927 Sb. of 31 May 1927, apendix E.

3 RWSW-D, doc. 139, pp. 418-419.
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above, this process is described as follows: “In Bratislava, for instance,
by the purely artificial transference of certain communes to Galanta
(though they are nearer to Bratislava than to Galanta) and by the addition
of certain other communes, the total number of Magyars has been reduced
to 17.61 per cent, though of course inside the town of Bratislava they form
a compact mass of over 20,000... Still more open to criticism is the re-
arrangement of the judicial [court — note Jan Rychlik] districts of Rimav-
ska Sobota, Koiice and Nitra, in accordance with Decree Z. 55/1926, with
the result the Magyar proportion was again artificially reduced below
twenty per cent. 3>

The Minority Schools Act of 3 April 1919 (know also as “lex
Metelka”) confirmed the right of the minorities to be educated in
their language.3¢ If there were enough pupils (students) such schools
could be fully financed by the state. The “Czechoslovak” (e.g. Slovak
in Slovakia) language was taught as the mandatory subject at all types
of minority schools. As far as education is concerned, even according
to the memorandum of the Hungarian political parties in Czecho-
slovakia they were only a few predominantly Hungarian villages
without a Hungarian primary school. In 1928, there were 756 purely
Hungarian primary schools. In the field of secondary education,
however, the situation was worse. There were only seven Hungarian
high schools of different types. The Hungarians lacking a regular
Teachers College (there was only a parallel class at the Slovak
Teachers College in Bratislava), and especially the agricultural and
technical training schools.3” Compared with the situation of Slovaks
in Hungary before 1918 (when there were no Slovak high schools),
the position of the Hungarian minority in Czechoslovakia was certain-
ly better. The question was, however, whether the situation was
sufficient. The Hungarian population compared their situation with
that before 1918 when there were Hungarian high schools in many
cities and also a Hungarian university (since 1912) in Bratislava.
Compared with this, the situation of 1928 had to seem, for them,
rather bad. Similar situations occurred as far as cultural institutions
were concerned. Another problem was the curriculum of the Hunga-
rian schools: it was quite clear that mainly in history, the emphasis

35 RWSW-D, doc. 139, pp. 420-421.
% Law No 189/1919 Sb.
37 RWSW-D, doc. 139, p. 421.
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was given to “Czechoslovak” (e.g. mainly Czech) history while Hun-
garian history was taught mainly from a Slovak point of view. The
interpretation of Hungarian history was particularly controversial.
Official Hungarian textbooks could not be used in Hungarian schools
in Slovakia because of their support for the St. Stephen’s Crown
Hungary and their overt revisionism as far as the Czechoslovak-
Hungarian border was concerned. Also many other Hungarian pub-
lications and newspapers, particularly those questioning the Trianon
borders, were banned in Czechoslovakia. Limited access to literature
published in Hungary was also protested by Hungarian minority
circles.

We shall not discuss the above mentioned matters here. Usually in
similar cases, the truth is somewhere between the two points —
sometimes closer to the Slovak (or rather Czechoslovak) perspective
and sometimes closer to the Hungarian perspective. We can say, in
general, that the situation of the Hungarian minority in Czechoslo-
vakia between 1918-1938 was “neither heaven nor hell.” It should
also be noted that the Hungarian political scene in Czechoslovakia
was divided, and there was no unity about the extent to which Hun-
garians should accept or reject the new state. It 1s worth pointing out
that unlike the German minority, which was certainly in a better
situation, the Hungarians remained generally loyal to the Czecho-
slovak state in the crucial year of 1938. This does not contradict the
fact that most of them welcomed the Vienna award of 2 November
1938, when the southern parts of Slovakia and Ruthenia were annex-
ed back to Hungary.



Nandor Bardi

The strategies and institutional
framework employed by Hungarian
governments to promote

the “Hungarian minorities policy”
between 1918 and 1938

This study examines Hungary’s foreign policy with regard to the
Hungarian minorities in the neighbouring countries and a revision of
the country’s Trianon borders in the period between the two world
wars.! After a conceptual clarification, I identify the most important
historical consequences of the Trianon Peace Treaty and then offer
a periodisation of Hungary’s policies towards the Hungarian minor-
ities. Finally, I examine government policy and action in this field,
including long-term objectives, strategies, and the institutional frame-
work.

1 For a recent analysis of the history of I lungary’s revisionist policy, see Miklos Zeidler, A re-
vizigs gondolat [ The Revisionist Idea], Budapest 2001, p. 256. For the “cult” of irredentism.
see also Miklos Zeidler, Irredentism in Everyday Life in Hungary during the Inter-war
Period, Regis, 2002, pp. 71-88. The same author compiled a representative selection of do-
cuments on the effects of Trianon: Miklos Zeidler (ed.), Trianon, Budapest 2003, p. 932.
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1. Concepts and perspectives

The term “Hungarian minorities policy” used in the title of this paper
refers to government action in connection with the ethnic Hungarian
populations? that fell under the jurisdiction of Czechoslovakia, Roma-
nia and Yugoslavia in 1918. In broader terms, it refers to government
action taken not just by Hungary in this field but also by the three
aforementioned states. I refer to the political activities of the Hunga-
rian minority political elites as minority policy.3 The term nationalities
policy, meanwhile, denotes the policies of individual governments
towards their own national and ethnic minorities.*

When interpreting the “Hungarian minorities policy” of Hun-
garian governments, I consider the following four historical circum-
stances to be of definitive importance.

1. Relations between Hungary and the neighbouring countries were
determined throughout the period by their parallel nation-building
endeavours. The long-term sources of conflict were the national
movements within the Kingdom of Hungary until 1918 and,
thereafter, the Hungarian national minorities in the newly created or
expanded states (Czechoslovakia, Romania, and the Kingdom of
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). These national movements and minority
groups had close links with the institutions and movements of their
kin nations and states. Yet they were also subject populations of other
nation-building states.

2. A peculiar feature of the Hungarian nation-building process —
a feature distinguishing it from counterpart processes elsewhere in the
region — was Hungary’s limited statehood after 1868. Meanwhile, the
main purpose of the other nation-building movements was to establish
state institutions or to integrate compatriot groups into the nation’s

2 According to census data for 1930, the numbers of persons identifying themselves as Hun-
garians in the neighbouring countries were as follows: 10,442 in Austria, 585,434 in Cze-
choslovakia, 1,552,563 in Romania, and 465,400 in the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes.

The most important political organisations of the Hungarian minorities were as follows:
Christian Socialist Party, Hungarian National Party, and United Hungarian Party in Cze-
choslovakia; National Hungarian Party in Romania; National Hungarian Party in Yugoslavia.
These political partics were active both in local government and in the national parliaments.
The issue is reviewed in Ignic Romsics, Nemzet, nemzetiseg és allam Kelet-Kizep és Délkelet-
Eurdpdaban a 19. és 20. szdzadban [Nation, Nationality, and the State in East Central and
South Eastern Europe in the Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries], Budapest 2004, p. 419.
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existing statehood. This was so, for instance, in the case of the Serbs
and Romanians living in Hungary. Furthermore, Hungary’s status
within the Austro-Hungarian Empire helped to conserve imperial
attitudes in the country (and the concept of Hungarian statehood
stretching back to King Stephen). The result was the dominance of
the French state-nation model (the idea of Hungarian cultural superior-
ity and the need to preserve the nation’s ascendancy). Moreover, the
political elite was rendered unable to deal with the problems of the
minorities — since its principal objective was to preserve its status with
respect to Austria.

3. The year 1918 saw the separation — from the process of Hunga-
rian nation-building — of regions with a highly developed national
consciousness. The Hungarian populations, as “enforced” commun-
ities, established separate cultural and political institutions between
the two world wars. Although these minority communities were part
of the broader political community of the countries in which they
resided, they did not contribute to these countries’ nation-building
efforts. (That is to say, they were no part of the Czech/Slovak,
Romanian or Serb political nations.) Their absence may be explained
by the fact that in these countries the development of national state-
hood was conceived as a response to the social and economic positi-
ons held by the Hungarian (German and Jewish) communities. Thus,
the Hungarian minority elites always formulated their strategies in
response to the nation-building policies of both kin-state and home-
state.

4. After Trianon, Hungarian nation-building was aimed at restor-
ing a past relationship. However, this revisionist ideology was more
than a mere foreign policy objective; it amounted to the broadest and
most effective basis for legitimacy of the whole Horthy era. Over
a period of 20 years, the contradiction between Hungary’s “national”
and modernisation aims re-emerged. This contradiction reflected the
basic dilemma about the relative importance of external revision and
internal social reform. Consequently, “reform” could only come from
above and within the framework of right-wing movements in society.
As elsewhere in Central Europe, such attempts to achieve supremacy
resulted in the ethnicisation of society and the juxtaposing of com-
munities with different ethnocultural identities. In Central Europe,
such communities were Germans, Hungarians and Jews. In Hungary
this was limited to the latter community-construct. In Hungarian
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political thinking, therefore, the issue of national identity (with its focus
upon the problems of the Hungarian minorities abroad) became
traumatically linked with right-wing political rhetoric and the Jewish
question.

2. The consequences of Trianon

2.1. The creation of large ethnic Hungarian communities abroad. Based
on demographic data for 1910, 3.5 million Hungarians fell under
foreign rule in 1918. The numbers have fallen since then, and the
current figure is less than 2.5 million. (Based on an index of 100 for
1910, the population of the Carpathian basin increased to 147.9 in
2000, the population of Hungary to 136, while the ethnic Hungarian
population outside Hungary decreased to 77.1.5) It is important to
note the changing identity of a social group and the effect of its
demographic/migrational crisis on the political and modernisation
process within the larger region. Meanwhile, the countries in question
established institutional frameworks — whose functioning became one
of the most important aims of national development.

2.2. The collapse, in 1918, of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, which
had been a unified economic area. New customs borders and the process
of industrialisation in the successor states (including import-
substitution programmes) increased demand for investment capital.
Throughout the region, the role of the public sector grew, and there
was greater dependence on external economic actors. Backward peri-
pheral regions arose alongside the new frontiers, in areas that had
previously sustained prosperous market towns. Even after 1989, the
old regional division of labour was not re-established. Only during
the past ten years have links been reforged. Such links are particularly
strong at local level and in the labour market, but the national borders
continue to separate local populations and “peripherise” them.

2.3. Trianon created a relationship of mutual fear and suspicion
between Hungary and its neighbours. The sensitivity of the relation-
ship is manifest in the fact that a grievance suffered by one of the
Hungarian minority communities is perceived in Hungary as a griev-

5 Karoly Kocsis, Society and Economy in the Carpathian Basin of the Present, in: Tibor Bul-
la — Béla Mendél, A Karpdt-medence fildrajza, Budapest 1999, pp. 359-360.



ance against an integral part of the nation. Whenever the Hungarian
government or public protests such a grievance, the other country’s
government or public perceives this as interference in its internal
affairs. In this way, the public in both countries can easily be provoked.
What is important is not who is right, but the existence of sensi-
tivities that can be aroused and transmitted at any time. This pheno-
menon is accompanied by a kind of “Hungarian complex” — which is
stronger in the case of Slovakia and weaker in the case of Romania.
For example, any criticism voiced in Hungary and directed at
Slovakia elicits great interest among Slovaks and receives symbolic
metaphorical significance.

A social psychological consequence of this process —a consequence
that we have already noted — is the manner in which the complex of
fear surrounding the injustice of Trianon, the suppression of the
Hungarian minority communities, and frontier revisionism became
the most important legitimising arguments for Hungary’s political
regime between the two world wars.

3. A periodisation of the “Hungarian minorities policy”®

“Hungarian minorities policy” as a separate concept was unknown
between the two world wars, as Hungary’s support for the Hungarian
minority communities in Czechoslovakia, Romania and Yugoslavia
was intertwined with its policy of seeking revision of the Trianon
peace treaty. Nevertheless, examining the policies of Hungarian govern-
ments towards the minority communities after 1918, we can identify
eight distinct periods. An immediate observation is that frontier
revision was a major part of government policy only until 1944. After
1944, the issue of the Hungarian minority communities was sub-
ordinated to other foreign policy and ideological objectives. In the
latter half of the 1980s, however, as Hungary’s foreign policy became
more independent, the issue again received great weight (thereby
casting a shadow over Hungary’s relations with its neighbours). Until
the mid-1990s, Euro-Atlantic integration was the priority. It is only

& For a more detailed account, see Nandor Bardi, Tény és vald. A budapesti kormanyzatok és

a hatdron tili magyarok kapesolattirténete [A History of Relations between Hungarian Go-
vernments and the Hungarian Minorities Abroad], Bratislava 2004, p. 272.
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since then that the “Hungarian minorities policy” has become a major
policy consideration, viewed by the country’s political elite as an integral
national issue. Over the years, Hungary's political elite has tended to
consider the establishment of autonomous minority institutions
reflecting the specific circumstances of the various countries as the
best possible solution to the problems faced by the Hungarian minor-
ity communities.

Periods in Hungary’s “Hungarian minorities policy™
1. Period of a revisionist view of the future between the two world
wars, 1918-1938/40/41.7

The “Hungarian minorities policy” of Hungarian governments
between the two world wars was determined by the desire for frontier
revision and a revisionist view of the future. Although the position
appeared from the outside to be clear and consistent, there were various
internal aspects. Tangible revisionist objectives were always no more
than theoretical. It was only in the 1930s that the G6mbds govern-
ment drew up specific plans, but even then it did not propagate
them.® Among the various alternatives, the most vocal support — by
means of civil society organisations — was given to the restoration of
Historical Hungary. Foreign policy makers, however, tended to
support the return of areas inhabited by Hungarians; the idea was to
connect the Szekler region with Hungary by means of a corridor that
would include Kolozsvir (Cluj). In areas of mixed populations where
the majority ethnic group formed merely a minority, plebiscites on
national allegiance would be held.” In terms of strategy, “Hungarian
minorities policy” during this period reflected Benedek Jancsé’s idea
that the Hungarian nation had lost its geographical integrity but not
its cultural integrity — which was guaranteed by international treaties.
The task was to uphold this cultural integrity, together with Hunga-
rian demographic, economic and cultural positions, so that they

7 From the signing of the Treaty of Trianon (4 June 1920) until the First Vienna Award
(2 November 1938), then until the Second Vienna Award (30 August 1940), and finally
until the attack on Yugoslavia (11 April 1941).

Miklés Zeidler, Gombss Gyula [ Gyula Gémbés], in: lgnic Romsics (ed.), Trianon és a ma-
gyar politikai gondolkodds 1920-1953, Budapest 1998, pp. 70-94.

For a full and accurate analysis of such ideas, see Odon Kuncz, A trianoni békeszerzédeés revi-
zigjanak szikségessége. Emlékirat Sir Robert Gowerhez [The Need for a Revision of the Treaty
of Trianon. Memorandum to Sir Robert Gower], Budapest 1934, p. 32.



could be used as points of reference in any new peace negotiations.10
This explains why Hungary’s support for the minority communities
between the two world wars placed such great emphasis on religious
(denominational) education and the minority press.

2. Immediately prior to and during the Second World War (1938/
40/41-1944), Hungary — which had gained territory as well as new
minority populations — pursued a nationalities policy derived from
majority status rather than a “Hungarian minorities policy”. Hungary’s
former policy position, namely, that the minority issue should be
addressed by establishing autonomous institutions, was abandoned.
Instead, an updating of the nationalities legislation of 1868 was
emphasised.11 Thus, the nationalities issue came to be considered as
a language policy issue. The boldest, albeit ultimately unsuccessful, initia-
tive in this area was Pl Teleki’s proposal for the establishment of
a self-government system in the Sub-Carpathian region. Teleki was
the first to abandon the principle of a single official language (Hunga-
rian) when he proposed the introduction of a second official language
— Carpatho-Ukrainian - in the Sub-Carpathian region.12 In the same
way, he broke with the principle of the inviolability of state sover-
eignty when he submitted to Parliament a legislative bill on the
“Carpathian Province and its Self-Government”.13 The legislation
was never adopted, since it was rejected both by military circles and
by public opinion.

Meanwhile, with respect to Slovakia and Romania, the re-annex-
ation of territory by Hungary was followed within months by the
adoption of a policy of reciprocity. (Based on the principle of reciprocity,
grievances suffered by a given national group in Hungary were “repaid”
through the introduction of further constraints on the Hungarian

10 A magyar tirsadalom és az idegen uralom ala keriilt magyar kisebbség sorsa [Hungarian
Society and the Fate of the Hungarian Minorities under Foreign Rule], Magyar Szemle 1
(1927), pp. 50-57.

11 This approach was summarised in Pil Teleki, Magyar nemzetiségi politika [Hungarian
Nationalities Policy], Budapest 1940, p. 30. (The document was republished in a volume
compiled by Baldzs Ablonczy. Teleki Pil, Valogatott politikai irdsok és beszédek [Selected Poli-
tical Writings and Speeches], Baldzs Ablonczy (ed.), Budapest 2000, pp. 395-414.); Andras
Rénal, A nemzetiségi kérdés [The Nationalities Issue], Budapest 1942, p. 22; Imre Miks,
A jogfolytonossig helyreillitdsa a nemzetiségi jogalkotisban [Restoring Legal Continuity
in Nationalities chislation], Kisebbséguedelem 1-2 (1941), pp. 1-7.

12 Decree of the Ministerial Council of 23. 5. 1939.

13 Tstvan Diészegi, Teleki Pal nemzetiségpolitikdja [Pal Teleki’s Nationalities Policy], in: Teleki
Pdl és kora, Budapest 1992, pp. 66-78.
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minority in the given country, and vice versa.) In Romania’s case, this
was manifest in the refugee issue, while in Slovakia it took the form of
delayed authorisation for the functioning of minority institutions.!#

We know little about Hungary’s efforts to revitalise the re-annexed
territories, apart from capital investment in infrastructure as well as
action to alleviate poverty in the Sub-Carpathian region.15 In this
regard, the most important area was the Szekler region. The other
predominantly Hungarian-inhabited area, the Csallokoz region in
southern Slovakia, was generally more advanced in terms of farming
techniques than was Hungary itself. (This was partly because of its
role as Czechoslovakia’s granary.) The Szekler region, on the other
hand, was the recipient not only of infrastructure and equipment
(above all machinery, since mechanisation there had ground to
a halt after the First World War), but also of expertise and the
transfer of knowledge — to use a contemporary term. A great
number of adult education courses and rural agricultural training
programmes were introduced. This was all due to the development
of groups of experts in Hungary (associated with the magazine
Ldthatdr and various reform groups) and in Transylvania (associated
with the magazine Hife/ and including the village workers of the
church youth movements and, after 1940, the University of
Kolozsvir). These groups urged the introduction of such courses
and programmes.16

3. The period of ineffectiveness from 1944-1948. At the peace
negotiations ending the Second World War, Hungary had no

Y A szlovikiai magyarsdg élete 1938-1941 [The Life of the Hungarian Minority in Slovakia,
1938-1941], Budapest 1941, p. 250; Bémi Balogh, 4 magyar-romdn kapcsolatok alakuldsa
1939-1940 é5 a mdsodik bécsi dintés [Hungarian-Romanian Relations in 1939-1940 and the
Second Vienna Award], Miercurea Ciuc 2002, p. 429.

15 Péter Himori, Kisérletek a visszacsatolt felvidéki teriiletek tirsadalmi és szocidlis integril6-
dasdrol [Attempts to Integrate Socially the Reannexed areas of Upper Hungary], Szdzadok
3 (2001), pp. 569-624; Eszak-Erdély tirsadalomtorténete 1940-1944 [A Social History of
Northern Transylvania. 1940-1944), Limes 2 (2006), (a special issue on the topic that is cur-
rently under publication).

16 The role of the Hitel circle and the Transylvanian Academic Institute in Clyj should be
emphasised. For an account of attempts to modernise the Szekler region after the Second
Vienna Award, see Sandor Oldh, A magyar dllam integracids kisérletei és megvaldsitdsuk 1940
Gszétel 1944 nyardig a szekelyfoldi Csik és Udvarbely vdrmegyékben [Modernisation Attempts by
the Hungarian State from the Autumn of 1940 until the Summer of 1944 in the Counties of
Csik és Udvarhely], Manuscript, 2002, TLA Kv. 3015/2003, p. 138; Sandor Olih, Vidékfej-
lesztés Csik és Udvarhely megyékben 1940-1944 kézott [Regional Development in the
Counties of Csik és Udvarhely from 1940 until 1944], Székelyfold 7 (2003), pp. 95-112.



political allies and was therefore unable to secure legal protection
for the Hungarian minorities in Czechoslovakia, Romania and
Yugoslavia.

4. The period of internationalist automatism when the issue was
treated as the internal affair of “friendly socialist countries”, 1948—
-1966/68. The official position was that the advance of Marxism-
Leninism would automatically resolve national conflicts, because
such conflicts were due to class suppression by the bourgeoisie and
the feudal ruling classes. According to communist theory, the issue
would resolve itself as soon as class suppression was eradicated. The
national dimension was ignored, and class war became the single
priority. At the same time, the nationalities issue was regarded as the
internal affair of all communist countries — at least according to the
internationalist dogma. Even more importantly, during this period,
there was no independent Hungarian foreign policy. (And during the
two weeks of revolution in Hungary in 1956, the issue was not
addressed officially.)

5. During the consolidation of the Kddir regime, as national
politics became more uniform and the legitimacy rhetoric changed,
the problems of the Hungarian minorities abroad became pressing
and unavoidable. This explains the development — from the mid-
1960s until the end of the 1970s — of the ideology of “dual identity/
loyalty” and of the “bridging role” of the minorities. Dual identity:
the nationalities (ethnic groups in Hungary and ethnic Hungarians
in the neighbouring countries) had affiliation with both their own
national culture and the culture of the country of residence. (But in
both cultures, the fostering of socialist values was urged.) Thus,
such nationalities constituted “bridges” between two nations, thereby
overcoming historical prejudices. The nationalities issue continued
to be treated as an internal affair, but discussions between the
various communist parties and the foreign policy debate were
dominated by matters raised by the cultural and educational
institutions of the Hungarian minority communities. From the
1970s onwards — due to institutional decline stemming from
enhanced homogenisation policies — it was in these areas that the
most serious conflicts between Hungary and Romania/Czecho-
slovakia arose. (In Yugoslavia the position of the Hungarians was
considered exemplary, while in the Soviet Union the issue of the

47



48

Hungarian minority (in Sub-Carpathian Ukraine) was not really on
the agenda.)l”

6. Attempts in Hungary to deal with the issue institutionally, 1978—
-1989/92. Initially, there were programmes in the field of academic
research and in a special institute, and then the Foreign Affairs
Department of the HSWP became responsible for the issue. In the
spring of 1989, the last government of the communist regime estab-
lished a so-called Nationalities Board to address, at governmental
level, the nationalities in Hungary and the problems of the Hunga-
rian minorities abroad. In 1992, the Board was replaced by the Govern-
ment Office for Hungarian Minorities Abroad.18

7. The period 1989-1996 saw the establishment of an institutional
framework for the Hungarian minorities abroad and the introduction
of Hungary’s policy of supporting the minorities. It was during this
period that the Hungarian minorities policy and domestic minority policy
were re-institutionalised, with the priority areas of the former being as
follows: international minority protection; relations between
Hungary and the Hungarian minorities abroad; and financial support
for the Hungarian minorities.

8. The political institutionalisation of relations between Hungary and
the Hungarian minorities abroad and the integration of national cultural
institutions perceived in ethnocultural terms began in 1996 after the
signing of the basic treaties. There were three significant stages in this
process: the establishment of the Permanent Hungarian Conference
(1996/1998), the adoption of the Act on Hungarians Living in
Neighbouring Countries (2001), and the holding of a referendum on
dual citizenship.1?

Iratok a szomszédos orszagok magyarsaginak kulturilis ramogatasarol [Documents on
Cultural Support for the Hungarian Minorities in the Neighbouring Countries], Magyar
Kisebbség 4 (2003), pp. 132-166.

18 Rébert Gydri Szabé, Kisebbsegpolithai rendszervaltds Magyarorszdgen [A Radical Shift in
Minority Policy in Hungary], Budapest 1998, p. 467.

An interpretation of this process: Zoltan Kintor, The concept of Nation in the Central and
East European “Status Law”, in: Beyond Sovercignty: From Status Law to Transnational Citi-
zenship? Sapporo 2006, pp. 37-51.



4. Government action between the two world wars

4.1. The revisionist view of the future contained grave contradictions
that had to be addressed by successive governments. A major com-
plicating factor was that frontier revision was both a foreign policy
objective and a means for the Forthy regime to acquire legitimacy from society.
Reference to the re-annexation of the ceded territories functioned
both as an expectation and as an argument, permeating the whole
government system and often displacing the need to address im-
portant economic and social problems. Even Hungary’s foreign policy
specialists were reluctant to oppose public demands for the re-
annexation of all of Hungary’s former territories and to propose, in its
place, frontier revision plans that were more tangible and which
reflected the ethnic map of the region or to argue for the introduction
of autonomous institutions as a long-term solution. The third major
contradiction stemmed from the fact that international support for
frontier revision could only be expected from one or other of the great
power blocs rather than from international public opinion as a whole.
Hungary had to reckon with the consequences of its essentially pro-
German and pro-Italian foreign policy. After 1938, preserving the
country’s independence (and its various foreign policy options) was
just as much a key issue of Hungarian foreign policy as was frontier
revision. A further source of contradiction was that in everyday
politics the revisionist foreign policy objectives had to be reconciled
with the interests of the Hungarian minority communities and political
parties in the various countries. That is to say, there had to be
consideration for the ability of the Hungarian minorities to integrate
into society in those countries and to preserve their economic, social
and cultural powerbase. Thus, short-term and long-term interests had
to be reconciled simultaneously. This explains why we should address
separately revisionist (foreign) policy and the Hungarian minorities policy.

4.2. Tt is the aforementioned strategic duality that gives rise to the
division between the institutional framework and specific political
action. In what follows, I indicate fractures in the revisionist ambitions
of Hungarian foreign policy and in the field of Hungarian minorities
policy.

4.2.1. The period from 1918-1920 was determined both by govern-
ment action in connection with the peace treaty and by military
planning that was often baseless. In 1920-1921, after the signing of
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the Trianon peace treaty, the focus of Hungarian foreign policy
became action by the West in Hungary (with a view to exerting
a positive influence on the Sopron referendum) and a search for
international allies. In this latter area, the government’s efforts failed;
its attempts to establish closer relations with France and Germany
were unsuccessful. Thus, for the sake of European consolidation and
similarly to the policy pursued by Germany, Hungary implemented
a policy of fulfilment from 1921-1927. After Lord Rothermere’s
revisionist initiative but before the Four-Power Pact (1928-1933),
Istvan Bethlen and Hungarian foreign policy makers spoke openly of
Hungary’s revisionist intentions.2? But it was only in 1933-1934 that
specific frontier revision plans were made.2! The period 19331938
was largely determined by Germany’s foreign policy imperatives,
which included a demand for a change in international relations. At
the same time, Hungarian foreign policy strove for balanced relations
with Italy, Great Britain, and the Little Entente countries, while
nevertheless subordinating this objective to its revisionist ambitions.

4.2.2. As far as policy towards the Hungarian minorities in the
neighbouring countries was concerned, during the period of imperial
change (1918-1920/22) the Hungarian government proposed
political passivity to the Transylvanian elite (formerly the province’s
government officials), while in Czechoslovakia it suggested a re-
organisation of the old political party framework. (In Serbia, citizen-
ship and political rights were uncertain until the conclusion of the
citizenship option process in 1921.) When it became clear that a long-
-term change in international relations would have to be accepted and
Hungary’s consolidation became the priority, the Hungarian
government used its Hungarian minorities policy to support the
integration of the minorities into the political life of the successor
states — by means of independent party politics (1923-1926). In
addition to co-ordinating the unity of the Hungarian political elite, the
policy attempted to establish /ocal majorities (vis-a-vis the national
power centres) by means of co-operation with other ethnic groups in
the Hungarian-inhabited regions (Slovaks, Ruthenes, Germans, etc.)

20 Igndc Romsics, Bethlen koncepcidja a fiiggetlen vagy autoném Erdélyrél [Bethlen's Con-
cept of an Independent and Autonomous Transylvanial, in: Magyarsdghutatds Evkinyve,
Budapest 1987, pp. 49-64.

21 1bid., and Zeidler, Gombis Gyula.



or with the local dominant ethnic group (Romanians in Transylvania)
and to draft ideologies against centralisation or to support such ideo-
logies (promoting a separate Transylvanian identity in Romania or
a separate Slovak identity and Ruthenian nationalism/separatism in
Czechoslovakia). By the late 1920s, the failure of the policy had
become apparent. Hungary was insufficiently endowed with politic-
ally and economic resources to be able to woo non-Hungarian regi-
onal groups away from the centres in Prague, Belgrade and Bucharest.
(Moreover, some of the non-Hungarian regional parties were now
members of the governing coalitions, or the minority Hungarian
parties were also seeking pacts with the governments in power.)22
Thus, from the late 1920s, the ethnic Hungarian parties were every-
where forced into a defensive position. Supported by the government
in Budapest, they drew attention to their plight by filing complaints
to the League of Nations.23 Meanwhile, in domestic politics, they
attempted to persuade the majority parties to accept some kind of
legal and political regulation by removing the minority issue from the
party political debate. During this period, which may be regarded as
the period of increasing national cohesion within the region, the
Hungarian government’s policy turned to the internal organisation of
the Hungarian communities abroad and to establishing their unity.>* The
main goal was to provide the Hungarian communities with the broad-
est possible range of assistance. At the same time, a key issue was
maintaining the institutional framework for other political alter-
natives. In the latter half of the 1930s, despite negotiations with the
Little Entente and separate discussions concerning the minority
question with two of the neighbouring countries (Yugoslavia and
Romania), the focus switched to preparing for frontier revision.?s

22 The National Peasants Party, the successor of the Transylvanian Romanian National Party

led by Maniu, provided Romania's prime minister in 1928-1930 and again in 1931-32. In
1923, the National Hungarian Party (in Romania) formed an electoral pact with the
People’s Party led by Averescu. In 1926, it formed a pact with the Liberal Party and then
with the Peoplcs Partv In Czechoslovakia, the Smallholders Party led by Jozsef Szent-lvi-
ny also tried to pursue a more activist policy in 1926, but it was unsuccessful for domestic
political reasons.

Miklés Zeidler, A nemzetek Szdvetsége és a magyar kisebbségi peticiok [The League of
Nations and the Hungarian Minority Petitions], in: Nindor Birdi, Csilla Fedinec, Etnopo-
litika, Budapest 2003, pp. 59-83.

For personnel changes in Hungarian minority politics in Romania, see Imre Miko, Erdélyi
politika [ Transylvanian Politics], Hire/ 2 (1942), pp. 176-182.

Lordnt Tilkovszky, Revizid és nemzetiségpolitika Magyararszigon [Revision and Nationalities

23
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4.3. Examining the institutional framework for this policy, we note
the key role played by Prime Minister Istvin Bethlen until 1931.
Thereafter the influence of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs grew, and
there was a significant decline in the role of civil society organisations,
which had served to communicate the “Hungarian minorities policy”.
From the early 1920s, Istvan Bethlen reserved the right to manage
foreign policy and to hold negotiations with leaders of the Hungarian
minority communities.

The work of the Foreign Ministry at the embassies in Prague,
Bucharest and Belgrade was linked to the activities of the Nation-
alities and Minority Department of the Prime Minister’s Office, which
had been set up prior to the First World War.2¢ Initially, the depart-
ment comprised two parts: a section responsible for the Hungarian
population in territories ceded to other states and a section respon-
sible for the affairs of nationalities in Hungary. November 1918 saw
the establishment of a Ministry of Nationalities under the direction
of Oszkar Jiszi. Following the defeat of the Republic of Councils in
the autumn of 1919, various ministries were made responsible for the
nationalities in Hungary and for Hungarians residing in the annexed
territories: the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of Propa-
ganda, the Ministry of Religious Affairs and Education, the Ministry
of Nationalities under the German minority politician Jakab Bleyer,
and the so-called Transylvanian Ministry under Istvin Bethlen —
which were mostly concerned with preparations for the peace treaty.
Two leading figures at the Transylvanian Ministry were Benedek
Jancs6 and Dénes Sebess, both confidants of Istvin Bethlen. In the
spring of 1920, they became responsible for maintaining contacts
with Hungarians abroad. But, instead of completing this task within
the framework of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs or the Ministry of
Nationalities, they decided to establish civil bodies with responsibility
in this area. Then, in April 1921, the Ministry of Nationalities was

Policy in Hungary], Budapest 1967, p- 349; Gergely Sallai, Az els6 bécsi dontés diplomaciai
és politikai elétérténete [The Diplomatic and Political Background to the First Vienna
Award], Szdzadok 3 (2000), pp. 597-631.

For a selection of the Department’s papers, see: Magyarok kisebbségben és szérvinyban.
A Magyar Miniszterelnikség Nemzetiségi és Kisebbségi Osztalyanak vdlogatott iratai 1919-
-1944 [Hungarians in Minority and Diaspora. Selected Documents of the Nartionalities
and Minority Department of the Hungarian Prime Minister's Office, 1919-1944], D. An-
dris Bin (ed.), Budapest 1995, p. 732. The preface of the volume (pp. 1-7) contains an in-
stitutional history of the Department by Ignac Romsics.
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abolished and its functions transferred first to Department No. 3 and
then (in 1922) to Department No. 2 of the Prime Minister’s Office,
which was headed until 1944 by Tibor Pataky. The department was
not responsible for ethnic Hungarians in Austria or other countries to
the West. Instead, it concentrated on Hungarians living in Czecho-
slovakia, Yugoslavia and Romania, as well as non-Hungarian ethnic
groups living in Hungary. The number of staff in the department
increased from 7-9 in the 1920s to 17 in the following decade. Staft
responsible for the Hungarian minorities abroad undertook ordinary
operational tasks, such as maintaining contact and monitoring affairs.
They also performed consultative duties, compiling summary reports
on various topics or receiving and forwarding reports from various
individuals and social organisations. Most of their written work,
however, comprised statistical reports and background information.

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs informed the governments of the
major powers about the problems faced by the Hungarian minorities;
and it was also involved in the production of propaganda for foreign
consumption. From the latter half of the 1920s, the Hungarian
embassies in Czechoslovakia, Romania and Yugoslavia established
close relations with the Hungarian minority leaders and regularly
drafted reports on minority issues. Their communication role was
both political and information-based, but they were fully sub-
ordinated to Bethlen during his premiership. Later on, Department
No. 2 at the Prime Minister’s Office won a decisive role in these
matters. In addition to preparing internationally for frontier revision,
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs also contributed to the “Hungarian
minorities policy” through its initiatives at bilateral level and in the
field of international minority protection. The former was part of its
ongoing negotiations with the Little Entente countries. Its efforts in
the field of international minority protection included representing
minority complaints, supporting the European Minorities Congress,
and drafting propaganda in the field of minority law.27

In the spring of 1920, Istvin Bethlen and his confidants from
Transylvania — some of whom were initially involved in preparations
for the peace treaty and then switched to working in Departments
No. 3 and 2 of the Prime Minister’s Office — founded the Bocskay

27 Ferenc Eiler, Nemzetkézi kisebbségi kongresszusok a két vilaghabort kézétt [International
Minority Congresses in the Interwar Period], Regio 3 (1996), pp. 141-168.
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Association in support of the “detached areas of Eastern Hungary”.
The body was later renamed the Populist Literary Society (Népies
Irodalmi Tdrsasaig — NIT). Then, at a meeting of the Ministerial
Council convened on 27 May 1921 to discuss the following year’s
budget, the Prime Minister was asked to meet with representatives of
organisations concerned with the affairs of Hungarians abroad and to
discuss with them opportunities for cooperation. We do not know
whether the planned consultation actually took place, but we do know
that Bethlen’s proposal for the establishment of a Centre of the League
of Social Associations was accepted at a cabinet meeting held on 12
August 1921.28 Pal Teleki was appointed as the director of the new
body, while Antal Papp was charged with its operational management
as Teleki’s deputy. The decree of the Ministerial Council ruled that
the Prime Minister was exclusively responsible for decisions concern-
ing the Hungarian minorities abroad. But he was to take such
decisions in consultation with the competent ministers. His contact
with the social organisations would be exclusively by means of
Teleki’s office. The purpose of the Centre was to coordinate social
action in Hungary that sought to protect the interests of, and offer
support to, the Hungarian minorities abroad. In practice, this meant
that the Centre, which functioned during Bethlen’s premiership,
administered support for the social institutions of the Hungarian
minorities abroad by means of the Rékéczi Association (Czecho-
slovakia), the St. Gellért Society (Yugoslavia and the Banat region in
Romania), and the Populist Literary Society (Romania, excluding the
Banat region).2? The Centre also incorporated the Hungarian Natio-
nal Alliance, which drafted propaganda for domestic and foreign
consumption. This latter body had taken over the Territorial Defence
League in December 1918, and its focus was propaganda for foreign
consumption. In the latter half of the 1920s, the Hungarian Foreign
Aftairs Society, the Institute of Sociography, and the Institute of
Political Science were also formally part of the Centre, but Antal
Papp, the Centre’s operational manager, played no part in their day-
to-day management. Having established the Centre, Bethlen placed

28 Magyar Orsziagos Levéltdr [National Hungarian Archives] (MOL), K 27 Mt. minutes,
12.8. 1921 (pol.)

No mention of its operation in the 1930s was found in the fragmentary material: Docu-
ments of the Centre of Social Organisations MOL, K 437.
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great emphasis on the exclusive right of associations included in the
Centre to proceed in non-governmental matters concerning the Hun-
garian minorities abroad. Nevertheless, these same associations were
denied direct contact with the Prime Minister’s Office or the minis-
tries, this being the exclusive right of the Centre’s secretary (Antal
Papp).

Even after the creation of the Centre of the League of Social
Associations, the Prime Minister’s Office was still responsible for
drawing up political decisions and providing specific political support.
The associations comprising the League transmitted government
support to the Hungarian minorities communities and also undertook
unofficial propaganda work abroad. The annual budgetary proposals
were drawn up in conjunction with representatives of the Ministry of
Finance, the Prime Minister’s Office, and the Centre. The only body
required to account quarterly for sums spent abroad was Department
No. 2 of the Prime Minister’s Office.30

Three distinct periods in the functioning of the Centre may be
identified. In the first period, 1921-1925, the Centre coordinated the
work of the associations in support of the Hungarian minorities
abroad and tried to achieve the same in the field of revisionist
propaganda. In this latter area, it was rather unsuccessful, owing to
the conflicting interests of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the
Foreign Affairs Society and, most probably, to Teleki’s long absence
abroad. In the next period, 1925-1932, the Centre was responsible
merely for coordinating the assistance given by Hungary through the
associations. Revisionist propaganda, meanwhile, became the task of
the Revisionist League. The improvement in international relations
meant that Hungarian minority politicians were now able to appear
on the international stage. Contact with them no longer had to be
secretive. Teleki considered his task to be coordination of “expert”
preparations for revision (collecting data and drafting plans) in the
hope of reopening negotiations between the major powers. For this
reason, he supported an enhanced role for the Institute of Political
Science. After 1931, the Centre appears to have lost its role of co-
ordinating assistance to the Hungarian minorities abroad.

30 MOL, K 27 (pol.) Mt. minutes 12. 8. 1921. On exemption from the audit, see Antal Papp’s
letter to Tibor Pataky of 19. 8. 1925. MOL, K 437 - 10 - 1928 - f. 25.
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Of the various social associations subordinated to the Centre and
maintaining contact with the Hungarian minorities abroad, the most
active was the Populist Literary Society, which was headed by Benedek
Jancs6 until 1931. It had three main tasks. First, it took part in
forwarding support to Transylvania and in appraising claims. Second,
it collected the press material of the Political Department of the
Populist Literary Society and carried out analyses of the situation of
the Hungarian minority in Romania. Third, it ran a hall of residence
tor Transylvanian students studying in Hungary and, in the 1930s,
organised scholarships and further training courses for Hungarian
intellectuals from Transylvania.3!

In 1923-1924, Istvin Bethlen recognised the poor quality of
revisionist propaganda and decided to subordinate government-funded
propaganda for foreign consumption to the Centre of the League of
Social Associations (under the supervision of Pil Teleki). In order to
establish a firm propaganda base, systematic data collection was
begun at the Institute of Political Science, a body established for this
very purpose in 1926. The Institute operated until 1940. (From 1941,
as a part of the Pl Teleki Academic Institute, it collected background
material to be used in preparing for a peace settlement after the
Second World War.) The Institute — which was supervised by Teleki
but managed by the geographer Andrds Rénai — analysed statistical
data for the neighbouring countries as well as economic, political,
legal and minority affairs in those countries. The history of the
Institute in the pre-1940 period may be divided into three stages. It
was established between 1924 and 1928 with the inclusion and
classification of material collected by the Institute of Sociography
(est. 1924) and by the associations subordinated to the Centre of the
League of Social Associations. From 1928-1936, the Institute’s staff,
which included 8-10 university graduates and 16-20 assistants,
processed press articles and other written material published in the
neighbouring countries, classifying such material by subject-matter.
The data archives were accessible only to the government and major
analyses were not even published by staff members. This all changed
in 1936-1938, when a campaign to inform international experts was

31 For a more detailed description of the NIT, see Nandor Bardi, “Action Osten” Die Unters-
tiitzung der ungarischen Institutionen in Rumanien durch das Mutterland Ungarn in den
1920er Jahren, in: Ungarn-Jahrbuch, 1997. Miinchen 1998, pp. 287-337.



set in motion. It was at the Institute that Hungary’s arguments at the
time of the First Vienna Award in 1938 and the Second Vienna Award
in 1940 were drafted. Subsequently, the Institute played an important
role in setting up the public administrative apparatus in the reannexed
territories.32

In 1927, in order to coordinate the revisionist propaganda that
followed the publication of Lord Rothermere’s “Justice for Hungary”
article, various social and business organisations came together to
establish, with the support of the Hungarian government, the Revisionist
League. The popular writer Ferenc Herczeg was elected to head the
new body. By 1940, 270 volumes had been published by the League
— in the major foreign languages and in Hungarian. A periodical
entitled Magyar Kiilpolitika [Hungarian Foreign Policy] was
published from 1928 and a newsletter (Dunat Hirek [Danubian News})
was published in four languages from 1933. From the autumn of
1934, the English-language newsletter was upgraded and became
a proper periodical (Danubian Review). The other propaganda arena
comprised the League’s offices abroad, which tried to persuade public
opinion and the media in foreign countries of the benefits of frontier
revision. Such offices were opened in London, Paris, Milan, Amster-
dam, Geneva, Berlin, Warsaw and Washington. The propaganda
focussed on the grievances of the Hungarian minorities, the injustices
of Trianon, and the necessity of Hungarian dominance in light of the
economic, geographical and historical unity of the region.33

4.4. In conclusion, I summarise the arguments employed by the
institutions promoting frontier revision and the “Hungarian minorities
policy” of Hungarian governments. Most of these arguments were first
voiced during the peace negotiations after the First World War, but
those relating to the minorities represented new elements.

The four main groups of arguments employed in Hungarian
revisionist propaganda may be summarised indicatively as follows.
The first group included arguments relating to the geographical and
economic unity of the Carpathian basin — the cited evidence being

2 Albin Marfty, A Magyar Statisztikai Tirsasig Allamtudominyi Intézete [Insitute of Political
Science of the Hungarian Sratistical Society], in: Karoly Martonfty (ed.), Kézigazgatdsunk
nemzethozi kapesolata, Budapest 1941, pp. 586-591; Andras Ronai, Térképezett tirténelem
[Mapped History], Budapest 1989, p. 355.

3 Miklos Zeidler, A Magyar Revizios Liga [The Hungarian Revisionist League], Szdzadsk 2

(1997), pp. 303-352.
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historical trends over several centuries (the relationship between high-
land and lowland areas, as well as Budapest’s coordinating role within
the Carpathian basin) and the economic anomalies since 1918. The
second group of arguments included statements appealing to the
historical virtues of Hungarian statehood and the natural cultural
ascendancy of Hungarians. The third group took as their starting-
point the geopolitical need for power counterbalances between Germany
and Russia, that is, for strong and stable countries such as Poland and
Hungary (with the latter dominating the Carpathian basin). The
point of departure of the fourth cluster of arguments was that the new
states had failed to manage the minority issue properly since 1918. It
was claimed that instability had increased and that inter-ethnic relations
were far worse than they had been before 1918 under the Austro-
Hungarian Empire.

Linked with this last argument was Hungary’s Hungarian minor-
ities policy and the mutually reinforcing arguments of the Hungarian
minority elites. In the main, such arguments were directed at the
implementation of the provisions of the minority protection treaty
and then, in the second half of the 1930s, at criticism of the League
of Nations’ system for minority complaints. The weaknesses cited
included language use problems in Vojvodina (Yugoslavia), the absence
of Szekler cultural autonomy as prescribed by the relevant minority
treaty (Romania), and the failure to implement administrative auto-
nomy in the Sub-Carpathian region despite many promises by the
government in Prague (Czechoslovakia).34

The second means of argument — used above all in the 1920s —
focussed upon conflicts between the power centres of the new nation-
states and the various regions within those states. The Hungarian
tactic was to counter national fault lines with regional dissatisfaction.
In Romania, for instance, the aim was to construct some kind of
Transylvanian political identity, which could be used to halt
penetration of the province by Bucharest’s liberal economic and
political elite.35 Slogans similar to the one used in Transylvania — i.e.
“Transylvania belongs to Transylvanians” — were created for all the

34 A regular forum for discussion and writing between 1922 and 1942 was the periodical Ma-
gvar Kisebbseg [Hungarian Minority], whose different versions were Glasul Minorittilor,
Die Stimme der Minderhbeiten, and La Vaoix des Minorité,

35 Cf. Zsombor Szasz, The Minoritics in Rumanian Transsylvania, London 1927, p. 414.



other regions in the Carpathian basin. In eastern Czechoslovakia,
there was criticism of Czech economic and administrative dominance
and support for the Slovak national movement and the rights of the
“indigenous” populations. In Yugoslavia, the tactic was to inflate
regional conflicts between Vojvodina and Belgrade or Zagreb and
Belgrade, while carefully positioning the interests of Hungary and the
Hungarian minority.

The third group of arguments included public discourses demand-
ing evidence for the fulfilment of pledges made prior to 1918 or on
the break-up of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. First, the new natio-
nal and political elites were asked to demonstrate how/whether they
had implemented the national demands made by the former national
movements. Second, the political goals manifested in 1918 were com-
pared and contrasted with the circumstances on the ground. Third,
the liberal nationalities policy of Hungary in the pre-1918 period was
compared and contrasted with the policy towards the Hungarian
minorities of the successor states.36

36 A high-quality comparison appeared in a work compiled in preparation for the peace nego-
tiations after the Second World War: Sindor Bir6, The nationalities problem in Transylvania
1867-1940: a social history of the Romanian minority under Hungarian rule, 1867-1918 and
the Hungarian minority under Romanian rule, 1918-1944, New York 1992.

59



Dagmar Hajkova

T. G. Masaryk and his Stances
on Minority Issues

after the Establishment

of Czechoslovakia

The issue of minorities came to be an important element in Masaryk’s
wartime propaganda, as he devoted a great deal of energy to making
it clear that small European nations have a right to their own inde-
pendent states and that such new countries would be viable. He saw
the future as a world federation based on democratic relations between
states and nations, and as the reorganization of Europe, not its
reconquest. In his view, history confirmed that people aspire towards
unity, not uniformity.! He saw the overall trend in modern political
development leading towards nation states, while realizing that in
ethnically complex Central Europe this arrangement was not actually
feasible.?

Masaryk promoted the right of the Czechs and Slovaks to an inde-
pendent nation state (rejecting local autonomy or a federation within

1 Tomas G. Masaryk, Vilka a revoluce. I. (f:"rz'ni‘y ~ memoranda — predndiky — rozhovery
1914-1916 [War and Revolution. I. Articles, memoranda, lectures, interviews 1914-1916],
Karel Pichlik (ed.), Prague 2005, pp. 116-128. Further expansion in Tomds G, Masaryk,
Novd Evrgpa [New Europe], Prague 1920. His ideas appear topical at a time when linguis-
tic and cultural diversity are under review in Europe and the motto of the European Union
is “United in Diversity”. Cf. Peter A. Kraus, 4 Union of Diversity. Language, Identity and
Polity Buiiding in Europe, Cambridge 2008.

2 Masaryk, Vilka a revoluce. L, pp. 60-71.
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Austro-Hungary); but he had to point out that this state, like the
doomed Habsburg empire, would also have its minorities. A/though
we defend the national principle, we wish to retain our minorities. It may
appear paradoxical but it is actually because of the national principle that
we wish to retain them... The issue of national minorities is of basic
importance not only in Bobhemia, but in almost every other country, for
almost every state 1s ethnically mixed... Even if the new Europe cannot be
recreated on a strictly ethnic basis, the national rights of minorities must be
secured. That will be the case in Bohemia. The Czechs have always called
Jor equal, not higher, rights. In view of its central position it will be in the
interests of Bobhemia to guarantee full rights to the Germans and its two
smaller minorities. Common sense demands it. It would not go against the
spirit of this proposal if minority rights were guaranteed by an inter-
national tribunal.”® Masaryk desired a state for the Czechs and Slovaks
that would materialize their yearning for national self-determination,
and he believed it would be for the best if this national state had as
few minorities as possible. At that time he was even willing to
consider an alteration to the borders in favour of German Austria to
reduce the German population by about a million. He wrote to
Edvard Benes on this subject in 1916: “I am not a nationalist. I look at
the Slavonic and European whole — if the whole gains then I can tolerate
some disadvantages for the parts”* At the same time he believed that
“the correct standard for redivision along national lines in Europe consists
in the correct application of the majority principle” and he often stressed
that it was more just for three million Germans to be under the rule
of nine million Czechs than the other way round.> He saw Austria-
Hungary as a state in which minorities — the Germans and Hunga-
rians — oppressed the majority. He anticipated that even though there
would be minorities in the new states, there would be fewer of them
and the newly created European arrangements would be “much more
democratic, based on a moderate national principle.”® Moreover, he was

3 Tomad G. Masaryk, Valka a revoluce. IL C}’a’nky — memoranda — predndiky — rozhovary 1917
[ War and Revolution. II. Articles, memoranda, lectures, interviews 1917], Karel Pichlik
(ed)), Prag'ue 2008, p. 49.

4 Dagmar Hdjkovd, Ivan Sedivy (eds.), Korespondence T. G. Masaryk — Edvard Benes [T. G.

Masaryk — Edvard Benes ~ Correspondence], Prague 2004, p. 156, T. G. Masaryk to E. Be-

nes, 12. 9. 1916.

Masaryk, Valka a revoluce I, p. 50. Masaryk sometimes mentioned a figure of 9 million, so-

metimes 10 million Czechs, sometimes he spoke of Czechs and Slovaks, sometimes Cze-

choslovaks.
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convinced that the national principle required equality of national
rights, that the national individuality of small nations had to be
recognized at the same level as the individuality of large nations’ and
that a permanent settlement could not be considered without the
regulation of national relations.® He summarized his European
reconstruction programme, which he presented during the war, in
New Eurgpe. There are some differences between the English edition
published in late 1918 and the Czech edition published in 1920, due
to their timing and their anticipated readership. His opinions on the
German and Hungarian minorities are more liberal in the English
version. To illustrate anti-Slovak sentiment, the Czech version quotes
the Hungarian phrase “Tét nem ember — a Slovak is not a human
being”, which is missing in the English version. As a practical reso-
lution to the minorities issue, Masaryk chose a more moderate formu-
lation. The English version states that the Congress (i.e. the peace
conference) would pass an internationally guaranteed law ensuring
cultural and administrative self-government for the national minor-
ities. In the Czech version, “self-government” is replaced by “narodni
rovnopravnost”, i.e. “equality of national rights”. Masaryk was also
more careful in 1920 with regard to the alteration of state boundaries.
He deleted the sentence “Ethnographic alterations of state boundaries
might be made from time to time in line with the development of national
awareness and experience” and repeated that there would be no purely
national states, but that the economic development of all territories,
improvements in communications and progress in administration
would duly allow for the settlement of minority issues.? A com-
parison of the two editions shows that Masaryk, who was working in
the context of war propaganda at the time of the English version, did
not so much significantly change his views as present them more
circumspectly.

Masaryk, Vilka a revoluce I, p. 15.

Ibid., p. 124.

Korespondence T. G. Masaryk — Edvard Benei, p. 156.°1. G. Masaryk to E. Benes, 12. 9. 1916.
Both editions, including the English manuscript of Novd Evropa were compared by Jii
Kovtun. Cf. Jifi Kovtun, Knika s osudem: Masarykova Novd Evropa. Masarykiv shornik IX
[Fateful Book: Masaryk’s New Europe. M'Ls.lryk Anthology IX], 1993~ 1995, Prague 1997,
pp. 106-107.
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In autumn 1918 Masaryk chaired meetings of the Central Euro-
pean Democratic Union!® in Washington and Philadelphia, which
can be seen as a vain attempt on the part of the small European
nations to settle the arrangements in Central Europe on the premises
indicated above. Masaryk himself saw there was no real likelihood
that the representatives of European nations aspiring towards inde-
pendence would agree on any resolution. The only thing he actually
wanted of them was for them not to squabble and to present a uni-
form approach at the future peace conference, but not even this was
possible. On 26 October 1918 Masaryk summarized the principal
points of discussions: the principle on which the states were to be
based was national with certain exceptions, compulsory assimilation
was condemned, as were expulsions, abuse of plebiscites, distorted
statistics and unreliable censuses, while equal rights and full liberties
were advocated for minorities. He knew that there would be no peace
in Europe without an endeavour to resolve relations with the natio-
nalities, but at the same time he did not believe that this solution
would inevitably be acceptable to everybody.

The Czechoslovak state that rose from the ruins of Austria-
Hungary was built on the principles of Czech historical state rights and
natural law. It was the national state of the Czechs and the Slovaks
(Masaryk also used the term “majority nation”), which provided
adequate rights to members of other ethnic groups on an individual
basis. As soon as he arrived in his homeland, Masaryk presented his
first address to parliament, summarizing his previous activities and
providing a reminder of the minorities issue: “Nobody could hold it
against us for being cautious after so many bitter experiences, but I assure you
that the minorities in our state will enjoy full national rights and equality of
crvil rights. .. By building up truly democratic self-government we have an
appropriate means for settling the nationalities issue. Direct division is not
possible due to the special broad population mix, and the problem is
not only national, but also to a large extent social.™! Referring to the
Hungarian minority, he emphasized that they would enjoy all civil

10 Tn greatest detail Lubos Svec, Herbert Adolphus Miller, psychéza ttisku a stiedoevropska
otdzka [Herbert Adolphus Miller, Psychosis of Oppression and the Central European
Question], Slovansky prebled 93, 2007, pp. 289-320.

T, G, Masaryk, Cesta demokracie I. Projevy — ilanky — rozhovory 1918-1920 [Road to De-
mocracy I. Speeches, articles, interviews 1918-1920], Vojréch Fejlek, Richard Vasek (eds.),
Prague 2003, p. 30.



rights. In March parliament responded broadly to the presidential
address: “In the Czechoslovak state created in this manner there will be other
nationalities, but only as ﬁagments and minorities; thetr own national state,
created on the basis of the right to self-determination, will be elsewhere,
outside the Czechoslovak state. The language and cultural life of these
minorities will be fully safeguarded; their equal rights and civil freedoms in
public life will also be ensured, for the Czechoslovak Republic as a whole will
be a state that is equitable both in national and civil terms, as has already
been shown in particular by its law on elections to municipalities with
representation of minorities — with the Czechoslovak nation and language in
the leading position. It was surely the Czech nation which in the past created
the Czech state on this territory; it was the Czech nation which nurtured the
tdea of ifs revival and it is also the Czech nation which hand in hand with
the old Slovak branch has again restored its state”.12

He knew how difficult it was to apply the principle of national self-
determination; in mixed areas one claim to self-determination would
oppose another. The Germans’ demand for self-determination, entailing
inclusion within Germany, was opposed by the Czech minorities along
the border and the Czech minority in Vienna. Masaryk realized how
problematic conflicts could be with dissatisfied minorities. After all, he
himself had seen in practice just how the dissatisfactions of minorities
were exploited in wartime propaganda and how they had led to the
reconstruction of Europe. He wanted the new state to be stable if
possible from this standpoint: this was not an easy task, because those
who were dissatisfied in the new state included not only the
considerable minorities of Germans and Hungarians, but also
paradoxically members of the majority Czechoslovak nation. Many
Slovaks felt themselves to be a minority oppressed by the Czechs, while
the Czechs who lived along the borders as a minority, still feeling
threatened by the Germans, were also dissatisfied. In general, however,
the Czechs were ultimately satisfied in their aspirations for an inde-
pendent state; they felt that they were finally winning their place in the
sun and many presumed they had a right to special status within the
state. So Masaryk despaired over the way things were within the new
state: ‘I keep finding that our people (and government) are unable to fully
comprehend that we are now independent, that we are greater and bigger —

12 Draft parliamentary answer to Masaryk’s address, March 1919,
htep://www.psp.cz/eknih/1918ns/ps/tisky/t0701_03.htm
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they are still stuck in the politics we had under Austria: they wait for
commands, they fear making the final decision, they avoid responsibility and
they have no initiative. We see the effects here of hundreds of years of
servitude and what it has bred into us. What is needed is moral education. ..
in a nutshell, we have the politics of Gotham and Gotham-style politicking
here. .. indeed, our nationalists cannot even get over the old national struggle
and its traditions”}3 Nothing remained for him but by dint of his
personality to convince all those who were dissatisfied that the new
state would be a good home for them and to persuade those abroad of
this too. So he actually kept up the propaganda at which he had been
so proficient during wartime, albeit in a slightly different style. Un-
compromisingly, he told members of the minorities that the new
circumstances were unalterable and that they had to come to terms
with them. In a 1923 speech to the National Assembly and the govern-
ment on the anniversary of the establishment of Czechoslovakia he
again pointed out: “Our state will naturally have a national character; this
ensues from the democratic majority principle. However, because we also
have other nationalities, it must be our constant endeavour to ensure that all
citizens are fully satisfied in their rights and justified demands”14
Masaryk may well have insisted on the principle of the “liberation”

of nations, based on the preservation of the historical borders of the
Kingdom of Bohemia, but the viability of the state was a more
pressing concern for him than any meticulous adherence to prin-
ciples, whether national or historical. The principle of national self-
determination was not the highest objective for him, as nationality
must also be controlled by a plan with political and moral dimensions:
demaocratic inside and out... for it is an empty slogan if it applies across the
board”.15 He did not see the state as a linguistic unit, but as an eco-
nomic unit, uniting citizens through their interests.16 For the presen-

13 Jan Bilek, Helena Kokedovi, Vlasta Q_gagliamvé, Lucie Swierczekovd (eds.), Korespondence
T G. Masaryk — Karel Kramdr [T. G. Masaryk — Karel Kramar — Correspondence], Prague
2005, p. 343.T. G. Masaryk to K. Kramir, 24. 3. 1919.

1% T. G. Masaryk, Cesta demokracie II. Projevy — cldnky — rozhovory 1921-1923 [Road to De-
mocracy 11 S})CC(‘]‘]Lb articles, interviews 1921-1923], Richard Vaick, Vojtéch Fejlek (eds.),
Prague 2007, p. 499.

15 Zdenék Solle (ed.), Masaryk a Benes ve svych dopisech z doby parizskych mirovyich jedndni v ro-
ce 1919 II. [Masaryk and Benes in their letters during the Paris Peace Negotiations in
1919], Prague 1994, p. 166.

16 T G. Masaryk, Cesta demokracie IV, Pro;zvy éldanky — rozhovery 1929-1937 [Road to De-
mocracy IV. bpeeches, articles, interviews 1929- 1937] Vojtéch Fejlek (ed.), Prague 1997,
p- 288.



tation of arguments at the negotiations over territories at the peace
conference, he recommended Bene$ to provide not only ethno-
graphic, but also economic arguments, basing this on the example of
Bratislava (“there are thousands of Slovaks there, the city lves for the
Slovak hinterland, it is German and not Hungarian, and so the Hunga-
rians do not have greater national rights — we need the Danube”). How-
ever, he knew the limits of these demands and warned against ex-
cessive claims: “Kramdr and the Slovaks are overdoing the demands for
Hungarian territory. Be careful!™7

In late January 1919 Benes, who was still at the Paris Peace Con-
ference, received a message: “The President does not want much territory
populated by Hungarians”.18 Masaryk was occupied for a long time
with the issue of the size of the Hungarian minority. This issuel? tied
in with the border question, with which Masaryk was not satisfied.
He wanted the border to run as much as possible along ethnographic
lines, so that the Hungarian territory could not form an adminis-
trative unit and so that Czechoslovakia would steer clear of Hun-
garian members of parliament. “If it cannot be done immediately then
we will do it later...” he wrote to Benes,20 who agreed with Masaryk
that Czechoslovakia should have as few Hungarians as possible.2! In
April 1919 Masaryk explained his idea of territorial demands to
General Smuts: “If the Entente gave us the Danube as far as the Ipoly,
I would start negotiations with the Hungarians on giving up extra
Hungarian territory... so that we have as few Hungarians as possible.
Zitny Island and the Komdrno area will surely have to go"22 He saw
border adjustments primarily as an issue of railway lines (he wanted
the Hungarians to take a share in financing a through-line). It was in
this spirit that he wrote to Kramar: “Get rid of as many Hungarians as
possible! That is why I gave Benes a plan too”23 In a 1919 interview with
Hungarian journalist Leo Margitai, Masaryk admitted that the

17 Masaryk a Benes ve svyich dopisech, p. 148.T. G. Masaryk to E. Benes, 5. 1. 1919.

18 Tbid., p. 166. Message from late January 1919.

19 During the war he even considered a transfer: “The Hungarian minority can even move
out, since the Hungarians did not hesitate to force the Slovak population in Srém to move
into northern Croatian and even Hungarian areas.” Masaryk, Vilka a revoluce. I, p. 190.

20 Masaryk a Benei ve svych dopisech, p. 193.T. G. Masaryk to E. Benes, 12. 3. 1919.

2t Tbid., p. 196. E. Benes to T. G. Masaryk, 21. 3. 1919.

22 TIbid., pp. 214-15. T. G. Masaryk to E. Benes, 7. 4. 1919,

3 Korespondence T. G. Masaryk — Karel Kramdr, p. 340. T. G. Masaryk to K. Kramif, 18. 3.
1919.
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protection of minorities in the state system of the time was not
perfect, that a boundary can indeed be set mechanically, but the most
important thing was to secure the rights of the minorities. s far as
that is concerned, you can be satisfied; the Hungarians in Slovakia can
enjoy complete equality of rights and will not be exposed to Czechization
or Slovakization”2* Masaryk, who continued to regard border changes
sympathetically, admitted that he was willing to consider radically
ethnographic state borders throughout Europe, but immediately
added that the linguistic, economic and cultural circumstances were
so complex that any systematic implementation was out of the ques-
tion.25 Masaryk saw the most appropriate minority law as being
a general one that would rule out any state within the state. He
advocated equality of rights and opposed compulsory assimilation.
He believed that a general minorities law could be drawn up in this
spirit for all states and for the League of Nations.26 Masaryk gave
a number of interviews in which he explained that what was of basic
importance in Czechoslovakia was citizenship and that the govern-
ment did not make any difference between Czechs and Slovaks
themselves and Czechoslovaks “of German blood.” ‘Al citizens of the
Republic, whether Slavs, Germans or Hungarians, have the same rights
and the same obligations. Every minority, even the very smallest, will
have representation in the municipalities and in parliament”.2” However,
it remains debatable whether or not a difference was to be made
between one’s own flesh and blood Czechoslovaks and other citizens.

Masaryk summarized his opinions on the resolution of the minor-
ity issue in his address on the first anniversary of the establishment of
the Republic: “Our national policy faithfully recognizes the national and
linguistic rights of the other nations in our republic. We created the state
and so it is entirely natural that it should have its own special character
with regard to the essence and the very concept of an independent state. But
there will be no compulsory assimilation in our republic. I hope that the
League of Nations will contribute to the stabilization of friendly interstate
and international relations; in any case it must be the aim of our policy to
bolster national tolerance — and not only tolerance — in our republic so the

2% Masaryk, Cesta demokracie I, pp. 70-71.

23 Masaryk, Cesta demokracie II., p. 121.

26 Masaryk a Benes ve svyich dopisech, p. 254.T. G. Masaryk to E. Bene§, 12.5. 1919.
Masaryk, Cesta demokracie I, p. 159.



national minorities will be able to assert their ethnicity quite undisturbed.
National minorities could and should have the mission of contributing to
the rapprochement of nations and to this desirable internationality”.?8
From spring 1919 to winter 1920 Masaryk endeavoured to exert
an influence on discussions over the Language Act (which was even-
tually passed together with the Czechoslovak constitution on 29
February 1920). He was aware of the sensitivity of the language
question — but for him it primarily meant the language of the mino-
rities and the language used by the so-called majority Czechoslovak
nation, i.e. for him personally Czech and Slovak were not the issue.
Nevertheless on 7 October 1918 he warned Benes: “Watch out they
don't cry out for Slovak... but it is not a language issue! Let them write
how and if they want. Likewise dont provoke the Germans! Don't
designate Czech as the state language (because of the Slovaks too, and
perbaps even the Ruthenians), that is obvious. Codify the minority rights.
Uncompromisingly against the Germans but let them have their own. .."??
He consulted from afar over the Language Act issue not only with his
close aide Benes, but also with another Czechoslovak representative
at the Peace Conference — Karel Kramdf. He did not want to admit
to national disputes in parliament and he wanted to be accom-
modating towards the minorities, particularly the Germans, and to
use their energies positively for the construction of the state. Kramdr
answered Masaryk: I completely agree with you that we should
promulgate a nationalities law ourselves without negotiating with the
Germans, without wrangling with them, as a thing that we are doing
ourselves because we want to be fair. Of course, there is not the slightest
doubt that they will only be called to the National Assembly after peace has
been signed and they will definitely be in with us”.30 In April he sent him
a draft Language Act and pointed out: “There is nothing in there about
the Poles or the Hungarians and there won't be until we see how many of
them we will have. We will deal with them accordingly’.31 In other
respects Kramar’s opinion was clear: “No ferritorial autonomy — just full
c1vil rights, and the fulfilment of the language and educational demands

28 Ibid., p. 178.

29 Korespondence T. . Masaryk — Edvard Benei, pp. 305-306. T. G. Masaryk to E. Benes, 7. 11.
1918.

0 Korespondence T. G. Masaryk — Karel Kramar, p. 345. K. Kramit to T. G. Masaryk, 25. 3.
1919.

31 Ibid., p. 351. K. Kramir to T. G. Masaryk, 22. 4. 1919.
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and rights of the other nationalities — but a Czech state.”3?> But Masaryk
did not agree with Kramar here and so he replied in May that his own
proposed Language Act went further than Kramif’s and that he
wanted to accommodate the Germans to ensure that language
disputes did not erupt and 5o that we can devote ourselves in relative
peace to constructive work and in particular to social reform, winning over
the Germans for this work... If we have disputes with the Germans, we
will also face the Hungarians, Poles and perhaps even the Ruthenians. "33
Practically throughout the year Masaryk worked on his notes on
the Language Act, which he classified as highly confidential. The
second complete edition was ready on 30 January 1920. There was
a huge dispute in parliament over the term language and whether the
designation “official” or “state” was to be used. Masaryk insisted on
the term “official”; in December 1919 he noted “the official language
of the republic is Czechoslovak” and he went so far as to describe
Czech and Slovak as dialects.3* On 12 January 1920 he reacted, again
in a personal note, to the suggestion that Czech should be a com-
pulsory language at all German secondary schools. He believed this
provision did not belong in primary legislation, but in a special
decree.3> In his notes on the Language Act he was against the
codification of the term “state language.” “In a democracy and a republic
that recognizes the equality of all citizens before the law, it is a matter of
equitable and impeccable administration: practical need, the speed of
bureaucracy and inexpensiveness are the main requirements. Hence demo-
cracy places the greatest emphasis on the practical need for an official
language, while a state language’ will not be promoted, as was the case in
Austria... in a democratic state with substantial minorities, all languages
are state languages”. However, he considered one of the languages to be
prima inter pares, for the sake of the unity of central administration —
and that was to be Czech and Slovak. However Masaryk opposed
assimilation, in this case Czechization. Quite the reverse, he wanted
to win over the national minorities to collaborate in the interests of
the state. He realized that the language issue was of international

32 Ibid., p. 363. K. Kramif to T. G. Masaryk, 6. 5. 1919.

33 Ibid., p. 367. T. G. Masaryk to K. Krama, 12. 5. 1919.

34 T. G. Masaryk Institute Archive administered by the Masaryk Institute and Archive of the
ASCR (TGMIA), f. TGM R -~ Institute, 390. Masaryk’s notes on the Language Act,
23.12.1919.

35 Ibid., 12. 1. 1920.



importance and he considered the most important thing to be winning
over the Germans — and then the other minorities would be won over.
“Of course, we recognize the nationalities principle, but as a result we have
to recognize it for other nations foo... we gain most nationally with
a European policy”.36

In discussions over whether or not to use the term “state” or
“official”, Kramar defended “state”. In this he concurred with neither
Masaryk nor Benes. In March 1920 Masaryk sent him the following
comment on this terminological question, which was ultimately
resolved in the Act by a compromise:3” “The original government
proposal was — State'... I drew attention to the minorities agreement —
that official’ should be used because that is how you formulated it and
signed it. All the more so because it would be just a matter of terminology
and we would have a suitable argument against the possible opposition of
the Germans... Otherwise even in public the dispute over this terminology
had no response; a certain bitterness arose as the dispute became a more-
patriotic-than-thou game”38 Masaryk understood the language issue
pragmatically and said it was not a political matter for him, but
a practical administrative matter.3? However, his own administrative
apparatus — the Office of the President of the Republic — basically
suffered a great lack of minority staff throughout the First Republic.
The parity principle went practically unimplemented at his office and
Czech staff, who naturally had an excellent command of German,
predominated (the only German staff member in an important
position was departmental counsellor Josef Koschin). Translations of
Hungarian submissions were outsourced. The minority issue was
dealt with for the most part by Emil Sobota, an administrative depart-
ment staff member.

A key issue for Masaryk was that of relations between the Czechs
and the Germans. He considered the Germans to be an important
partner; he endeavoured to treat the Hungarians with sympathy, but
strictly demanded their loyalty to the new state. In September 1921
the President visited Subcarpathian Ukraine and replied as follows to

36 Ihid.

37 The Language Act (No. 122/1920, passed on the same day as the Constitution) made the
Czechoslovak language the official (state) language.

38 Korespondence 1. G. Masaryk — Karel Kramd#, p. 424. T. G. Masaryk to K. Kramif, 8. 3.
1920.

9 Masaryk, Cesta demokracie L, p. 205.
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a deputation from the Hungarian political parties that had submitted
a memorandum to him: “In human terms, I understand that it is not easy
Jor you to fit in with the new situation. I do not wish to bring up re-
criminations over the recent past. The state of things is definitive.
I anticipate that you will stand on the firm ground of the republic in your
own interest. Then you will judge the internal politics of the government
objectively and fairly”.#0 On 4 March 1922 Masaryk gave an interview
for the Jové daily, in which he described the relationship with Hun-
gary as unsatisfactory, seeing the way out as acceptance of the peace
accords by Hungary. He pointed out that minorities were protected
by the peace accords and that the Czechs did not wish to assimilate
anyone.*! That same year in an interview for Magyar Hirlap he
declared: “We expect social loyalty from the minorities. They can remain in
opposition just so long as we can negotiate with them in peace... They can
put their complaints into print, or bring them up in parliament and the
like. After all, we do live in a democratic state.™? In his public appear-
ances he was accommodating and he even tried to speak Hungarian;
in August 1923 he commented to his son Jan Masaryk: “You really
should take up Hungarian. Benes is learning it too.™

Masaryk had a long career behind him as a university professor,
a political orator and a wartime propagandist. So he was highly aware
of how important the authority of the president was in a new state
and how the personality of a strong, unifying president could help to
resolve minority issues. He was aware of his strong personal status
and he believed himself able to defend and promote his views.
Ultimately he was unable to implement all of his views and demands
from the war, because he had to adapt to the new political conditions.
Although he had to comment in a more circumspect manner than
during his wartime speeches, he always endeavoured — at the most
varied levels — to promote his ideas and views.

Masaryk grew up in an environment where multilingualism and
multiculturalism were natural. So it is paradoxical at first sight that he
considered the best resolution of the minorities issue to be a purely
national state. “Naturally, purely national states would be the best, but

40 Masaryk, Cesta demokracie II., p. 131.
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these are not feasible. So under the given circumstances we should tenta-
tively demand and provide protection for minorities.™* It might be
thought that he looked at the advantages of a purely national state
primarily from a practical standpoint — e.g. for communications and
administration. His objective was a state that was united both poli-
tically and administratively. He saw Czechoslovakia as a national state,
considering the Czechs and the Slovaks to be a single nation and the
idea of the Slovaks as a separate nation to be an ethnic fiction.4s He
believed it necessary to gain the loyalty of the minorities towards the
new state and he saw the means to accomplish this primarily in the
resolution of social issues and the provision of adequate rights with
regard to education and culture. He wanted “Justice and humanity to be
the guidelines for all official dealings™® and he saw the resolution of the
minority issue as a difficult-to-handle, long-term affair that must
always be specially addressed. He presumed that the war had to
a considerable extent resolved national aspirations in Europe and that
the cultural development of national minorities would be safeguarded
everywhere. However, he did not see the solution in replacing national
sentiment with ideas of internationality, he hoped that the “individual
national programmes would become more positive and that love for one’s
own nation would not be clouded by antagonism or even hatred and con-
tempt for other nations. Nationalism will remain, but national resentment
will not.™

44 Masaryk, Cesta demokracie I1., p. 408.
4 Ibid., p. 285.
4 Ibid., p. 122.
47 Ibid., p. 298.
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Zbynék A. B. Zeman
Edvard BeneS’s foreign policy
and the minorities

Before I address the subject itself, T hope that you will allow me to say
something about the historical background in which the architects of
the Czechoslovak state, Thomas Masaryk and Edvard Benes, set
about their task.

In the second half of the 19th and the first half of the 20th cen-
turies, international politics were marked by an uncommon degree of
imitation; it was as if politicians suddenly discovered the witticism
that imitation is the sincerest form of flattery. (It was made later by
Oscar Wilde. Before about the middle of the 19th century, intel-
lectual achievement, including, say, accomplishments in literature or
innovations in industry, crossed all national or state dividing lines; the
remarkable thing about the situation under review was that it was
confined to the political sphere.) Politicians in Europe set out to
follow the fashion designed by the two great nation states, France and
England, the richest and most culturally advanced and militarily
powerful political units in Europe. The Italians and Germans decided
to follow the model in the second half of the 19th century; they thus
started the second wave of state building in the Balkans, before the
nations of the Habsburg and the Romanov empires followed suit.

In the case of England and France, it had been the political power
of the state that had helped to form the nation. It was a long-term
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process, whereas the Germans and the Italians used nations to create
their states. Military elites in the Balkans and intellectuals in central
and eastern Europe took part in this exercise in political imitation;
starting from Prague, Masaryk and Benes worked on a late, fourth wave
of nation state formation. They were assisted by military and political
developments in the First World War, as much as by the doctrine of
national self-determination announced by President Wilson.

The attempt to build nation states on the territory of the former
Habsburg empire was often criticized on the grounds of the ethnic
complexity of the region; that it was unsuitable for the political
application of the doctrine of national self-determination. There
existed a further difficulty, and it concerned the uneven definition of
national identity among the nations which historians sometimes call
stateless; 1. e. ethic groups under imperial rule. Czechoslovakia, as
well as Poland and the South Slav kingdom, came into existence in
a region of more or less fluid ethnicity. This was reflected in the
comparatively high level of national self-awareness of, say, the Serbs
or the Czechs on the one hand and, on the other, in the search for
self-definition of the Slovaks or, even more so, of the Ruthenes.

The “New Europe”, as Masaryk and Benes conceived it in exile
during the First World War, was to bring national self-determination
and democracy in place of imperial rule; central Europe was to be a more
peaceful and just place. It was a matter about which Masaryk felt
strongly; as early as 12 September 1916 he wrote to Benes that “..zhings
will be better than they used to be: we have won the attention of Europe, and
more; Austria and Hungary will be weakened, therefore we shall all be free.
And if we were destined to gain full independence gradually, we will be able,
after the war, fo prepare ourselves better for another war. It is impossible to
talk of lasting peace without a reform of the national situation.”! The
nationality principle became the underlying assumption of the peace
settlement, and it was hoped that it would have a beneficial effect on the
affairs of Europe. An American historian argued, many years later, in
a similar, though less optimistic, vein as Masaryk had done in 1916, that
“the interwar territorial settlements, for all their weaknesses, freed three times
as many people from nationally alien rule as they subjected to such rule.”

1 Dagmar Hajkovd, Ivan S{:divj’ (eds.), Korespondence T. G. Masaryk — Edvard Benes 1914-
~1918, Praha 2004, document 111, p. 156.

2 Joseph Rothschild, East Central Europe between the Two World Wars, Seattle and London
1974, p. 4.



The Czechs and the Slovaks achieved an independent state in
1918, which was not yet a nation state. Its minorities amounted to
some 35% of the total population, with the dominant nation pro-
claimed by the constitution — that is the Czechoslovak nation — which
was far from firmly established. The peace treaties included two pro-
visions which were innovative and relevant to the question of
minorities. One of them concerned the establishment of the League
of Nations, which was to regulate the life of the international com-
munity; the other directly proposed the protection of minorities. The
two issues occupied much of the working time of Edvard Benes and
he, in turn, regarded them as solid guarantees of the legitimacy and
existence of the new Czechoslovak state.

The Covenant of the League of Nations, as a part of the peace
treaties, embodied the principle of collective security and arbitration
of international disputes, reduction of armaments and open diplo-
macy. The Minorities Protection Treaty was published on 28 June
1919, and its implementation was handed over to the minorities com-
mission of the League of Nations. The commission employed at most
eleven officers at any given time, and its remit were the minorities of
all the successor states, including Czechoslovakia. It was a formidable
task indeed. The Minorities Protection Treaty itself was far from popular
with many politicians of the successor states. The Poles in particular
regarded it as an unnecessary interference with the sovereignty of
their newly independent state, and argued that the governments of
the victorious Great Powers came under no such restraints. The
resentment of the Poles finally resulted in their refusal, on 13
September 1934, to cooperate with any of the international agencies
that monitored the treaty, until such time as its provisions were gene-
rally accepted.

The Czechoslovak representatives at the peace conference signed
the minorities treaty more readily on 10 September 1919; its accept-
ance nevertheless presented the government in Prague with difficul-
ties. Masaryk’s war-time commitment to American Ruthenians that
Subcarpathian Ruthenia, on becoming a part of the Czechoslovak
Republic, would enjoy far-reaching autonomy was reinforced by the
signing of the Minorities Protection Treaty. The pledge was
confirmed in the Czechoslovak constitution of 29 February 1920,
without being put into effect. Benes§ and the government used at first
the argument concerning the extreme backwardness of the province;
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later, the “saving clause” of the treaty proved helpful. The subversive
tendencies in the province — be they communist, Ukrainian or, especi-
ally, pro-Magyar — were deemed by the Czechs to have been so severe
as to threaten the integrity of the state; and in that case, the treaty
could be temporarily suspended.

Benes, who inclined to believe in the primacy of foreign policy,
and who sometimes became impatient with the political infighting in
Prague, was aware of the close connection between the minorities
question and foreign affairs. While he briefly served as prime minis-
ter, he attended the Assembly of the League of Nations in Geneva
between 2 and 21 September 1922. He submitted a draft document
on the duty of the minorities to be loyal to their respective states. It
was a hopeful proposal, though Benes must have been aware that
loyalty to the state could hardly be enforced by a government decree
and, still less, by the decision of an international agency. He never-
theless informed Udrzal, a minister in his government, that “The
minority question was victoriously settled by our proposals in the
commission. I succeeded in turning the whole matter by putting it on the
basis of exact fulfillment of the peace treaties, inoffensively for the states
with minorities and directing it against disloyal minorities. This result
was made possible by our negotiations behind the scenes with individual
delegations rather than in the assembly...” Benes did not fail to ask the
ministry of foreign affairs to draw his success in Geneva to the
attention of the newspapers.3

Whereas the government in Prague was reluctant to allow group
complaints, the League of Nations dealt with both group and
individual complaints. They were passed on to the committees for
minority affairs; together with the standing minorities commission of
the League, the committees considered and sorted out the com-
plaints. The most serious ones were passed on to the Council of the
League. It was on the whole a meandering process, as the committees
suffered from an ignorance of the ethnic problems in the successor
states, and their membership frequently changed. In addition, during
its almost twenty years’ existence, the standing minorities commission
suffered from a dire shortage of personnel.

3 Jana Cechurovi, Jaroslav Cechura, Edvard Benei. Diplomat na cestdch [Edvard Benes. Diplo-
mat on the move], Praha 2000, dispatches from 16. and 19. 9. 1922, p. 51-52.



In Geneva, Benes and his staff learned how to deal with the
complaints and with the agencies of the League. A Slovak complaint
was, for instance, turned down on the grounds that the Slovak nation
did not constitute a minority, as it was a part of the ruling “Czecho-
slovak” nation. Many complaints by the Sudeten Germans were ruled
out of court, because of their political motivation. There was little the
League could do to remedy the complaints. The question of sanctions
against the states guilty of infraction of the Minorities Protection
Treaty remained unresolved; the criteria for assessing the infractions
were unclear, and there existed no coherent body of international law
concerning minority rights.

The Minorities Protection treaty was, nevertheless, a unique
attempt to defend human rights by the means of international law.4
The valuable experience of the League of Nations in dealing with
minorities matters was unfortunately left to gather dust in the well-
kept archives of the League; from the Charter of the United Nations,
the idea of protection of the minorities disappeared altogether.

Benes’s official travel schedule faithfully reflected the main thrust
of his foreign policy. During the decade after his return from the Paris
peace conference, between 1919 and 1929, he traveled abroad fifty
times. He visited Geneva and Paris often, as well as London or
Rome; from time to time, he made an appearance in one of the
capitals of the countries of the Little Entente, Belgrade and Bucha-
rest. For a diplomat of his reputation, Benes tended to neglect Cze-
choslovakia’s neighbours. Austria, Germany, Hungary and Poland
appeared on his itineraries rarely, or not at all. He visited Hallstadt in
Austria in 1921 to meet Masaryk on his return from Capri, and met
Chancellor Schober and President Hainisch. He visited Vienna three
times, on his way to Geneva or Rome. In Berlin and Warsaw, Benes
was welcomed, during the ten years, once only. On his way from
London in May 1928, he informed the ministry in Prague that
‘I traveled to Berlin as a private person, and I intended to pay at the same
time a courtesy visit to the German government for the first time in ten
years, especially as, traveling through northern Germany I could not by-
pass Berlin.”

+  Richard Veatche, Minorities and the League of Nations in the League of Nations in Retrospect,
Berlin and New York 1983.
5 Cechurovd, Cechura, Fdvard Benes, cable 24. 5. 1928, p- 194-195.
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Soon after Hitler came to power in 1933, Bene§ became pre-
occupied with the presidential campaign, which he successfully
concluded as late as 18 December 1935. Towards the end of 1936,
Count Trauttmansdorff and Dr Albrecht Haushofer came to Prague
on a semi-official visit. Germany that year had breached the provisions
of the peace treaties in the Rhineland, and they tried to discover
whether Benes would be willing to consider a non-aggression pact.
When the conversation turned to the question of Czechoslovak
Germans, Benes explained to his visitors® that he could not discuss
the matter with foreign representatives, as it was a “purely internal
Czechoslovak matter.” Yet he did not hesitate to explain to his visitors
that industrial and economic development would gradually transform
Sudetenland into a Czech, or predominantly Czech, territory. The
process, Benes added, was common in regions where an ethnically
mixed population lived in a society undergoing the process of indus-
trialization. Benes, it should be noted, discussed the problem in similar
terms as Max Weber had done in his inaugural lecture, when he
considered the migration of Polish agricultural labour into East
Prussia.” Benes soon discovered that Hitler was his most resolute
enemy. He also realized that, in the case of Czechoslovakia, Hitler
was not ready to compromise. The Nazi interference in the lives of
the Sudeten Germans was a misfortune for Benes which, he feared,
would nullify his previous political successes.

The First World War brought the Czechs and the Slovaks their own
state; the Second World War offered Benes the chance of making
Czechoslovakia a homogenous nation state. At the turn of 1941 and
1942, the president was busy with another memorandum for the
British authorities; he again asked them to recognize the borders of
Czechoslovakia before the war and he mentioned the possibility of
territorial exchanges with Germany and the transfer of some two-
thirds of the Czechoslovak Germans. Benes returned to his ex-
periences from the League of Nations, and to the first attempt to
carry out an internationally supervised simplification of an involved
ethnic situation. He explained that the agreement would affect about

6 Edvard Bencs, Paméti [Memoirs], Praha 1947, p. 28 et seq. According to the census of
1921, with mother tongue being used as the criterion of nationality, there lived 23.36%
Germans on the territory of Czechoslovakia; in 1930 the proportion was 22.32%.

Ibid., pp. 28-29.



the same number of people as did the transfer of population between
Turkey and Greece.® The exchange, Bene$ explained, would take
place under international control and with financial compensation.
For Slovakia, Bene$ suggested a similar transfer of the Magyars,
though linked with an exchange of population. The sharpest conflict
between the government in exile and its British hosts took place at
that time: Hubert Ripka accused the British that they insisted on the
admission of German representatives to the State Council while they
refused to recognize the borders of Czechoslovakia before Munich
and the jurisdiction of the government in exile over all Czechoslovak
citizens abroad.”

Journeys to Washington and Moscow in 1943 helped Benes regain
his old optimism. An opportunity emerged that, with the help of
a strong Soviet Union, Benes could complete the building of the Cze-
choslovak national state. Improving Czechoslovakia’s chances amounted
to the possibility of diminishing German influence throughout
eastern Europe; for Benes$ an increase in the influence of the Soviets
was understandably and in the circumstances of the war, more readily
acceptable. During his visit to Moscow in 1943 the president assured
Soviet leaders that the British government had no objections to the
transfer of the Germans and that German financial institutions and
industrial enterprises would be nationalized. He explained that
German property could not be transferred into private Czech hands;
that it would lead to conflicts and that the Czechs themselves will
have to accept far-reaching nationalization of their own property. The
expulsion of the Germans would thus be followed by socialization of
property; national and social revolutions would go hand in hand.

As far as the plans for the transfers of the German and Magyar
minorities were concerned, Benes was pushing in Moscow at an open
door. Stalin had considerable experience of the forced resettlement of
ethnic groups, as well as a keen interest in diminishing the influence
of the Germans in central and eastern Europe. The Czechoslovak
communists in Moscow, who had Germans among their leaders,

8 The "Lausanne convention” in 1923 concerned the exchange of 1,221,849 Greek refugees

from Asia Minor for 354,647 Macedonian Turks. Dimitri Pentzopoulos, The Balkan Ex-
change of Minorities and its Impact on Greece, London 1962 and 2003.

9 Zbynék Zeman, Edvard Benes. Politicky zivotapis [ Edvard Benes. Political Biography], Pra
ha 2000, p. 204.
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accepted Benes'’s plan that Czechoslovakia would be a “national and
Slav state” after the war.10

Benes returned from Moscow in self-confident mood. He was still
not certain how many Germans would actually have to leave; his
message to the resistance movement in June 1946 referred to some
two million Germans. The transfer was to be preceded by the “swift-
est occupation and cleansing” of a large part of the border country.11
Shortly before his return journey to Prague via Moscow, on 13 and 20
February 1945, Benes discussed the German minority question with
Philipp Nichols, the Foreign Office representative. Nichols advised
the president against legislation in the matter and recommended that
a transfer should instead be simply a part of the programme of the
Czechoslovak government. Benes feared that the British would at the
last moment change their minds about the transfer of the German
minority and he turned to Nicholson with an open threat: “..J wi//
discuss it in Moscow, and we may come to an agreement with Moscow and
carry it out ourselves.”2

Benes nevertheless took note of British advice after the spontan-
eous “wild” migration of the Germans from Czechoslovakia, which
had lasted until the beginning of August. On 2 August 1945, that is
on the day the Potsdam conference ended and after its protocols on
the transfer of the Germans and the Magyars had been published,
President Bene§ signed the decree 33/1945 Sb (amendment 116/
1949 Sb) depriving the majority of Czechoslovak Germans and
Magyars of Czechoslovak citizenship. The transfer of the minorities
continued, now sanctioned by an international protocol. Benes’s
earlier hopes, that it should take place under the supervision of an
international organization and with financial compensation remained
unfulfilled. (Benes’s presidential decree tended to define “anti-fascist”
persons narrowly, as those who had actively taken part in the struggle
against Hitler’s regime. The Allied military authorities, on the other
hand, used a broader definition: of the 1,445,059 Germans from
Czechoslovakia received by the US Army 53,187 were considered to

W Cesta ke kvétnu. Vanik lidové demokracie v Ceskoslovensku I [The pass to May. The Origin of
the People’s Democracy in Czechoslovakia [.], Praha 1965, pp. 40-59.

1 T. G. Masaryk Institute Archive administered by the Masaryk Institute and Archive of the
ASCR (TGMIA), f. Edvard Benes V, box 74, quoted in Zeman, Edvard Benei, p. 224.

12 1bid., p. 251.



have been anti-fascist, among the 786,485 Germans who came to the
Soviet zone 42,989 were regarded as anti-fascists.)

The suffering inflicted on the Czechs by Hitler’s administration
could help to explain individual acts of revenge against the Germans.
It could not, however, create, without the help of the politicians, the
whole system of post-war retribution, as enforced by the new Czecho-
slovak legislation. Bene$ himself argued after his return to Prague that
the Germans had become an unbearable nation, which appeared to
the Czechs as a “great human monster”.13 At a time when it was
incumbent upon the intellectual elite to try and dampen down
popular passions, Czechoslovak politicians vied with each other in
formulating the harshest condemnations of the collective guilt of the
German nation.14

The completion of the building of the nation state was costly for
the Czechs as well. Added to war losses, the transfer of the Germans
and the partial transfer of the Hungarians resulted in a demographic
disaster which exceeded those suffered by the regions in Europe most
devastated by the war. Whole villages were deserted, factories and
fields were left untended, and the decay of deserted property began.
The presidential decree concerning the confiscation of German and
Magyar property held out the promise for the Czechs and the Slovaks
of untold wealth. The national revolution was pushed forward by
economic motivation, of individuals and the state.

Benes and his government showed at the same time what kind of
a society they wished to create, and live in. It was hard for the
president to give up the old hope that the Czechs and the Slovaks
would one day merge into one political nation. The Slovaks had had
a taste of a kind of independence during the war and they, as well as
the Czechs, wanted nationally homogenous societies. For the time
being, they tolerated the common Czechoslovak state. They had left
the ethnic diversity of the Habsburg empire and of the period be-
tween the wars far behind them. From East European experience it
appears that regions where two or three ethnic groups live together,
such as Bohemia and Moravia, and where the position of the do-
minant nationality was not well established, were most prone to

13 Viclav Ccrn)’f, Paméti [Memoirs] ITL, Brno 1992, p. 42.
14 Prokop Drtina, Ceskoslovensko, miij osud II/I. [Czechoslovakia, my destiny 11/1.], Praha
1992, p. 63.
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national conflicts. In territories with a higher diversity, such as was
Bukovina or Trieste, where all ethnic groups could regard themselves
as minorities, national peace was easier to maintain. In Bohemia and
Moravia, national conflict was in addition underscored by social
strife; a situation which proved to be difficult to keep under control
by the politics of compromise.



Miklos Zeidler
The League of Nations
and Hungarian Minority Petitions*

Introduction

Within the strict and rather rigid framework of the Paris Peace
Settlement, which established the new international political system
after the First World War, the League of Nations and its ideals re-
presented the flexible element. Such flexibility was based on the
intention — or mere promise — that by means of its activities this
international organisation for world peace would reduce the gulf
between the victors and the defeated, promote multifaceted inter-
national co-operation, and establish means for improving its own
performance. The peaceful settlement of disputes, the increasing role
of international jurisdiction, and the collective deliberation and
resolution of economic, labour, cultural, social and health issues,
represented the backbone of an extremely ambitious programme.
Nevertheless, the programme lacked political, ideological and
mnstitutional antecedents. Its implementation would have been
exceedingly difficult even if the general international situation had
favoured co-operation. But this was far from being the case. Indeed,
the war had actually deepened antagonisms between the great powers,

This study was supported by the Eétviss Scholarship of the Hungarian Scholarship Com-
mittee (2002) and the Bolyai Janos Research Fellowship (2004-2006), for which assistance
1 am grateful.
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while the peace settlement had created many new tensions between
the smaller countries and had preserved many of the older ones.

Still, supporters of the League of Nations were driven by a differ-
ent rationale — one that sprang from recognition that, in order to
survive, humankind had no choice but to replace traditional great
power rivalries with international co-operation. This view was shared,
in different measure and for different reasons, by members of the
public and professional politicians in many places around the world.
Most war-weary people, embued with a spirit of liberalism, tolerance
and humanism, placed their belief in the complex ideals of the
League of Nations and greater international co-operation. For the
defeated countries, the hope was that co-operation would lead to
better relations in general and an improvement in their own situation.
The victorious powers, meanwhile, thought that if all parties were
able to progress beyond hostile relations, this would render the entire
peace settlement acceptable to the defeated states. Although some
diplomats and politicians were sincere and altruistic supporters of the
League of Nations, nevertheless many of them were principally
interested in using the new institution to promote national interests.
Representatives of the smaller states were generally supportive of the
League, for its establishment with a membership of more than 50
states served to broaden the range of actors participating in inter-
national affairs. For their part, the politicians of the major powers
were convinced that classical diplomacy in its traditional forms would
continue to be viable even under the new framework.

The League of Nations was officially established with the entry
into force of the Treaty of Versailles on 10 January 1920. Although
the body formally existed until 18 April 1946, it ceased political
activities as early as 1940. During the two decades of the League’s
functioning, its initial successes and many subsequent failures were
used both by supporters and by critics to substantiate their respective
claims — although no political actor could ever have been satisfied
with the entire work of the organisation. Even so, there were many
lessons to be learnt from the League of Nations, in terms of the
functioning of the international system and opportunities for inter-
national co-operation. The founders’ intention was that the League
should serve as a regulatory framework for the international political
system. But this hope proved to be illusory in many respects. In fact,
on the contrary, it was the major powers and world political develop-



ments that proved capable of influencing and determining the mecha-
nisms and activities of the League.

Thus, a broad range of intentions and considerations — from
altruism to cynicism — influenced the development and application of
the standards and mechanisms comprising the international protec-
tion of minorities, one of the most important elements of the League
of Nations system. In the following, we examine the operation of the
new system, based on the example of petitions submitted by Hun-
garian minorities. We attempt to show how the League’s mechanisms
for minority protection were used by the various parties involved: the
governments of the kin state and the ruling states, the officials and
decision-making bodies of the Leagues of Nations, and the national
minorities themselves.

The new system of minority protection

The codification of new international regulations governing minority
protection began at the Paris Peace Conference with the drafting of
standard treaty texts. Then, in the early 1920s, the process continued
with the signing of special bilateral treaties.! The process was necess-
ary because although the peace treaties concluding the First World

1 International legal experts, diplomats, historians and political scientists have written many

works on the system of minority protection between the two world wars. Of such works, for
this paper we used above all those whose content or author was closely connected with the
subject matter as indicated by the title. Among the works written by senior staff of the League
concerned with minority protection, see Helmer Rosting, Protection of minorities by the
League of Nations, The American Journal of International Law 1923, pp. 641-660; Pablo de
Azcirate y Florez, League of Nations and National Minorities. An Experiment, Washington
1945; Idem: La Société des Nations et la protection des minorités, Genéve 1969. - For the writ-
ings of Hungarian diplomats, see A isebbségi jogok védelmenek kézikinyve [Manual of Pro-
tection of Minority Rights], with an introduction by Gyula Wiassics. Compiled by Zoltin
Baranyai, Berlin 1925; Ferenc Mengele, 4 Népszivetség jogt és politikai rendszere [ The Legal
and Political System of the League of Nations], Budapest 1927; Elek Nagy, Magyarorszdg &
a Népszovetség. Politikai tanulmdny [Hungary and the League of Nations. A Political Study],
Budapest 1930. — For historical literature relating to Hungarian affairs see Marie-Renée
Mouton, La Société des Nations et la protection des minorités. Example de la Transylvanie
(1920-1928). (These pour doctorat de 3¢me cycle.}, Paris 1969; Andrea R, Siile, 4 Nemzetek
Szévetségének kisebbséguédelmi rendszere és gyakorlata 1919-1938 [ The Minority Protection
System and Practice of the League of Nations, 1919-1938], (Manuscript) Budapest, n.d.;
Jézsef Galantai, Trianon és a kisebbségvédelem. A kisebbségvédelem nemzetkézi jogrendiének
kialakitasa 1919-1920 [Trianon and Minority Protection. The Development of the Inter-
national Legal System of Minority Protection], Budapest 1989.
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War had redrawn the map of Europe in accordance with the principle
of national self-determination, nevertheless 62 million Europeans
(13 per cent of the total population) were still living in minority
status. The authors of the peace, instead of urging the holding of local
plebiscites in disputed areas, argued that the legal mechanisms of
minority protection should be made available to national minorities.

Contractual protection for certain ethnic and religious groups had
already arisen at international level: for instance, at the Congress of
Berlin of 1878 on political relations in the Balkans. But such agree-
ments were not very reassuring, since only the signatory parties were
concerned about their practical application. For this reason, violations
were commonplace and usually went unpunished.?

The “victors” in the war, who were the original members of the
League of Nations, and in particular the victorious great powers, who
were determined to reform the international system, wished to avoid
a recurrence of failure. For them the issue of minority protection was
of international importance, and they urged its regulation in multi-
lateral international treaties offering more robust guarantees. Both
theorectically and in practice, their approach was a novel one. The
legal novelty was the enhanced guarantee: the League of Nations —
the principal political organisation of the international community —
offered its assurance that the new minority protection regulations
would be adhered to. The League’s Council was responsible for making
amendments to the minority protection provisions and for taking
action against violating parties.

The minority protection requirements imposed on the defeated
states (Austria, Bulgaria, Hungary, and Turkey) were contained in
their respective peace treaties signed between 1919 and 1923. Mean-
while, a few minor states that had been raised to the level of the victors
(Czechoslovakia, Greece, Poland, Romania, and the Kingdom of the
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) were compelled to sign separate minority
protection treaties with the great powers in 1919-1920. Several other
countries (Albania, Estonia, Finland, Latvia, and Lithuania) under-
took to protect their respective national minorities in declarations
made to the Council in the course of 1921-1923. Protection for the
German minorities of Upper Silesia and the Memel Territory was
laid down in international conventions signed between Poland and

2 Azcarate, La Société des Nations, p. 20.



Germany in 1922 and between Lithuania and Germany in 1924.
Finally, Iraq undertook to protect its minorities on independence in
1930. These were the minority protection regulations that were placed
under the League of Nations’ guarantee — which the League under-
took to enforce. (The precise mechanism was that if one of these
treaties or agreements were violated, the aggrieved party or parties
could submit a complaint to the League.)3

Nevertheless, these new minority protection regulations applied
only to Central and Eastern Europe, as well as to Iraq, a former
League of Nations mandate. The victorious great powers themselves
undertook no such commitments, even though large minorities of
long-established or even indigenous peoples as well as immigrant
groups, were living on the territories of Great Britain, France, Russia
and the United States. As this “double standard” characterised the
entire interwar period, the League’s minority protection system served
to mitigate merely the worst minority policy effects of the transfers of
territory made at the expense of the defeated states.

The new provisions failed to provide collective rights to the
minorities, but they did guarantee the following to citizens “who
belong to racial, religious or linguistic minorities”:

“(1) Equality of all nationals of the country before the law.

(2) Equality in the matter of civil and political rights, and of the
admission to public posts, functions and honours.

(3) Equality of treatment and security in law and fact.

(4) Equality of all nationals of the country in the matter of
establishing, managing and controlling charitable, religious and social
institutions, schools and other educational establishments, with the
right to use their own language, and to practise their religion freely
therein

(5) Equality in the matter of employment of any language in
private intercourse, in commerce, in religion, in the press or in pub-
lications of any kind, or at public meetings.”™

3 Thus, in Europe, the minority protection treaties guaranteed by the League covered 42 per

cent (i.e. 26 million) of the 62 million individuals living under minority status.

Aszcirate, League of Nations, p. 60. The appended sources include the texts of the minority
protection treatics signed with Czechoslovakia, with the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes, and with Romania, which in terms of their logic, structure and provisions resem-
ble or are identical with each other and other minority protection treaties.
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The procedure applicable to petitions

In the early months of the League’s existence, petitions concerning
the situation of national and — in many cases — religious minorities
were submitted to the Conference of Ambassadors, which was a pre-
paratory decision-making body of the Paris Peace Conference rather
than of the League of Nations. However, as minority protection began
to fall under the League of Nations’ guarantee in the course of 1920,
the need arose for a precise procedure applicable to petitions. The first
draft of the procedure was adopted in the autumn of 1920. The
procedure was amended on several occasions in the course of the
decade and finalised only in 1929.

A precise description of the procedure was made for the first time
on 25 October 1920: it was then that the Council decided that petitions
—which had to be submitted to the Secretary-General of the League of
Nations because the minority protection treaties were subject to the
League’s guarantee — should be forwarded by the Secretary-General
(Eric Drummond, Great Britain, until 1933, and then Joseph Avenol,
France) to the Council, the state against which the petition had been
filed, and other member states. The Council chairman, together with
two members appointed by him — jointly referred to as the Committee
of Three — were required to examine the petitions filed.

The leaders of the multinational states considered this solution to
be prejudicial or injurious. Thus, at the behest mainly of Czecho-
slovakia and Poland (the states with jurisdiction over Europe’s largest
German and Slavic minorities), on 27 June 1921 the procedure was
so amended that member states should only become acquainted with
a minority petition if the response of the defendant state had been
appended.

Another amendment favourable to the multinational states was
made on 5 September 1923. The amendment imposed stricter require-
ments on petitioners. Thereafter petitions

“(a) Must have in view the protection of minorities in accordance
with the treaties;

(b) In particular, must not be submitted in the form of a request
for the severance of political relations between the minority in
question and the State of which it forms a part;

(c) Must not emanate from an anonymous or unauthenticated
source;



(d) Must abstain from violent language;

(e) Must contain information or refer to facts which have not
recently been the subject of a petition submitted to the ordinary
procedure.”™

In effect, this regulation formulated what had already become
standard practice, as the Minorities Section of the Secretariat prepar-
ed cases for the Council based largely on such considerations. (A signi-
ficant change was, however, that if a defendant state disagreed with
the Secretariat’s proposal, it could appeal to the Committee of Three,
which then reviewed the receivability of the petition.) A further
tightening of the rules was that documents arising in the course of the
procedure (the petition, the response of the defendant government,
and the reports of the Committee of Three and the Council) were
only circulated among members of the Council.

An amendment of 10 June 1925 excluded representatives of any
state that was somehow involved in the particular minority issue from
being members of the Committee of Three. Thus, citizens of the
defendant country or of any neighbouring state could not take part in
the procedure; nor could representatives of a state in which the
majority population was of the same nationality as the complainant
minority.

All these amendments served to improve the position of the
multinational states and placed (potential) petitioners at an increasing
disadvantage. By the late 1920s, this was causing dissatisfaction even
among states that had no interest in minority issues. As we shall see
below, the League’s minority protection system tended to be rather
strict when dealing with petitioners and excessively lax when dealing
with defendant states. As a result, many parties regarded the system
as partial and biased. Petitioners, for instance, were not allowed to
take part in the adjudication process. Indeed, they received no official
information about the state of the inquiry. Yet, at the time, the Secre-
tariat disqualified roughly one in two petitions on formal grounds.
(Petitioners also faced the problem of manifestly mild judgements
and non-implementation by the defendant state.)

General dissatisfaction with the shift in the balance of power to
the disadvantage of the national minorities led finally to a partial
reversal. An amendment on 13 June 1929 improved the position of

5 Azcirate, League of Nations, pp. 103-104.
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petitioners to the extent that the procedure became more prompt and
transparent, as follows: 1. Petitioners had to be informed if their
petition was rejected, 2. If necessary the Chairman of the Council
could appoint four members to pass judgement on a petition (Com-
mittee of Five), 3. Committees of Three could also convene between
Council sessions, 4. If the Committee of Three did not propose the
adoption of a petition on to the Council agenda, then it had to inform
Council members in writing of the results of its inquiry, while once
a year the Secretary-General would bring these reports to Council
members’ notice, 5. The Council urged that if the affected state
consented, the Committee of Three should forward its reports to all
member states, 6. The Secretary-General published annual statistics
on the petitions procedure.®

On behalf of the Hungarian government, Count Albert Apponyi,
Head of the Hungarian Delegation to the League of Nations, spoke
on three occasions (1924, 1925 and 1930) to the Assembly about the
need for a reform of the petition procedure. His main suggestions
were that the minority complaints of any national group or member
state should be made public; that the Council should be required to
place them on its agenda; that the representatives of a petitioner should
be heard at each stage of the procedure; and that the Permanent Court
of International Justice should participate in the proceedings at the
very least by submitting an avis consultatif. Apponyi’s speeches were
praised for their rhetorical effect and even met with the agreement of
some delegates, but there was still no political will for implementing
such reforms.”

By 1930, the established form of the complaint procedure was as
follows: the petition — which could be submitted by a private indivi-
dual, minority organisation, church or government, as its purpose was
merely to draw a minority grievance to the attention of the League

The changes in the procedure are made known in the volumes of the Annuaire de la Soctété
des Nations 1927-1938, Gyorgy Ortlik (ed.)

Following Apponyi’s first speech of 9 September 1924, Paul Hymans, the Council’s Belgian
chairman, stated frankly that the Council could not accept the proposals, because to do so
would amount to capitulating to the Hungarian politician. Magyar Orszdgos Levéltir [Na-
tional Hungarian Archives] (MOL) Kiiliigyminisztériumi Levéltir, A Nemzetek Szoversé-
ge mellert miikodS magyar Titkdrsag — Magyar képviselet a Nemzetek Szovetségénél (here-
inafter cited as MOL, K 107), 12. cs., 16/2-924/1924. Letter of Zoltin Baranyai, head of
Mission to Geneva, to Séndor Khuen-Héderviry, head of the Political Department of the
Foreign Ministry (draft of 13. 10. 1924).



and thereby initiate an inquiry — was brought to the Minority Section
of the Secretariat for a formal appraisal. If the petition fulfilled the
formal requirements, the Section (formally, the Secretary-General)
communicated the petition to the defendant government, requesting
its observations. Meanwhile, it began preparations for the case.
Having received the defendant state’s response — which theoretically
had to be made within two months, but the deadline could be various-
ly extended — the Section forwarded the matter to the Council, which
then appointed the Committee of Three (or possibly a committee of
five). During an inquiry, the Committee of Three consulted with
representatives of the defendant state, but it never requested infor-
mation from the petitioner. It then made a proposal concerning
a remedy for the grievance or the withdrawal of the case. For the
sake of a thorough inquiry and if warranted by the importance of
the case, it could submit a case to the Council. Thereupon the
Council appointed a Rapporteur, who undertook an inquiry in the
matter, presenting his report to the Council plenum, where
a representative of the defendant government was also heard. Under
such circumstances, a case soon became a highly visible political
issue. It was such publicity that states subjected to the procedure
tried to avoid. The Council then had four options: to withdraw the
case; to propose a compromise solution; to order in a judgement
that the defendant state cease the legal violation; or to involve in the
procedure the Permanent Court of International Justice at the
Hague.

The Minorities Section

The organisation of the League of Nations began to be formed in early
1919. At the time, however, the Peace Conference was concerned
with frontier issues. For this reason, the future tasks of the League
were still unclear. The selection of the staff of the League’s Secretariat
proceeded more quickly than did the establishment of the insti-
tutional framework.

In the spring of 1919, following a suggestion by Paul Vogt, Nor-
wegian ambassador to London and a friend of Eric Drummond,
the League’s Secretary-General designate, the latter invited the
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Norwegian diplomat Erik Colban to join the Secretariat.® Initially,
Colban dealt with the Saarland and Danzig issues, both of which
were regarded as falling under the control of the League. Then, in
the early summer of 1919, Drummond entrusted him with the
issue of minorities, a task that Colban had aspired to from the
outset.?

Colban then established the Minorities Section, which until 1930
functioned more or less under the same framework, although with
increasing numbers of staff. The Section des Commissions adminis-
tratives et des Minorités, or Section of Administrative Commissions and
Minority Questions was divided into two parts: the Commissions
administratives, or Administrative Commissions, continued to address
Saarland and Danzig, as well as exchanges of population and the
issues of Eupen and Malmédy, which had been ceded to Belgium by
Germany. It was headed between 1919 and 1925 by Huntington
Gilchrist!® (United States) and between 1925 and 1930 by Helmer
Rosting!? (Denmark). The division of Questions des minorités, or
Minority Questions, was headed between 1919 and 1920 by Thanassis
Aghnides!? (Greece), between 1920 and 1925 by Rosting, between

Colban (1876-1956) had previously served as consul in Rio de Janeiro and then as com-

mercial and political counsellor at the embassies in Paris and London. From 1928 until

1930, he headed the Disarmament Section, before his departure from the League of Nati-

ons.

9 Mouton, La Société des Nations, p. 87.

0 Gilchrist (1891-1975) obtained doctorates in Philosophy, Common Law and Polirical
Economy, and then taught at Peking University. From 1925 until 1928, he continued
his work at the League in the Mandates Section. He then found employment in busi-
ness.

11 Rosting (1893-1945) studied to be a theologian, but for a period of two years he represen-
ted Denmark at the International Red Cross. Then, in the spring of 1920, he joined the
Secretariat. From 1932 until 1934, he served as the League’s High Commissioner in Dan-
zig, before returning to the Section, which he directed from 1934 until 1936.

12 Aghnides (1889-1984) received a doctorate in Law and then served as head of the press
section at the Greek embassy in London. He joined the Political Section of the League in
carly 1920 and later rose to become one of the League’s senior officials.

13 Azcdrate (1890-1971) was a professor of Public Administrative Law during the First

World War. He then became a member of parliament. From 1921 he worked at the Sec-

tion. In 1933 he was appointed as Deputy Secretary-General. During the Spanish civil

war, he left the League of Nations and represented the Republican Government as am-
bassador to London. After the Second World War, he joined the United Nations, where
he served as Principal Secretary of the Conciliation Commission for Palestine

(UNCCP).



1925 and 1930 by Pablo de Azcarate y Flérez!3 (Spain), and then
temporarily by Hans Christian Berg!4 (Norway) and Jonckheer W. H.
J. van Asch van Wijck!5 (Netherlands).

Meanwhile, in January 1928, Colban resigned from his position as
Director of Section. The position was held until 1930 by Manuel
Aguirre de Carcer!6 (Spain). Aguirre was followed by Azcirate, who
immediately restructured the organisation of the Section. As a result,
the new Section des questions des minorites, or Minorities Section, relin-
quished some of its previous responsibilities and was able to devote all
its energies to the protection of minorities. In 1934, having returned
somewhat prematurely from his Danzig assignment, Rosting became
Director of Section. During his term, several acute international
disputes served to undermine the system of minority protection. In
1936, Rosting resigned his post in disappointment and departed from
the League. After his depature, the petition system became practically
impotent. Defendant states no longer implemented the Council’s
judgements and they even violated the formal requirements of the
procedure. After 1936, the Section had a series of different directors
— Gerald H. F. Abraham (Great Britain, 1936 and 1937), Peters
Schou (Denmark, 1936-1937), and Rasmus Ingvald Berentson
Skylstad (Norway, 1938-1940). Clearly, however, events had taken
their toll on the Section.

Until the very end, the Section adhered to its own principle that
the great powers and states subject to the minority protection treaties
should not be represented in the minorities division. The League’s
minority protection system was therefore administered by staff from
Australia, Colombia, India, Iran, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Nether-
lands, Norway, Spain and Switzerland. (The only exception was
Abraham, but he headed the Section only temporarily, for just some
months.) On the other hand, the staff of the Administrative Com-
missions division included an American official and a Yugoslav
official, as well as the Scandinavians.

From the outset, the Section received a great number of petitions,
including several extremely petty cases. Nevertheless, the staft attempted

Berg (1893-1953) joined the Section in 1928 after four years at the League.
15 Asch van Wijck (1895-?) joined the Section in 1929 after six years at the League.
6 Aguirre (1882-7) served previously as Spanish envoy to Tangiers. He left the League in
1930.
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to administer all cases with extraordinary patience, in line with the
principle of fairness and to the parties’ mutual satisfaction. During
Colban’s term (1919-1928), most of the Section’s personnel and
office staff came from the Scandinavian countries. The Section’s work
ethic was therefore characterised by tense urgency, emphasis on
precision, and mild inflexibility. Colban made notes even on minor
matters and he demanded that his staff should do the same. Even
when abroad, he still required that all major correspondence as well as
telegrams should be forwarded to him daily.17

Aguirre (1928-1930) evidently considered his directorship of the
Section to be merely a staging post in his diplomatic and political
career. He was not prepared to work hard or to make personal
sacrifices for the sake of minority protection. His leadership was
characterised by a decline in the number of documents produced, less
direct supervision, and reduced personal involvement in adminis-
tration. Azcdrate (1930-1934) sustained the lax documentary regime
and working atmosphere, even though the number of petitions
submitted during this period equalled the number of complaints lodged
during the entire preceding decade. The expanded staff began to turn
itself into a true international society. Still, there was no decline in the
work-efficiency of the Section, perhaps because Azcdrate considered
his tasks to be a true vocation. Indeed, in addition to his management
tasks, he was actively involved in minority issues.

Under the Section’s own procedure, the first task was the screening
of petitions — approximately 480 of 900 petitions submitted between
1920 and 1939 were declared receivable.!® There followed regis-
tration, classification, opinion-forming, preparation, and the making
of a proposal. The various documents usually passed through the hands
of several members of staff. Only then were they submitted to the

17 "This quirk astonished his colleagues, but has benefitted researchers, for they can easily fol-

low proceedings during Colban’s tenure. Most of the internal documents were compiled -
especially at the beginning — in English, which all of the staff spoke well and was preferred
by the director over French. Colban carried on a lively correspondence — again mostly in Eng-
Ilbh with Drummond and several staff members of the Foreign Office. As Spaniards and
non-Europeans began working for the Section, French increasingly became the working lan-
guage, and French was used almost exclusively during the terms of Aguirre and Azcadrate.
These suspiciously round numbers are, of course estimates, based on the contradictory ﬁgu—
res provided in the literature, the League’s official publications, and archival notes. Cf.
Mouton, La Saciété des Nations, appendix, pp. 83-92; Galantai, Trianon, p. 146; League of
Nations Archives, Geneva (LONA) R 2165, 1928-1932:4/21661/7833 and the correspon-
ding issues of the Official Journal.
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Director of the Section. In complex or sensitive matters, the Mino-
rities Section often requested the Legal Section or the Political
Section to give an opinion or it conferred with the Secretary-General.
If a petition reached the the stage of Committee or Council delibe-
ration, the Section was responsible for dispatching invitations, draft-
ing the agenda, informing members, and under certain circumstances
administering separate discussions with representatives of defendant
states. It also compiled minutes of the meetings and drafted the re-
ports. As a matter of course, the Section was also responsible for all
correspondence in connection with the petition procedure and
partially responsible for press relations. In addition, it prepared and
administered foreign inspection tours — which were undertaken fre-
quently. Governments with an interest in minority issues corres-
ponded with the League’s apparatus on a regular basis. Sometimes
they would deluge the Minorities Section with large amounts of press
material. This tactic, for instance, was employed by Hungary’s
Permanent Delegation to the League of Nations.1?

Owing to the nature of the minority problems, the Section’s hard
and consequential work tended to be criticised rather than praised.
Indeed, throughout its work, the Section was continuously under fire.
It was accused by petitioners and kin-state governments of being slow
to react and of overstepping its competence (by letting cases drag on).
Defendant states, meanwhile, criticised it for being naive and gullible
with respect to petitions. A constant reproach of both sides was that
the Section was biased. For its part, the Council wanted the Section
to be more independent, so that it could free itself from apparently
minor issues.

Petitioners and defendants

The original intention of those who drafted the system was that the
League’s minority protection procedure should assist in resolving
quickly and satisfactorily problems arising between minorities on the
one hand and states exercising jurisdiction on the other. A further
expectation was that the system would provide a proper and regulated

¥ MOL, K 107, 12. ¢s., 16/3.
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framework for this to happen. If the atmosphere had been co-oper-
ative and peaceful, this objective might have been accomplished. How-
ever, the world war and subsequent border changes, as well as the
generalised mood of revenge, produced the opposite effect and
accentuated opposition. From the outset, in terms of minority policy
this created an extremely hostile atmosphere in the Carpathian basin.
As far as the Hungarian ethnic group was concerned, the forcible
measures adopted by the new states (restrictions on political rights,
dismissal of civil servants and public employees, large-scale expro-
priation of ecclesiastical, community and private property, closure of
cultural and educational institutions, limitations on language use,
etc.) provoked the hostility of most members of the minority com-
munities, while the response of Hungarian public opinion and the
Hungarian government was to formulate a foreign policy based on
irredentism and revisionism.

The League’s protection of minorities became an arena for acting
out such hostility. Rather than promote legal debates aimed at conflict
resolution and co-operation, the forum soon became overwhelmed by
political discord. The tendency of kin-state governments to line up in
support of petitioning minorities merely strengthened this process, for
it internationalised the antagonisms. Thereafter the rival states were no
longer interested in settling disputes but in magnifying them in full
view of the public. Their principal objective was to discredit the other
party and to destroy it both morally and legally in front of the League
of Nations and international public opinion.

Often petitioners openly accused their “opponents” of ruthlessness,
of lacking civility, and of being incapable of leadership. Defendant
governments then turned to more complex tactics, comprising both
defensive and offensive elements. They regarded the minority
protection treaties, which they had been compelled to sign, as having
been injurious from the outset and as a manifestation of bias. They
viewed minority policy as a domestic affair and considered the
complaints of petitioners to be acts of disloyalty or even subversion.
Thus, for the defendant states, mediation by the League of Nations
amounted to an unfriendly act or unjustified interference. For all
these reasons, they tended to have an interest in suppressing problems
and avoiding public scrutiny. Only if such tactics failed did they
switch to a policy of denial, in which they made light of grievances

and portrayed petitioners as criminals.



Under such circumstances, the Hungarian minorities found them-
selves in a very delicate situation. Their wish was for an immediate
improvement in their situation, which required a softening of
government policies towards national groups. Even so, they clearly
saw the real solution to their problems in the final political goal of
territorial revision (frontier readjustment). Political disputes em-
bracing entire minority communities and their leaderships, coupled
with pressure from Budapest, Prague, Bucharest and Belgrade,
resulted finally in the acceptance of Budapest’s policy as authoritative
by Hungarians living outside of Hungary, who were encouraged by
such factors as the inflexibility of the successor states, the Hungarian
government’s policy of selective support,? and a shift in the Euro-
pean balance of power towards the revisionist coalition.

The various actors in the League’s system of minority protection
were noticeably divided about the best way of solving issues raised in
the petitions. The League’s experts tended to favour prompt, com-
promise-based solutions, which were established, wherever possible,
on bilateral agreements between the parties. They believed, moreover,
that reconciling interests and making equitable compromises was the
best way of learning about democracy.

The petitioners wanted their grievances to be remedied as quickly
as possible, but the kin-state governments supporting them wished to
achieve this with the greatest amount of publicity and by means of
a spectacular and prestigious victory. A favourable judgement on the
part of the Permanent Court of International Justice — or possibly an
avis consultatif provided by the Court at the request of the Council —
could provide such public spectacle, but even a favourable political
decision by the Council was viewed in positive terms.2!

20 See Nindor Birdi, A romdniai magyarsig kisebbségpolitikai stratégidi a két vilighdbori kozétt
[Minority Policy Strategies of the Hungarians in Romania Between the Two World Wars], Re-
Lo 2 (1997), p- 32-66, as well as Béla Angyal, Evdebvédelem és énszervezides. Fejezetek a csehszlo-
vakiai magyar pdrtpolitika tirténetébol [Interest Protection and Self-Organisation. Chapters from
the History of Hungarian Political Parties in Czechoslovakia], Dunaszerdahely 2002.

2! Hungarian minority petitions were never examined by the court in The Hague, and the
Council plenum deliberated on just two Hungarian expropriation petitions. It was not as
part of a minority petition that the law-suit between Pdzminy Péter University and the
Czechoslovak state was heard by the Permanent Court of International Justice in 1933, in
which it upheld the payment obligation imposed on Prague by the joint court of arbitrati-
on. Similarly, it was not as a minority matter that the Council heard the expropriation case
of the Transylvanian optants in 1923, 1927 and 1930, which concluded with a bilateral
agreement in 1930. See also the following note.
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In contrast, the defendant states did their utmost to prevent the
League’s organs from taking petitions seriously. And where they
failed in this endeavour, they sought to keep the matter at the political
forum, for whereas the countries belonging to the French alliance
system had major influence in the Council — which gave the Little
Entente countries a tangible advantage during the preparation, making
and implementation of Council decisions?2 — they had no such
advantage at the court in The Hague.23

Relations between the Section and parties to disputes

“The League of Nations,” wrote Azcdrate, one-time Director of the
Section, “was a purely political body, whose main purpose — rightly —
was to support the establishment and maintenance of peace and an
atmosphere of co-operation in international affairs.”2* The Section
worked long term on establishing and fulfilling such co-operation in
the field of minority policy, while carrying out the day-to-day
administration of disputed issues. It performed such educational and
socialising tasks partly in Geneva as part of its contacts with the
official representatives of the parties involved and partly in the course
of visits and study tours to the various countries.

The Directors of the Section were regularly visited at the Secre-
tariat by diplomats of signatories to the minority protections treaties.
Apart from information gathering, the apparent object of such visits
was also to exert pressure. The Czechoslovak foreign minister Edvard
Benes and his Romanian colleague Nicolae Titulescu, both of whom
were peculiarly respected at the League, made use of this opportunity

22 The Council heard, in three sessions in 1925, the matter of the Banat colonists — which
concluded with a compromise agreement on damages, which was subsequently much criti-
cised by the Hungarian side. Then, in five sessions in 1931-1932, it heard the matter of the
Székely border-guard landowners. However, its favourable judgement was never imple-
mented by the Romanian government, despite the Council's subsequent requests urging it
to do so.

23 The minority issues heard by the Permanent Court — the case of the German colonists in
Poland, the issue of the nationality of Germans in Poland (1923), the Bulgarian-Turkish
and Bulgarian-Greek minority disputes (1925, 1928, and 1930), the issue of German mi-
nority education in Upper Silesia (1931), and the Albanian minority education issue (1935) -
were decided without exception in favour of the petitioners. See Galdntai, Trianon, p. 149.

24 Azcirate, La Société des Nations, p. 68.



on several occasions. The former exerted his influence in almost any
matter that threatened to cast a shadow on Czechoslovakia’s minority
policy. Meanwhile, the latter tended to intervene only when com-
plaints made against Romania had reached the political level.

Although our data is limited, there is evidence of such contacts
developing into congenial or amicable relationships. Consequently,
the information acquired from such friendly sources was received by
the other party in confidence. This did not, however, alter the appraisal
of minority petitions. For instance, worth noting is that Colban
enjoyed a close relationship with Benes from as early as 1920, as he
did subsequently with Robert Flieder, Czechoslovak ambassador to
Berne, and from 1923 with the Romanian foreign minister, Ion
Gheorghe Duca. In contrast, as we shall see, he had no such close
relationship with any of the Hungarians. Concerning the Spanish
directors, we lack similar data, but we do know that Azcirate establish-
ed a friendship with one of his guides in Czechoslovakia, an engineer
by the name of Jaromir Necas, during a visit to the “Autonomous
Ruthene Territory South of the Carpathians” in June 1923, and that
years later he still considered him to be a reliable source of information.

There were, of course, examples of the reverse. For instance, several
Romanian politicians manifested the inflexibility of their country’s
minority policy so characteristically that they became the object of
criticism in the notes of the Section’s staff, who were otherwise ex-
ceedingly careful to remain impartial. Compared with the chauvinism
exhibited by Prime Minister lon Bratianu, Education Minister Constan-
tin Anghelescu and Cultural Minister Constantin Banu, the Romanian
diplomats working in Geneva appeared in a very favourable light.
Moreover, they were very successful in using this difference of approach
to further the interests of their government. They often explained the
failure of their own supposedly more moderate endeavours in terms of
the demands of domestic politics. Indeed, politicians who argued success-
fully that their policies were needed in order to stifle nationalism in the
domestic political arena included both Bene§ and Hungarian prime
minister Count Istvin Bethlen — the former when explaining his delay
in granting autonomy to the Ruthene Territory, and the latter when
responding to criticism of the 1920 Numerus Clausus Act that prevented
most Jewish students from attending university.

Among the heads of the Hungarian Delegation to Geneva, staff
working at the Section really only liked two: Pil Hevesy (1926-1930)
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and to a lesser extent Janos Pelényi (1930-1933). But this is quite
understandable, since the heads of mission rarely visited the Secre-
tariat. It was only Hevesy — a shrewd charmeur — and his cultivated
and modest successor that managed to endear themselves. Mihily
Réz (1921) was unable even to present himself at the Secretariat,
since he died within days of his arrival in Geneva. The terms of Elek
Nagy (1925-1926) and Lidszlé Tahy (1934-1935) were too brief for
them to establish good relations. Moreover, Tahy generally resided in
Berne, where he was also accredited. The dull and laconic Laszlé
Velics (1935-1938) was unable, by nature, to gain people’s
confidence.

Zoltin Baranyai, who was present at the very foundation of the
mission, provided a degree of consistency. Ie was posted to Geneva
as a Francophile literary man in early 1921. After the death of Réz,
he headed the mission for a period of four years until the arrival of
Nagy. He then served as Deputy Head of Mission until 1936. Serving
alongside the various heads of mission, Baranyai effectively managed
its affairs; he was an expert on local conditions and could easily make
contacts, His one and a half decades in Geneva enabled him to
establish lasting personal relationships. He won the friendship of
Helmer Rosting and later the confidence of Azcdrate. Whenever
possible he successfully used such contacts to intercede in Hungarian
minority matters. However, his relationship with Colban was rather
cool, despite initial hopes. He always viewed Aguirre with suspicion.

Baranyai’s reports in particular offer us an impression of the
various Directors of Section as well as insights into the efforts of
Hungarian diplomacy in the field of minority policy. After his first
meeting with Colban, Baranyai described him as an “absolutely
impartial” and “cordial” legal expert, for whom the objective exami-
nation of the treaties is sacrosanct.2> Two years later, however, he
wrote the following: “[Colban] could once be regarded as a Hungaro-
phile, but for some time he has been under the strong influence of the
Czechs; still, with regard to the Hungarians in Romania, he supports
the position of the Hungarian minority.”26 Four months later, just
weceks prior to the Section’s much-anticipated visit to Transylvania, he

2 MOL, K 107, 12. ¢s., 16/1-n.n. Baranyai’s report to Count Miklés Banffy (12. 1. 1921, copy).
26 MOL, K 107, 12. cs., 16/2-42/1923. Baranyai’s report to Foreign Minister Géza Daruviry
(3.3 1923, copy).



warned Benedek Jancs6é — who, as one of the acknowledged leaders of
Transylvania's Hungarian community, had inquired about Colban —
that the director had an “aspic nature” and wanted to be on good
terms with everybody.2” After the visit, which ended in failure from
a Hungarian perspective, Baranyai’s frank opinion was that even
though Colban bore some goodwill towards minorities, he was by
nature a timid, opportunist and weak man who “could hardly be
trusted to keep his promises.”3 A year later, Baranyai no longer had
any illusions. As he wrote: Colban just makes promises and he does
not act; he seeks good relations with everybody in order to strengthen
his position, but the Hungarian minorities cannot expect anything
worthwhile from him. Baranyai was pleased to report that the
“unprincipled” Colban, who was in actual control of the “arbiter
mundi” power, did not wish to extend his tenure, which was to expire
two years later. He made the following suggestion: “we must do
everything now and in the future to ensure that Colban’s sphere of
authority is broken.”2?

In spite of its exaggeration, Baranyai’s image of Colban, his
diabolical portrayal, is very useful, because it accurately reflects and
records the disillusionment of the Hungarian minorities and of Hun-
garian diplomacy, after having placed so many hopes in Geneva. The
dissonance probably stems from the fact that whereas Baranyai re-
garded the protection of the Hungarian minorities as a form of
compensation for the country’s dismemberment, that is, as something
connected with past events, Colban in contrast regarded the system
of minority protection as a current task directed towards the future,
and he wanted it to be treated as such. He did not support a tigh-
tening of the rules in the field of minority protection — indeed, during
his term the petition procedure was actully altered to the benefit of
the defendant states. Rather he was convinced that the multinational
states were in a difficult position and that they deserved support as
they tried to preserve their stability. Additional factors were Colban’s
cool discipline, his fair-play mentality, and a resultant desire for
compromise — which reflected in part long-term political consider-

27 MOIL., K 107, 12. ¢s., 16/2-n.n. Baranyai’s report to Benedek Jancsé (14. 6. 1923, copy).

28 MOL, K 107, 14. cs., 16/9-240/1923. Baranyai’s report to Daruvéry (3. 11. 1923, draft).

2% MOL, K 107, 12. cs., 16/2-924/1924. Baranyai’s letter to Khuen-Hédervdry (13. 10. 1924,
draft).
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ations and in part his self-defensive inclinations. He seldom allowed
his emotions to show. When he did so, he would fume about the
obvious political cynicism and bad faith of both petitioners and
defendants. Meanwhile he was most upset — as the documents show,
he took criticism badly — whenever his impartiality was called into
question. At any rate, Baranyai was still shooting poison-arrows at
Colban in early 1928, by which time, however, a new director of the
Section was already awaited.30

Aguirre, who was appointed in the autumn of 1928 after an
interregnum of almost a year, received no better commendation
trom Hungarian diplomats. Even the polite Hevesy was taken aback
by the “virgin ignorance” of the new director. Meanwhile, Baranyai
was convinced that Aguirre had no understanding of the Hungarian
minority problem and the events leading to the Treaty of Trianon:
“He still knows little about minority procedural and substantive
rights, and he is rather uninformed about the situation of minorities
in Central Europe [...] he does not seem very keen to become
acquainted with the situation of the minorities.” Moreover, since he
had joined the League’s Secretariat from the outside, Aguirre was
jealous of Azcdrate, a man with experience in international law who
was hard-working and more secure when dealing with the intri-
cacies of the petition procedure. There were fears that Aguirre
would remove Azcdrate from his post as head of division and
demote him to the level of Member of Section. Baranyai concluded
his report as follows: ‘I am afraid that management of the minority
department is hardly in more fortunate hands now than it was during
Colban’s time. The only consoling aspect is that according to vari-
ous reports Aguirre does not intend to stay in Geneva for longer than
2-3 years.”3! Baranyai’s predictions were fulfilled: Aguirre was
concerned more about his personal career than about a reform of

30 Baranyai in effect accused Colban of colluding with the Council to the detriment of the
minorities, when he wrote with some exaggeration the following: “Most of the govern-
ment representatives were pleased when he suggested a desirable arrangment that was
most dear to them — namely, putting the issue aside,” because in this way the Council
could shelve the issues while hiding behind the report drawn up by the Secretariat. See
MOL, K 107, 6. cs., 7/b=55. (2091/1927) Baranyai’s letter to the ‘\/hmstr),r of Foreign Af-
fairs (12. 1. 1928, copy).

31 MOL, K 107, 12. cs., 16/7-2020/1928. Baranyai's report to Foreign Minister Lajos Walko
(9.12. 1928, copy).



the procedure. After cautious inquiries, he made known his mode-
rate opposition to the reform proposals of 1928-1929.32

Baranyai was more favourably inclined towards Aguirre’s
successor, Azcarate, whom Hungarian diplomats had regarded from
the outset as a supporter of the minorities and consequently as a Hun-
garophile. In a report compiled in the summer of 1923, Baranyai
specifically praised Azcarate, who had just returned from an inspection
tour of the Ruthene Territory. He lauded him for not being “misled”
by the accompanying Czech government officials and for identifying
several minority policy abuses.33 When Azcdrate was appointed to
head the Section, Baranyai’s only criticism was that this “fine man”
was not yet properly acquainted with the problems of the Hungarian
minorities or with Hungary’s minority policy.34

Owing to a lack of documentary evidence, we do not know how
the Hungarian diplomats responded to the appointment of Rosting,
following his return from Danzig. The fact that Baranyai established
a good relationship with Rosting as early as in 1921 — a relationship
that subsequently became even closer during a successful visit by
Rosting to Budapest later on in the year — implies that Rosting’s
appointment was welcomed by the Hungarian mission in Geneva.
But a factor to consider is that Rosting had left Danzig because of his
impotence in the face of the growing Nazi influence. His bitter
experiences may quite possibly have led him to change his views on
minority protection petitions, particularly since the revanchist states
were using such petitions as a political weapon. At any rate, during
his tenure (1934-1936) he pursued the more cautious line established
by Colban (with which he was better acquainted), rather than try to
imitate Azcdrate’s more inquiring and active approach.

A peculiarity of the minority protection system was that the
League of Nations did not consider the petitioners to be parties to the
procedure. Their role was merely to draw attention to legal violations,

[
(3]

German Foreign Minister Gustav Stresemann, Canadian Foreign Minister Raoul Dandu-
rand, and Azcdrate urged that the petition procedure should be speeded up and extended,
and raised the possiblility of establishing a permanent minority commission. The League of
Nations debated the plans, and this led to the Council Resolution of 13 June 1929, which
introduced moderate reforms. For Aguirre’s stance, see MOL, K 107, 12. cs,,
16/1-287/1929. Baranyai's report to Walko (29. 1. 1929, draft).

3 MOL, K 107, 12. ¢s., 16/2-162/1923. Baranyai's report to Daruviry (26. 6. 1923, copy).

34 MOL, K 107, 6. cs., 7/b~164/1930. Baranyai's letter to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
(17. 1. 1930, draft).

105



1086

and so the staft of the League’s Secretariat only rarely met with them
personally. Indirectly, this was of advantage to the defendant states,
because their diplomats and politicians made regular visits to the
League’s offices in Geneva, where they could easily butter up staff
working at the Section while ignoring the petitioners. Moreover,
particularly at the beginning but also sporadically later on, some of
the petitions submitted were very imperfect drafts. The authors made
badly punctuated and poorly argued representations to non-existent
officials of non-existent organisations. The sober-minded, construc-
tive and cultivated diplomats initially enjoyed a seemingly invincible
advantage over the “vulgar”, “disloyal” and “mischief-making” peti-
tioners. Nevertheless, as the quality of petitions improved — owing in
part to assistance from kin-state governments — and as the inflexibility
of the defendant states became ever more manifest, so this advantage
gradually disappeared. Indeed, squabbles sometimes occurred between
politicians, diplomats and the staff of the League’s Secretariat concerning
the conduct of diplomats from the Little Entente countries.3

In addition to establishing close contacts in Geneva, the staff of
the Section — in particularly the founder and first director Erik
Colban — considered foreign trips to be very important. Such trips
were viewed as opportunities to win the trust of governments and to
become better acquainted with the real situation of the minorities.
Colban visited Vienna, Budapest and Warsaw as early as 1921-1922,
He also made regular visits to Czechoslovakia and later travelled to
Greece, Yugoslavia and Romania.

From the Hungarian perspective, Rosting’s visit to Budapest in
1921 was particularly successful. Baranyai personally accompanied his
Danish colleague, and Rosting was received by Miklés Horthy,
Regent of Hungary, and by Prime Minister Istvin Bethlen. At a lun-
cheon, he also met with the foreign minister, Count Miklés Banfty,
and with the head of the Foreign Ministry’s political department,

35 Even the famous British understatement could not conceal the contempt of Foreign Secre-
tary Austen Chamberlain or of Alexander Cadogan for comments made by Titulescu and
by Nicolae Petrescu-Comnen, head of the Romanian legation in Geneva, There was gene-
ral astonishment when Titulescu threatened, at the time of the debate on the matter of the
expropriation of the Banat colonists, to sue each individual farmer before the Romanian
courts (with easily predictable consequences) if the Permanent Court brought a judgement
against Romania. See LONA, R 1627, 1919-1927:41/42766/1481. Colban’s memorandum
to Drummond (22. 6. 1925).



Count Sindor Khuen-Héderviry. Escorted by Zsombor Szdsz and
Ferenc Herczeg, Rosting was then taken to the Augusta-colony and
to the cattle trucks at Nyugati Railway Station in Budapest, where he
received a taste of the sufferings of Hungarian refugees from the
neighbouring states. This experience left a deep impression on him.36

High expectations preceded the visit of Colban, Azcdrate and the
Frenchman Marcel Hoden (Information Section) to Transylvania in
August 1923. However, the results of the trip were less than satis-
fying: after a time the members of the delegation were inclined to
admit to themselves that due to the oddities of their itinerary (plann-
ed by Bucharest) they had seen little of the real situation of the
minorities. Not wishing to upset his hosts, Colban even avoided
meeting with the political representatives of the Hungarian minority.
Meanwhile, a meeting with the heads of the Hungarian churches in
Cluj (Kolozsvar) was held in an extremely bad atmosphere. The
Romanian government was highly satisfied with the result. In the
Journal de Genéve of 17 August 1923, it even published its semi-
official communiqué, stating that the delegates of the League of Nations
had been persuaded of the unfounded nature of Hungarian complaints
and the exemplary standards of Romanian minority policy.37 Less than
a month later, Bethlen and General Gabor Téanczos, visiting Geneva
for the League’s Assembly in 1923, demanded an explanation from
Colban.

At the tense meeting, Bethlen told Colban that the delegation’s
failure to consult with Hungarian minority leaders had created a very
bad impression. He asked that the Council and the Secretariat con-
sider it their duty to undertake greater responsibility for the Hunga-
rian minorities.38 The matter was a thorn in the side of the Hun-
garian diplomats for years. At the Assembly in 1924, the Hungarian
delegation launched an intense attack on the League’s record in the

36 MOL, K 107, 12. ¢s. 16/3-48/1921. Baranyai's report to Banffy (3. 7. 1921, draft) and Ros-
ting's travel report (15. 6. 1921). See also LONA, S 344, No. 4. Correspondence between
Rosting and Baranyai (May—June 1921).

37 Mouton provides information on preparations for the journey, its course and subsequent
events: Mouton, La Societé des Nations, pp. 190-219. For Colban's travelogue account, see
LONA, R 1625, 1919-1927: 41/30120/1481.

38 LONA, R 1690, 1919-1927: 41/30922/30730. Colban’s confidential memorandum (15. 9.
1923). Colban’s mission received a poor rating from the Hungarian side. Cf. MOL, K 107,
12. ¢s., 16/2-382/1923. Jancsd's letter to Baranyai (2. 11. 1923.) and Baranyai’s response
(1.12. 1923, copy).
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field of minority protection. Apponyi urged fundamental reforms,
while Ténczos proposed a reduction in the Section’s budget. They
personally accused Colban of favouring Romania and of influencing
the procedure to an extent that went beyond his own authority.3? In
1926, the Hungarian chargé d’affaires to Bucharest lamented that
whenever Colban visited Transylvania, he was always duped by the
Romanian authorities and was only willing to see parties that were
favourable to the Romanian side, advising the Hungarian minority
leaders that it would be “far more effective to resolve their grievances
by directly negotiating with the Romanian government than by
submitting petitions to the League.”0

Over time such disillusionment ossified into an inflexible distrust,
leading to a decline in the number of Hungarian petitions for some
years. From the end of the decade, however, the numbers rose once
again. Still, the intention was almost invariably to accentuate conflict
rather than seek an improvement. Meanwhile the defendant states
were quick to accept the challenge.

Hungarian minority petitions

The dynamic of the petitions concerning Hungarian grievances closely
reflected developments in world politics. International affairs —
especially in Europe — were characterised by the formation and con-
solidation of a new political system between 1920 and 1924, a period
of détente between 1925 and 1929, economic and political instability
and crisis between 1930 and 1933, the German—Japanese(-Italian)
challenge between 1933 and 1938, and failure of the system between
1938 and 1940 — leading to the outbreak of war and the disinte-
gration of the League of Nations.

Over the period, the practices surrounding Hungarian petitions
developed as follows: 1920-21 ~ Hungarian diplomacy and the
minorities just sounded out the situation (amid the legal and political
instability of the ratification period, the most visible activity was
undertaken by foreign church organisations); 1922-25 — the first wave

39 Mouton, La Soctété des Nations, p-231.
0 MOL, K 107, 12. cs., 16/2-268/1928. Report of Béla Szentirmay, counsellor of the embassy
to Bucharest, to Walko (9. 11. 1926, copy).



of minority petitions (with the legal and political conditions of
presenting minority grievances in place, and since under the terms of
the peace treaty Hungary was prohibited from pursuing revisionist
propaganda, the only method of attracting international attention
was to keep the minority issue on the agenda); 1926-29 — a visible
decline in the number of petitions (it is unclear whether this was due
to the failure of the first major minority petitions, gratitude for the
League’s help in Hungary’s financial reconstruction of 1924, the franc
forgery scandal of 1925, or the changing focus of Hungarian diplo-
macy, including closer relations with Italy and the associated policy of
frontier revision); 1930 — the second wave of petitions (encouraged
initially by the Great Depression, which underscored the problems in
Central Europe, and then by the advance of the revanchist coalition
of the axis powers), which concluded with Hungary's exit from the

League on 10 April 1939.
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Petitions concerning the injuries of Hungarian minorities

(to the League of Nations + to other international boards)+

Year

Number of petitions against

Czechoslov.

Yugoslavia

Romania

All

1920

0+1

0+1

1+2

1+4

1921

1+1

0+1

3+6

4+8

1922
1923
1924
1925
1926
1927
1928
1929
1930
1931
1932
1933
1934
1935
1936
1937
1938
1939
All 24+2
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Not all of the initial petitions may be regarded as classical minority
petitions. The parties submitting such “reports”, “appeals”, “memo-
randa” and “exposés” (the International Red Cross, churches, and
sympathetic supporters) were sometimes not directly affected by the

41 These are approximate numbers due to the sometimes unclear standards used for the filing
of different documents. Minority petitions were often followed by supplementary petitions,
and the Secretariat and the Council took the liberty of separating or uniting certain cases.
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grievance. Moreover, many petitions were addressed to another body
such as the Ambassadors’ Council — or other successor organisation
of the peace conference — rather than the Secretariat.

Typically, such petitions were based on generalisations or sought
remedies or mediation in some personal matter — harassment, requi-
sition, pension rights, etc. It was only from 1922 that minority peti-
tions in the classical sense were made, in which entitled individuals or
institutions submitted their complaints in a proper manner and to the
competent forum with precise legal references. Petitions made against
the Little Entente countries generally contained objections to
agrarian reforms, educational policy, press regulations, and restric-
tions on minority community life and language use. From the outset,
the Hungarian government also encouraged the Ruthenian minority
in Czechoslovakia to petition for the introduction of autonomy in the
Ruthene Territory, to which Prague had earlier pledged itself in a treaty.
Sometimes it assisted in the drafting of texts, provided financial
support, monitored the progress of a petition, and smoothed its path.
The Hungarian government hoped that provincial autonomy would
improve the situation of the tens of thousands of Hungarians residing
in the region and that territorial self-government would pave the way
over time for the return of the region by its own volition to Hunga-
rian sovereignty. Meanwhile, the Council repeatedly acknowledged —
although with increasing reluctance — that Prague merely produced
optimistic reports about the Ruthene Territory’s development but refused
to introduce autonomy.

The greatest successes were achieved by Hungarian petitions against
land reforms that clearly strengthened the economic and political
interests of the ruling nations while damaging Hungarian interests.
Such petitions were on the agenda against Czechoslovakia for years.
In the end, however, the League of Nations accepted Prague’s argu-
ments and its pledge to distribute expropriated estates in a manner
that was also fair and proportionate to the minority populations. In
the case of Romania, the Council on two occasions sustained Hunga-
rian objections. Thus, in 1925, Bucharest was obliged to offer compen-
sation to farmers from the Banat region amounting to 700,000
golden francs, and in 1932, after a long delay, it recognised a claim for
damages arising from the expropriation of forests owned collectively
by former Szekler border guards in the Csik region. Nevertheless, in
the first instance, the redemption sum was negligible, while in the
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second case the systematic sabotage of implementation led to dis-
appointment among the petitioners.

In contrast with these high-profile cases, some petitions against
Romania had a more favourable outcome, such as the cancellation or
amendment of legislative bills and government measures. In some
cases, this was achieved without the involvement of the Council.
Positive examples include the amendment of Anghelescu’s education
bills in 1925, the reopening of the Calvinist college in Oragtie
(Szédszvaros) and the reintroduction of Hungarian-language tuition at
the Unitarian college in Oradea (Nagyvirad) in 1926, and the
cancellation, in 1937, of measures introduced by the Romanian
minister of trade that discriminated against commercial employees of
ethnic minority background.*?

Summary

The aim of the League of Nations’ minority protection system was on
the one hand to correct mistakes and on the other hand to educate its
members in the art of peaceful coexistence, thereby providing
a framework for learning about democracy and humanity. Still, in an
atmosphere of mutual distrust, the system soon became an instru-
ment for rivalry acted out in full view of international public opinion.
Finally, it collapsed under the baleful pressure of the impending war.

Although the treaties were “functional” in both international legal
and political terms — that is, they served to regulate real problems in
line with contemporary standards — and the indefatigable staff
administering the procedure worked with expertise and enthusiasm —
nevertheless the minority disputes all too often became a question of
confidence within the rival alliance systems of “victors” and
“defeated”. In this way, international minority protection became
a new secondary arena for the pursuit of international conflicts, where
both politicians and diplomats could try out the weapons of their
profession in a new environment.

The defendant states used all means to rebuff the attacks launched
by the minorities and their supportive kin-states. Hungarian tactics

42 Mouton, La Société des Nations, p. 412, and C.523.1937.1. (October 1937)



were very diverse, ranging from simple provocation to meticulous and
precise action. Meanwhile the counter-attack tended to be super-
cilious in the case of Czechoslovakia and aggressive in the case of
Romania, while Yugoslavia would simply issue automatic denials.*3

It is hardly surprising that this system of minority protection
received criticism from all sides. The states signatory to the inter-
national minority protection treaties were never reconciled to the
infringement on their sovereignty. In some cases, they had little
choice but to defend themselves against the accusations of the mino-
rities. Although they bore in mind treaty provisions when drafting
legislation, they nevertheless used all means to find loopholes in the
treaties articles. And in the course of implementation, they went one
stage further, frequently breaching the rules. They considered mino-
rity complaints to be no less than expressions of disloyalty on the part
of their own citizens, motivated by the propaganda and hostility of
the kin state (e.g. Hungary). Meanwhile, the region’s national mino-
rities, as well as the states that were required to support their ethnic
kin living in other countries, regarded the minority protection system
as highly ineffective. Although they were keen to see petitions sub-
mitted, they were continuously urging a reform of the system.

The politicians with a leading role in the League of Nations
Council, where minority petitions were ultimately judged, considered
the protection of minority rights to be almost a burden. Each case
gave rise to an extremely delicate situation, forcing the Council repeat-
edly to take a position on international disputes. Many Council
members would have evaded this responsibility if they had been able
to do so, despite the prestige of their new “official” role. But there
were many compelling arguments against their doing so: a retreat
would have gravely damaged the League’s prestige and abandoning

43 For instance, in 1922 and again in 1929, Czechoslovakia arranged for hollow counter-peti-

tions to be submitted against Hungary. Moreover, for a period of almost two decades, it de-
fied treaty provisions and Council resolutions ordering the introduction of autonomy in the
Ruthene Territory. For their part, Romania and Yugoslavia were unwilling even to sign the
minority protection treaties. Then, in the spring of 1922, as a protest against the Committe
of Three’s decision to examine the Hungarian petition concerning Transylvanian land re-
form, Romania closed its mission in Geneva, re-establishing it only three years later. In the
1930s, it did its utmost to slow down the Council procedure in cases concerning
Romania’s national minorities. Meanwhile Yugoslavia stood completely aloof. It simply de-
nied all allegations made in the petitions and consistently rejected even the publication of
commission reports.
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the guarantee would have rendered the minority issue a source of even
greater conflict. Possible solutions included the establishment of inter-
national courts (the Permanent Court of International Justice, the
courts of arbitration, and possibly an international court for minority
issues) a broadening of their scope, bilateral minority protection
treaties, or ad hoc political intervention. But compared with all these
ideas, the existing system (with its own rules, the practice of com-
promise designed to sustain peace, and the supervisory role played by
the great powers) still seemed the best.

International minority protection could not divorce itself from ge-
neral international politics. After a brief period of improving interna-
tional relations, the new international system, whose inception had
occurred amid the division into victors and defeated, began to reflect
once again antagonistic blocs of a military and political nature. This
fact rendered the peaceful and reasonable administration of minority
problems almost impossible. The efforts to eliminate national
provisions violating the minority treaties as part of a process of legal
harmonisation or due to the League’s mediation were in vain. The
mentality and purpose that gave rise to discrimination continued to
exist. In vain did the minorities receive amends in Geneva, for they
continued to succumb to the daily struggle in their own countries. As
long as international relations were characterised by confrontation,
there could be no hope for peace.

As Pablo de Azcirate wrote in a retrospective study: “In the matter
of minority protection, one had to find not the solution to the problem
but the practical means of intervention in a situation that was explosive,
sensitive and politically, legally — and even emotionally — complex,
while preventing the dangers from turning into reality and thereby
jeopardising international co-operation. This was the fundamental
objective of the League of Nations. This implied, however, that the
protection of minorities would be a long-term task, requiring common
sense, circumspection, a sense of proportion, and considerable patience
and understanding. On top of this there needed to be a willingness for
self-sacrifice, for it was predictable that the task could never be fully
accomplished, and much less to the satisfaction of all.”#*

M Azcirate, La Société des Nations, p. 72.



One can only agree with Azcdrate’s conclusion. Perhaps one might
add, however, that the political lessons to be drawn from the League’s
two decades of minority protection were bound to be more weighty
than the practical results.
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Ferenc Eiler

“Minority Foreign Policy”

The Role of Czechoslovakia’s
Hungarian Minority in the European
Minorities Congress 1925-1938

I. The Hungarian minorities’ scope for action
in the international arena

Between the two world wars, Europe’s national minorities had few
opportunities for action in the international political arena. Essen-
tially, there were just two possibilities: first, the minorities could
submit petitions to the League of Nations as complainants; second,
they could become involved, as independent actors, in the work of
various supra-national organisations — albeit such organisations had
little power to exert pressure.

The League of Nations’ regional mechanisms for international
minority protection presented opportunities for action that were special
in several respects.! In cases of violations of the law, ecclesiastical,

I Scholarly works in Hungarian on minority protection under the League of Nations include:
Arthur Balogh, A kisebbségek nemzetkizi védelme [The International Protection of the Mi-
norities], Berlin 1928; Liszl6 Buza, A kisebbségek jogi helyzete [The Legal Situation of the
Minorities], Budapest 1930; Erzsébet Szalayné Sandor, A kisebbségvédelem nemzetkézi jogi
intézmenyrendszere a 20. szazadban [The System of International Legal Institutions in the
Twentieth Century], Budapest 2003; Ferenc Eiler, A két vilighdbori kézotti nemzetkoezi
kisebbségvédelem rendszere [The System of International Minority Protection Between
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cultural and social organisations, political parties, and private indivi-
duals could petition the League of Nations for protection against
their own state with a view to redressing real or perceived grievances.
Nevertheless, under the rules of the complaint procedure, the role of
the minorities ended with the dispatch of petitions to Geneva. This
was because the League did not recognise aggrieved parties (i.e. the
minorities) as legal entities and it therefore excluded them from
subsequent stages of the procedure. Further, before the procedure was
reformed at the League of Nations Council session in Madrid in
1929, minority petitioners were not officially told whether the Council
was considering a petition or whether it had decided to accept the
reply of the country in question and thereby lay the matter to rest.
Between 1921 and 1938, approximately 1000 petitions were
submitted to the Secretariat, but just 473 of these petitions met the
prescribed criteria of form and content. Petitions excluded at this
stage were automatically ignored by the Council’s committee of three
(later, committee of five), which was responsible, under the preli-
minary procedure, for deciding whether or not the Council should
launch an official procedure in the matter. Most petitions addressed the
minority policies of countries that had gained territory after the First
World War. Receivable petitions were made as follows: Poland — 203;
Romania — 78; Greece — 41; Czechoslovakia — 36; and Yugoslavia — 35.2
The Hungarian government as well as civil society organisations
registered in Hungary (League of Hungarian Women, Bocskai Asso-
ctation, Hungarian-Szekler Association, etc.) accounted initially for
most of the complaints submitted to the League of Nations or other
international fora, concerning the situation of Hungarian minorities.
However, as the Hungarian minority political parties became establish-
ed political actors in the successor states, this situation changed.

the Two World Wars], Pro Minoritate Autamn/Winter (1997), pp. 64-90; Miklos Zeidler,
A Nemzetek Szovetsége és a magyar kisebbségi peticiok [The League of Nations and the
Hungarian Minority Petitions], in: Nindor Bardi, Csilla Fedinec (eds.), Etnopolitika.
A kozésségi, magan- és nemzetkizi érdekek viszonyrendszere Kozep-Eurdpaban, Budapest 2003,
pp. 59-85.

The actual number of minority petitions is a matter of debate. This is largely because it is
sometimes difficult to distinguish between new petitions and petitions submitted as additi-
ons to older petitions, although the Minority Section of the Secretariat did not count the
latter as separate petitions. The cited numbers are based on research carried out by Seba-
stian Bartsch, who relied on six volumes of records kept by the Section. Sebastian Bartsch,
Minderbeitenschutz in der infernationalen Politik, Opladen 1995, pp. 103-106.



Soon, the political, social and ecclesiastical organisations of the mino-
rities themselves were petitioning the League. Between 1920 and
1938, 90 petitions concerning Hungarian minorities were submitted to
the League, while 12 petitions were sent to other international fora.3
Of these petitions, 47 dealt with grievances in Romania, 24 with
grievances in Czechoslovakia, and 19 with grievances in Yugoslavia.*
The Secretariat declared most of these petitions to be receivable (i.e.
as fulfilling the criteria of form and style) and forwarded them to the
Council. Committees of three were established by the Council to inquire
into the complaints. In a majority of cases, the Committee of Three
simply acknowledged the response of the petitioned state and closed the
matter. At other times, however, governments voluntarily addressed
grievances before they reached the Council, or the Committee of Three
hammered out compromise solutions behind the scenes.

The Hungarian minority in Czechoslovakia was the first
Hungarian minority to make use of the opportunities provided by the
League: 14 petitions concerning its complaints were submitted be-
tween 1921 and 1925 In the subsequent period, the number of
petitions fell significantly, but it rose again in 1930-1932 (6 petitions).
Most of the petitions relating to the Hungarian minority in Cze-
choslovakia — apart from those concerning the general situation —
addressed the failure of the Czechoslovak authorities to introduce
autonomy in the Carpathian region — as was required by the pro-
visions of the minority treaty, or abuses in connection with the
process of acquiring citizenship. In general terms, the League of
Nations failed to live up to the expectations of petitioners, as the

3 Zeidler, A Nemzetek Szévetsége, p. 80. Major works on the Hungarian petitions include: Ji-
nos Csuka, 4 délvidehi magyarsdg tirténete 1918—1941 [The History of Hungarians in Yu-
goslavia, 1918-1941], Budapest 1995, pp. 401-405; Gustave Kovér, Non, Genéve ne protége
pas les minorités nationales! Geneva 1938, pp. 86-158; Imre Miko, Huszonkét év. Az erdélyi
magyarsdg politikai tirténete 1918. december 1-161 1940. augusztus 31-ig | Twenty-two Years.
The Political History of the Hungarians in Transylvania from 1 December 1940 until 31
August 1940], Budapest 1941, pp. 302-308; Herbert von Truhart, Felkerbund und Minder-
heiten-Petitionen, Leipzig and Vienna 1931, pp. 137-154.

#  Petitions concerning grievances of the Hungarian minority in Yugoslavia were submitted to

the League of Nations by Imre Prokopy, who had resettled in Hungary and who co-opera-

ted closely with the Hungarian Prime Minister's Office. Imre Prokopy, A jugoszliviai ma-
gyar kisebbség védelmében a népszivetségi Tandcshoz intézett panasziratok sorsa [ The Fa-
te of Petitions Submitred to the League of Nations Council on Behalf of the Hungarian

Minority in Yugoslavia], in: Zoltin Csuka, A visszatért Délvidék, Budapest 1941, pp. 67-81.

Zeidler, A Nemzetek Szivetsége, p. 80.
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Council regularly accepted the Czechoslovak government’s official
response to petitions. The fact that just one petition was submitted to
the League after 1932 indicates the extent of this loss of confidence.®

Nevertheless, action by Hungarian minorities in the international
arena was not restricted to petitions submitted to Geneva — the main
disadvantage of which was the passive role assigned to the minorities
under the procedure. At the margins of international politics, there
were several other organisations dedicated — inter alia — to the
problems of minorities, whose work was open to the involvement of
minority politicians. Until the mid-1920s, the two most important
organisations of this type were the Inter-Parliamentary Union and
the International Union of League of Nations Associations.

The Inter-Parliamentary Union established a Committee on
Ethnic and Colonial Issues in 1923. Thereafter it occasionally address-
ed the issue of international minority protection. Still, in order to
attend its meetings as fully-fledged representatives, politicians were
required to be elected members of parliament. This effectively ex-
cluded the Hungarian Party in Yugoslavia from the work of the
organisation, since it had no parliamentary representation — with the
exception of the period 1928-1929. Meanwhile a representative of
the National Hungarian Party of Romania attended an Inter-Parlia-
mentary Union committee meeting just once. This occurred on
14-15 February 1923, when Party Chairman Samu Jésika sent Jézsef
Willer, a prominent figure in the National Hungarian Party who later
became a member of parliament, as his representative to Paris. The
Transylvanian politician’s ten-point package of proposals, a key demand
of which was recognition of the minorities as legal entities, received
a cool response from the Inter-Parliamentary Union. After July 1923,
relations between the National Hungarian Party and the inter-
national forum were broken off indefinitely.” At subsequent Inter-
-Parliamentary Union conferences, the only Hungarian group to be
represented was Czechoslovakia’s Hungarian minority — usually in
the person of Géza Sziill6.®

6 Andor Jaross, A Nemzetek Szévetsége és mi kiscbbségi magyarok [The League of Nations
and We Minority Hungarians), Magyar Kisebbség 21 (1933), pp. 597-98.

Miko, Huszonket év, pp. 81-82.

Erné Flachbarth, A csehszlovikiai magyarsig kiizdelme jogaiért a nemzetkézi forumokon
[The Struggle of the Hungarians in Czechoslovakia for Their Rights at International Fora],
Magyar Kisebbseg 6 (1928), p. 208.
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The International Union of League of Nations Associations, the
other supranational organisation, which was concerned with the
popularisation and dissemination of League of Nations ideas,
established a Minority Committee at a conference held in Vienna on
15 October 1921. For the Hungarian minorities, League of Nations
associations were more attractive than the Inter-Parliamentary Union
as an arena for political initiatives. Where possible, the Hungarian
minorities formed League of Nations associations that were inde-
pendent from those of majority national groups of their respective
states. Nevertheless, it was not easy for the Hungarian minorities to
establish and register their associations. They faced several obstacles,
which were erected by national governments fearful that the minority
politicians would damage their countries’ reputations. For instance,
the Romanian authorities prevented the Hungarian minority in Ro-
mania from founding the League of Nations Association of Hunga-
rians in Romania until 14 May 1927. It was finally established in
Odorheiu Secuiesc (Székelyudvarhely).? In addition, the Union of
League of Nations Associations of Romania, most of the members of
which were of course ethnic Romanians, subsequently succeeded in
blocking official recognition of the Hungarian minority’s League of
Nations association until 1930.10

The Hungarian minority in Yugoslavia established a League of
Nations association in Subotica (Szabadka) on 15 July 1928. In Yugo-
slavia, the problem was not merely controversy surrounding official
approval for the association’s charter.1l After the dissolution of the
country’s political parties in 1929 and the establishment of
a dictatorship, a rival association was founded at the behest of the
Yugoslav government by Gabor Szintd, who was co-operating with
the new regime. The authorities immediately registered this second

Its chairman was Arthur Balogh (member of the presidential council of the Hungarian
National Party from 1928; senator: 1926-37), the honorary president was Istvin Ugron
(chairman of the Hungarian National Party: 1923-26), the secretary-general Istvin Sulyok
(journalist, member of parliament: 1932-33).

10 Mikd, Huszonkét év, p. 83.

11 The Association's chairman was Gybrgy Sdntha (chairman of the Hungarian Party:
1922-29); its co-chairmen were Imre Virady (co-chairman of the Hungarian Party:
1922-29; member of parliament: 1927-29) and Arp;id Falcione (co-chairman of the Hun-
garian Party: 1922-29); and its secretary-general was Leé Dedk (secretary of the Hungarian
Party: 1922-24; and its vice-chairman: 1924-29).
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body, rather than the previous association formed by the legitimate
leaders of the Hungarian community.12

The first League of Nations association to be established was the
Hungarian League of Nations Association in Czechoslovakia
established in Lucenec (Losonc). Founded in 1922, this association
became particularly active in the Union of League of Nations Asso-
ciations.}3 The authorities delayed approval for the association’s
charter until 1925, but this did not prevent Hungarian delegates from
taking part in the general assemblies of the Union and in the work of
the minorities committee.1* Géza Szill6 usually represented the
Hungarian minority in Czechoslovakia at the International Union of
League of Nations Associations, as he also did at the Inter-Parlia-
mentary Union. On account of his personal ambition, excellent know-
ledge of languages, and formidable debating skills, Sziill8, who became
chairman of the National Christian Socialist Party in 1925, was
ideally suited to this role. At International Union debates, this per-
suasive figure who never shied away from conflict did his utmost to
pillory Czechoslovakia and its minority policies and to promote
frontier revision, using propaganda to discredit Czechoslovakia.l®
Sziills forged close relations with the Prime Minister’s office and
Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Hungary, and he regularly informed
Hungarian government bodies about his experiences abroad.

Nevertheless, for both international organisations, minority
protection was merely one of many topics. Indeed, just a fraction of
their resources could be devoted to the minority issue. Even so, the
two organisations did provide a limited degree of international publi-
city for the endeavours and grievances of the minorities. This was so
despite the fact that the minorities committees of the two organi-

12 For a description of these events, see Magyar Kisebbség 17 (1931), p. 617.

13 The Association’s chairman was the industrialist Béla Novek, while its honorary chairman
was Géza Sziill (chairman of the National Christian Socialist Party: 1925-31; member of
p.).rhamcnt 1925-38) and its vice-chairman was Erné Flachbarth (hcad of the Hungarian
parties’ central office in Prague: 1925-29). After personnel changes in 1931, its chairman
was Jdnos Esterhdzy (chairman of the National Christian Socialist Party: 1932-36; acting
chairman of the United Hungarian Party: 1936-38; member of p.irllarntm 1935-38) and
its acting vice-chairman was Andor Jaross (acting chairman of the Hungarian National
Party: 1933-36; chairman of the United Hungarian Party: 1936-38; member of parlia-
ment: 1935-38).

4 Flachbarth, A csehszlovdkiai magyarsig kiizdelme, p. 208.

15 Géza Sziills, Magyar Szemle 4 (1938), pp. 372-375.



sations were always very restricted in scope and their declarative
resolutions and recommendations were not binding on member states
of the League of Nations.10 Even the minority politicians did not
overrate the two organisations’ significance.1”

In 1925, however, there arose a body specifically concerned with
minority protection issues, whose membership comprised Europe’s
officially recognised national minorities. The Estonian journalist
Ewald Ammende founded the European Minorities Congress as
a representative organisation of the national minorities. Through the
effective use of international press coverage and inter-minority
solidarity, the aim was to establish the Congress as a voice that would
be listened to even by the major political actors.!8 It was this body
that became the focus of the Hungarian minorities’ endeavours in the
foreign policy sphere.

Il. The Hungarian role in the European Minorities Congress

Throughout the fourteen years of its existence, the European Mino-
rities Congress functioned as a loose organisation. It defined itself as

16 The League of Nations Council and the Secretariat were, at times, rather unenthusiastic
about the work of the International Union of League of Nations Associations. “The work
of the International Union is less than appreciated in some areas. The resolutions elabora-
ted by the International Union and sent as recommendations to the League of Nations are
viewed as inconvenient and rather unractical interference in the League's field of compe-
tence... The work of the International Union in the field of minority protection is therefo-
re strongly criticised [by officials of the League] — also in terms of directing the attention of
public opinion to the problem; on the other hand, they are convinced that these efforts will
not achieve anything at the League of Nations Council.” Politisches Archiv des Auswirti-
gen Amts (PAAA) R 60463, nn. Report of Aschmann, German consul in Geneva, to the
German Foreign Ministry, dated 30. 10. 1925.

17 *This International Union, which is an appendage of the world’s talking shop — the League
of Nations, and a gymastics association for the redundant elderly and young ‘would-bes',
held a meeting in Brussels, adopting resolutions that nobody takes seriously apart from the-
mselves.” Orszdgos Széchenvi Konyvtdr [National Széchenyi Library] (OSZK), Kézirattar
[Archives], F. X. X/27. Géza Sziillés report on the conference and other discussions of the
International Union of League of Nations Associations. Paris, 12. 2. 1925.

18 In the summer of 1925, Ammende summarised his ideas concerning the organisation. See
Ewald Ammende, Az eurépai nemzeti kisebbségek képviseldi szdmdra rendezendd konfe-
rencia sziikségességének indokai, irdnyelvei és programja [Reasons for the Holding of
a Conference of Representatives of Europe’s National Minorities, and Guidelines and Pro-
gramme of the Conference], in: Ferenc Eiler, Nemzetkézi kisebbségi kongresszusok a két
vilaghdboru kézétt, [Supplemcnt to Regio 3 (1996), pp- 158-166.
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a “congress community” whose various branches met once a year,
usually in Geneva.l? At such conferences, which generally lasted
three days, the debate followed points on the agenda selected in
advance by the Board. At the end of the meeting, resolutions were
adopted as uniform positions of the Congress, and these were then
sent to the League of Nations and to the press. Between conferences,
the Board, which comprised members representing the various ethnic
groups, was entitled to take decisions on essential issues. The Con-
gress’s founder, Ammende, administered the organisation from 1925
until his death in 1936, and he became head of its permanent office
in Vienna in 1927.20 Characteristically, in organisations that meet just
once a year and whose members are separated by great distances, the
fulltime secretary becomes extremely influential — even if he has no right
to make final decisions on major issues. In the case of the European Mi-
norities Congress, Ammende’s personality and his network of contacts
certainly left their mark on the work of the organisation.

To gain international acceptance of the Congress and to promote
organisational efficiency, Ammende laid down two important
principles at the outset: recognition of the League of Nations as the
legitimate forum of international minority protection (including
acceptance of the League’s exclusive prerogative for frontier revision);
a ban on criticism of sovereign states during conference debates. The
aim of the former rule was to increase international acceptance of the
Congress, while the latter’s objective was two-fold: to counter the
anticipated criticism from states and to prevent kin-states from sowing
division between the various minorities. Adherence to these princip-

19 Scholarly works on the work of the Congress include: Rudolf Michacelsen, Der Eurgpiische
Nationalitaten-Kongrefl 1925-1928. Aufbau, Krise und Konsolidierung, Frankfurt am Main,
Bern, New York, and Nancy 1984; Sabine Bamberger-Stemmann, Der Europaische Natio-
nalitatenkongrefl 1925 bis 1938. Nationale Minderbeiten zwischen Lobbyistentum und Gro-

fimachtinteressen, Marburg 2000; Béla Bellér, Az Eurépai Nemzetiségi Kongresszusok és
Magyarorszig a kisebbségvédelem rendszerében 1925-1929 [The Congress of European
Nationalities and Hungary in the System of Minority Protection, 1925-1929], Szdzadok 5
(1981), pp. 995-1040; Ferenc Eiler, Az Eurdpat Nemzeti Kisebbségek Kongresszusainak batd-
rozatai 1925-1937 [Resolutions of the Congresses of European National Minorities],
Szeged 1996; Ferenc Eiler, Kisebbséguédelem és/vagy revizic? Magyar részvétel az Eurdpai
Nemzetiségi Kongresszuson 1925-39 [Minority Protection and/or Revision? Hungarian Par-
ticipation in the Congress of European Nationalities], (Dissertation manuscript) Pécs
2005.

20 Ammende died in Beijing in 1936. His successor — initially as temporary and then as per-
manent secretary-general — was the Baltic German Ferdinand Uexkiill-Giildenband, who
became the chief editor of Nation und Staat.



les had two important consequences: firstly, the organisation did not
fall apart despite recurring internal differences; and secondly, the organi-
sation’s work was necessarily limited to an analysis of theoretical
issues and became rather insipid as a result.

As far as the outside world was concerned, the Congress was free
of all influence from the member states. The minorities themselves
were required to secure the resources necessary for the Congress's
operation. In fact, however, the organisation was never completely
free of state influence. Newspapers in various countries claimed that
the new organisation was a German government initiative. This was
not true. Indeed, Ammende initial endeavours were opposed by the
German Foreign Ministry. While the Congress made use of the
resources and experiences of the European League of German
National Groups,?! it was not until 1928 that the German Foreign
Ministry agreed to provide financial support to the organisation.
Thereafter it tried incessantly to turn the Congress into an instru-
ment of German foreign policy.??

In contrast the Hungarian government welcomed the Congress
initiative from the outset. Bethlen received Ammende, the German
minority politician from Estonia, while on vacation at his private
estate. The Congress idea had evidently caught the Hungarian prime
minister’s imagination; there were several reasons for his support.
Bethlen’s principal hope was that the Congress would serve as an
effective and influential organisation in the international political
arena — with its own permanent office and official journal.23 A second-
ary expectation was that the organisation would serve as a catalyst for
co-operation between the German and Hungarian minorities of the
successor states, thereby promoting frontier revision. Such motives
encouraged successive Hungarian governments to provide substantial
financial support to the Congress throughout the 14 years of its
existence.24 During his visits to Budapest and in his frequent reports,

21 PAAA, R 60462, nn. Gen. Consul Miiller's memorandum on action concerning the Inter-
national Congress of Minorities. 5 September 1925; PAAA, R 60462, nn. Report of Frey-
tag, German ambassador to Bucharest. Bucharest, 18. 9. 1925.

22 PAAA, R 96562, p. 088. Memorandum of Poensgen (League of Nations' department).
Berlin, 7. 4. 1928.

23 PAAA, R 60462, nn. Report of Welczeck, German ambassador to Budapest, to the Ger-
man Foreign Ministry. Budapest, 27. 8. 1925.

24 Until the early 1930s, Ammende received — after the lesser sums of the initial years — 8000
Swiss francs from the Hungarian Foreign Ministry, as a contribution to the Hungarian
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Ammende regularly informed senior Hungarian government officials
about his plans, his experiences during his travels, and news con-
cerning international organisations. His contacts in Hungary in-
cluded Permanent Deputy Foreign Minister Sdndor Khuen-Héder-
vary, State Secretary for Minority Affairs at the Prime Minister’s
Office Tibor Pataky, and — on occasion — Prime Minister Istvin Bethlen.

Ammende also made contact with the political leaders of the
Hungarian minorities in order to persuade them to attend the Con-
gress’s first conference in Geneva. He immediately came to an agree-
ment with Sziillé and Flachbarth, representatives of the Hungarian
minority in Czechoslovakia who regularly attended meetings of the
International Union of League of Nations Associations and who were
presumably known to him personally. The leaders of the National
Hungarian Party in Romania, on the other hand, first checked the
credentials of the German politician with the government in Buda-
pest and with leaders of the Transylvanian Saxons before acceding to
his request.?> Real difficulties arose in connection with the Hun-
garian political elite in Yugoslavia, which, fearing retribution, initially
rejected Ammende’s invitation to Geneva.26 Only under pressure
from the government in Budapest were they prepared to attend the
conference.?’

The Hungarian minorities subsequently sent representatives to the
Congress’s conferences each year; the only other group to do so was
the German minority in Poland. The total number of delegates was
small: over the years, just 16 Hungarian delegates attended the confe-

group. In addition he received 5000 francs from the Prime Minister’s Office and 5000
francs from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, as extraordinary payments. The amount was
reduced somewhat from the beginning of the 1920s. The exact amount granted to the Con-
gress (to Ammende) cannot be determined, owing to a lack of documents ary evidence. The
greatest problem is that we know very little about the extraordinary payments made before
1928 and after 1934 (indeed, we do not even know whether such payments took place). Ba-
sed on payments received by the minority congresses between 1925 and 1938, the total sup-
port granted to them exceeded 140,000 Swiss francs. In addition, the Hungarian govern-
ment paid for the travel and per diem expenses of Hungarian delegates.

25 Elemér Jakabffy, Adatok csalddunk torténetébez. | i’ézim!) XII. rész | Data on the History of
Our Family. (Manuscript) Part 12], Library of the Teleki Ldszlé Foundation, K 3066/2005.

26 Magyar Orszigos Levéltdr [National Hungarian Archives] (MOL) K 64, 1925-47-503-
400. Report of Andris Hory, Hungarian ambassador to Belgrade, to the Hungarian Foreign
Ministry. 30. 9. 1925.

27 MOL, K 64, 1925-47-503-309. Directive of the Political Department to Wodianer, chargé
d’affaires to Belgrade. Budapest, 7. 9. 1925.



rences. Moreover, five of the 16 delegates attended on just one occasion,
so their role may be regarded as negligible.

Generally speaking, Géza Sziill6 represented the Hungarian
minorities at the Congress’s conferences. As vice-chairman of the
Hungarian group and as board member, Sziill6 attended and spoke at
each of the 14 conferences. The only other figure to do so was the
Polish German Kurt Graebe, chairman of the organising committee
of the Congress. Two other important Hungarian politicians were
Elemér Jakabfty, who attended 12 conferences as a representative of
the Hungarian minority in Romania, and Le6 Dedk, who attended
11 conferences as a representative of the Hungarian minority in Yugo-
slavia. The Hungarian group’s legal expert, the international lawyer
Arthur Balogh, attended eight conferences.

The Hungarian delegates belonged to the pre-war generation; most
of them had legal degrees and were of noble background. They tended
to be key figures in the Hungarian minority political parties or at least
were affiliated with them, against whom the Hungarian prime mi-
nister’s office had expressed no reservations.?® Fourteen of the delegates
were members of their parties’ national leaderships, while two of them
worked primarily as journalists or publicists. Half of the Hungarian
delegates were elected as members of parliament at least once during
the interwar period. Géza Sziills, Elemér Jakabffy, Arthur Balogh, and
Janos Josika were elected on several occasions to the legislature, while
Janos Esterhdzy, Andor Jaross, Dénes Strelitzky, and Istvin Sulyok
were elected just once. Most of the delegates held senior positions in
League of Nations associations run by Hungarians.

Members of the Hungarian group and the Hungarian government
shared the same basic position on the Congress. This facilitated co-
operation on strategic issues between the Hungarian actors having
influence on the organization; however, some smaller disagreements
did occur. They evaluated this branch of Hungarian foreign policy in
terms of the country’s axiomatic revisionist ambitions. For them, the
main function of the Congress was to raise international awareness of
minority issues. They therefore regarded it as a lobby tool that could
be employed in the international campaign to amend the guarantee
procedure of the League of Nations. At least at the outset, they also

28 Public figures with social democratic or communist views were automatically excluded
when the lists of delegates were being compiled.
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regarded the Congress as a forum where they could forge political co-
operation between the German and Hungarian minorities of the
successor states and could persuade the German minorities — which
had reservations towards the Hungarians — of the benefits of revision.
Thus, when periodising the history of the Congress in terms of its
Hungarian members, the definitive factor is their relationship with
the Congress’s policy and with its German actors.

The first period was 1925-29, a time of harmonious co-operation.
This initial five-year period saw the establishment and consolidation
of the organisational framework of the Congress. The annual confe-
rences systematically addressed the various aspects of the minority
question, and the organisation developed theoretical positions on all
conceivable issues.2? The Congress survived despite being abandoned
by the Poles (who were dissatisfied with the German minority’s
demand for cultural autonomy) and by Germany’s minorities (who
sought to protest the Congress’s failure to recognise the Frisian com-
munity in Germany as a national minority).30 The Congress tried
unsuccessfully to persuade the League of Nations to adopt it as a part-
ner. Its participation in international efforts to reform the League of
Nations in 1928-29 failed to achieve the anticipated results.3!

During this period, both the Hungarian government and the
Hungarian minority delegates applied a policy of wait-and-see. The
Prime Minister’s Office and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs regularly
transferred sums of money to Ammende (by means of Flachbarth),
while the minority delegates prepared for and participated in the
work of conferences. There were, however, several signs of an impend-

29 In accordance with its self-imposed limits, the Congress did not deliberatc on the principle
of self-determination or the issue of frontier revision.

30 Declarations of Jerzy Kaczmarek and E. Christiansen of 24 August 1927, in: Sitzungsbericht
des Kongresses der organisierten nationalen Gruppen in den Staaten Eurgpas, Vienna and Leip-
zig 1928, pp. 123-125.

In 1929, both member-states and international organisations made comments to the Com-
mittee of Three (appointed by the League of Nations Council) concerning the planned re-
form of the minority protection procedures. The memorandum drawn up by the Congress's
board highlighred the following points: complete openness of the procedure, participation
of minority petitioners in the procedure, improved practice of the committee of three, regu-
lar opinions from the Permanent Court of International Justice in The Hague, the need for
an experts committee working alongside the League, and compliance with the spirit of the
minority protection treaties by those states under no obligation to protect their minorities.
Memorandum of the Board of the Congress of European Nationalities, Nation und Staat,
August 1929, pp. 583-84.
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ing clash between the Hungarian group and the Congress's leadership.
The government in Budapest was aware that the organisation could not
make demands on the League of Nation and its member states in
contradiction of the terms of the peace treaties — and therefore accepted
that the Congress would concentrate for the time being on conceptual
issues. In contrast, however, the Hungarian minority delegates from
Czechoslovakia, Géza Szill6 and Ernd Flachbarth, demanded
increasingly urgently that the Secretary-General abandon the academic
conceptual approach and address instead specific grievances of the
various minorities.32 Under such circumstances, the government in
Budapest naturally took notice of the growing influence of the German
group within the Congress and of the German Foreign Ministry.?3
Moreover, there had been no real improvement in relations between the
German and Hungarian minorities. Although at the conference in 1928
the German and Hungarian minorities in Romania signed a de-
claration of intent concerning the co-ordination of future political
action, nevertheless the agreement was short-lived: in the same year, the
German minority party, rejecting the idea of a minority block, formed
an alliance with Romania’s governing party.34

The period 1929-1932 was characterised by languishing co-opera-
tion and growing Hungarian reservations. As a prelude, in 1929, by
means of concerted action behind the scenes, the Hungarian group
compelled the Congress’s leadership to publish a detailed, country-
by-country analysis of the situation of the various minorities.3> Al-
though designed to reveal specific grievances, the volume nevertheless
failed to advance the broader goal of replacing the Congress’s theo-
retical approach with concrete analysis and criticism.36

Meanwhile, Ammende became less popular in Budapest. For two
years after the proclamation of dictatorship in Yugoslavia, he failed to
persuade the Yugoslav authorities to permit the legitimate leaders of

32 OSZK, Kéziratrdr, F. X. X/27. 5ziill6’s report on the Inter-Parliamentary Union's conferen-

ce in Berlin. Bratislava (Pozsony), 5. 9. 1928.

33 MOL, K 64, 1928-47-190 (108/1928). Report of Ambassador Forster to the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs. Belgrade, 23. 1. 1928; OSZK, Kézirattdr, F. X. X/27. Sziilld’s report on the
Inter-Parliamentary Union's conference in Berlin. Bratislava (Pozsony), 5. 9. 1928,

34 For the text of the agreement, see Sitzungsbericht [... ] 1928, pp. 158-159.

35 For discussions with Ammende during the Congress, see Jakabffy, Adatok csalddunk torténe-

téhez, pp. 28-29.

Ewald Ammende, Die Nationalititen in den Staaten Eurgpas. Sammiung von Lageberichten,

Vienna 1931.

6
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the Hungarian minority to attend the Congress’s conferences. An
upset Pataky put pressure on Ammende, who finally succeeded in
persuading the Yugoslav authorities to issue a passport to Dedk.37
This “hiccup” was bad enough from the Hungarian government’s
perspective, but what made the situation even worse was that Ammende,
acting under pressure from the Slav minorities in the Congress,
sought to involve the legitimate leaders of the Slovak community in
Hungary in the work of the Congress. Caught between two fires,
Ammende personally requested Bethlen to support the inclusion of
Lajos Szcberényi, dean of Békescsaba.’® He warned the Prime
Minister’s Office that if it failed to accede to his request, then the full
weight of Czechoslovakia’s propaganda machine would be directed
against Hungary’s minority policy. Consequently, as far as internatio-
nal public opinion was concerned, Hungary would be transformed
from accuser to accused. Despite Ammende’s warning, Bethlen did
no more than permit Szeberényi to travel to Geneva, accompanied by
Nindor Bernoldk, leader of the government’s puppet organisation.3?
In the end, Szeberényi failed to take part in the Congress’s meetings
and the Slovak question was removed from the agenda indefinitely.
Nevertheless, the incident caused a crisis of confidence in relations
between Ammende and the Hungarian government.

During the final six years of the Congress’s existence, there was
constant tension between the Congress’s leadership and the German
group on the one hand and the various Hungarian actors on the other.
A fundamental change was a significant weakening of Ammende’s
influence in Budapest following Bethlen’s departure from government
and Kdlmén Kanya’s appointment as minister. Kanya harboured a per-
sonal antipathy towards Ammende, because, as Hungarian ambas-
sador to Berlin, he had been called to account by Ammende for the
shortcomings of Hungarian minority policy. Moreover, Kinya was
sceptical that the benefits of the Congress’s activities were
proportionate to the financial sums invested.4’ Thus, under Kanya,

37 Bundesarchiv (BA), Nachla Wilfan (N 1.250), Fasz. 5. 1174. Ammende’s letter to Wilfan.
Vienna, 10. 8. 1933.

38 MOL, K 64, 1931-47-579. Ammende’s letter to Bethlen. Vienna, 9. 7. 1931.

¥ MOL, K 64, 1931-47-579. Kristoffy's comments, dated 24 July, on Ammende’s letter to
Khuen. Ammende’s letter to Khuen-Heéderviry. Vienna, 18. 7. 1931.

4 MOL, K 64, 1935-47. nn. Memorandum without title or date. (Probably written by Kris-

toffy, definitely in 1935.)



the withdrawal of the Hungarian group from the Congress was re-
peatedly raised as a possibility during negotiations between the Prime
Minister’s Office and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Although
Pataky shared Kanya's reservations, he nevertheless accepted Szills
and Jakabffy’s arguments for staying in the Congress. He therefore
consulted with the Foreign Minister and arranged for the continued
payment of support — although the amount was reduced. The
illusions of the Hungarian minority leaders had been dispelled some
time before, but they still considered it important to participate in the
Congress. Their principal fear was that by staying away they would
relinquish the field to other minority politicians who were loyal to
their governments. Additionally, they were unwilling to give up the
opportunity for annual meetings — held in peaceful surroundings at
League of Nations headquarters — between the Hungarian minority
politicians of the three countries.!

An embarrassing dispute concerning the representation of the
German minority in Hungary further deepened the antagonism be-
tween the Hungarian and German groups. Acting behind the backs
of the Hungarian government and the Hungarian delegates, the Ger-
man Foreign Ministry and the European League of German National
Groups invited the Basch group, which was more radical and harsh in
its criticism of the Hungarian government’s minority policy, in place
of the pro-government minority politician Gusztiv Gratz, leader of
the Hungarian German Cultural Association. The dispute — which
prompted Elemér Jakabffy to leave the organisation in order to avoid
association with the radical German group — was never fully
resolved.#2 Indeed, during the Congress’s final two years, the only
instrument preventing an overt schism was an agreement between the
Hungarian and German groups that no German minority politician
from Hungary should take part in Congress meetings as a fully-
fledged representative.

41 OSZK, Kézirattir, F. X, X/28. Sziill6's report on the congress in 1933. Without addressee
or date.
42 BA, N 1.250, Fasz. 8. 849. Jakabffy’s letter to Wilfan. Lugos, 12. 6. 1937.
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I1l. Delegates of the Hungarian minority
in Czechoslovakia and the Congress

To the outside observer, the Hungarian group was a united force at
the Congress’s plenary sessions and committee meetings. Never-
theless, leading figures within the group were less than uniformly
disposed towards the Congress until the early 1930s. Differences in
attitude stemmed from diverse temperaments and from difference
appraisals of the Congress’s objectives and tactics. The Hungarian
representatives from Czechoslovakia were particular adamant in their
opposition to Ammende’s strategy of moderation — a strategy that
adhered strictly to the Congress’s charter, favoured a conceptual
approach to minority issues, and prioritised the survival of the
organisation. On this issue, Sziills, Flachbarth, Jaross and Esterhdzy
were all in agreement.

Delegates of the Hungarian minority in Czechoslovakia, and their
contributions at the conferences

Participants Congress conferences Total/Contrib.

Géza Szillg 25¢, 26¢, 27c, 28a, 29a, 30a, 31a, 32¢, |14/14
33b, 34a, 353, 36¢c, 37c, 38a

Erné Flachbarth |25b, 26a, 27a, 28a,b 4/5
Andor Jaross 29, 30b, 32b 3/2
Janos Esterhazy {31b, 32b 2/2
Laszlo Aixinger |32 1/0
Pal Szvatkd 32 1/0

a) papers; b) remarks; ¢) welcoming speeches

A strained relationship between Ammende and Sziillé was per-
ceptible from the outset. Whereas Sziillé considered the Congress to
be an international forum for disseminating minority propaganda,
Ammende wished to integrate the organisation into international
politics. In Ammende’s view, nothing was more damaging than
radical voices dominating the Congress, for this would lead others to



typify the organisation as a revisionist body.*3 In turn, this would render
the Congress an ineffective actor vis-a-vis the League of Nations and
the international press and would force the German government to
undertake a fundamental review of its policy of support.

At board meetings and — less obviously — at conferences too, Sziill§
applied the same tactics and style he used in the Czechoslovak
parliament.#* It is no accident, therefore, that Otto Junghann, who
arrived in Geneva in 1926 as an observer and a representative of the
League of Nations Association of Germany, reported to the German
Foreign Ministry, citing the example of Sziillg, that “the Hungarians, in
line with their nature, consider the proper resolution of problems to be
of lesser importance, and they appraise the international minority
movement in terms of its direct propaganda effect.” In his in-
auguration speech at the Congress’s second conference, Sziills plan-
ned to severely criticise the League of Nations. It was only under
pressure from the board that he toned down his speech.46

Szillé was very much aware of Ammende’s abilities, whom he
regarded as a talented individual with valuable international
contacts.¥” Even so, as early as 1928, he became convinced that the
Secretary-General was principally serving German interests while
attempting to suppress Hungarian ambitions.*8 Sziillé was basically

43 The role of propaganda in Sziill6’s ideas is well illustrated by a report to the Ministry of Fo-
reign Affairs in 1926: “The Hungarians are operating in a skilful manner, three representa-
tives have already come from Yugoslavia, which is a positive sign. In general, I can state that
the Hungarians' propaganda skills are developing visibly.” OSZK, Kézirattdr, F. X. X/27.
Sziillé’s report to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. No title, 26. 8. 1926.

44 S2iill6’s efforts after the First Vienna Award were praised by Magyar Szemle as follows: “Time
has shown that Géza Sziill6’s persistent and negativist policy was true realpolitik... There was
hardly an international conference or European minority or parliamentarian meeting at which
he failed to appear or failed to remind these in attendance of the circumstances in Czechoslova-
kia. Here too, his work was characterised by the same regular and consistent negativism he exhi-
bited in domestic politics.” Géza Szillé, Magyar Szemle 4 (1938), pp. 372-375.

4 PAAA, R 60464, nn. Otto Junghann, The Second Congress of Nationalities in Geneva,
25-27 October 1926, (Sic. the conference was held in August rather than October). No date.

46 Ibid.

47 “The conference itself is worthless. A valuable person in it is Ammende, who is exceptio-
nally talented, very affordable, and thus very suitable. One could make use of him at this
conference or even at future conferences to be convened by minorities from detached parts
of the Monarchy. I believe he really does enjoy good relations with the most important pa-
pers.” OSZK, Kézirattar, F. X. X/28. Sziill6’s report on the congress in 1933. No date.

46 “At the minority conference, the Germans are prevaricant, and I think that this German in-
terest is represented by Ammende, who is a clever journalist but rather insensitive to the rea-
sons why we Hungarians support the institution.” OSZK, Kézirattdr, F. X. X/27. Sziill6’s re-
port on the Inter-Parliamentary Conference in Berlin. Bratislava (Pozsony), 5. 9. 1928.
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right to draw this conclusion. At any rate, he was not prepared to
stand back and watch, and so he frequently turned board meetings
into a battlefield. He was fully aware that his attitude would win him
few supporters among his colleagues, and he knew that Ammende
disliked or even feared him.4? In this, Sziill was not mistaken. While
paying a visit to the head of the Political Department of the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, Ammende complained about Sziill5, claiming that
the Hungarian minority politician was severely damaging the inter-
ests of the minorities through his appearances on the international
political stage. At the time, Jakabffy shared Ammende’s views. He
regarded Sziillé's aggressiveness and vitriol at conferences as offensive
to all; he proposed that those responsible should remind Sziillé and
Flachbarth to apply scientific objectivity when making their contri-
butions and to avoid behaviour that cast them as propagandists on
a par with Rothermere.50

Even so, to claim that Jakabffy and Sziill, two very different po-
liticians, were always divided by differences of opinion and tension
would be an exaggeration. As Hungarian minority politicians, both
men shared the same final objective. Still, in the view of the more
constructive and objective Jakabfty, Sziillé’s conflictual approach and
cynical style were bound to be ineffective. His reservations were
probably strengthened by the realisation that Szill§ considered Hun-
garians to be superior to the peoples of the successor states, for the
Transylvanian Jakabffy had always considered such feelings of
superiority to be extremely damaging.5! The dissatisfaction was, how-
ever, mutual. Indeed, just a month later, Sziill6 wrote the following
about Jakabffy to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs: “A few inquiries
need to be made about Jakabbfy, because he considers the minority
conference to be an end in itself and is impressed by the size of it; he
finds it difficult to accept that our goal is not to be content minorities

49 “It is very difficult for me to hold my position among these men [i.e. Ammende, Motzkin,
Wilfan - F. E.], but I can do it, because I feel that even though I frequently displease them,
they respect my will.” OSZK, Kézirartar, I. X. X/27. Sziillé’s report on the Inter-Parlia-
mentary Conference in Berlin. Bratislava (Pozsony), 5. 9. 1928.

50 MOL, K 64, 1928-47-488. Apor's daily report. Budapest, 6. 8. 1928.

51 “At dinner, he continued his witticism, which greatly annoyed me at the time. He said such
things as: »Recently, a Slovak politician told me that Hungarians are so conceited because
when they came here a thousand years ago, they had some animal leather on the shoulders.
No, I replied, that's not the reason; it’s because you received us in the servants’ quartersl«”
Jakabfty, Adatok csalddunt tirténethez, p. 53.



in some country or other, but that our final goal is that we should not
be minorities in that foreign country.”52

Sziills harboured a strong antipathy towards the Italian Slovene
Josip Wilfan, the chairman who worked closely with Ammende and
who also lived in Vienna from 1928. His hostility had various causes.
Unlike Sziills, Wilfan was a cautious individual, inclined towards
a mediating role. Moreover, he fostered close contacts with the
Yugoslav Foreign Ministry and was therefore considered by Szillé to
be a leading figure in the Slav lobby that was automatically opposed
to Hungarian interests.”> Despite such reservations, Szilld was
abundantly aware of the Congress’s need for Wilfan — whose de-
parture would have exposed the organisation’s German and Hunga-
rian orientation.> Nevertheless, Sziillé was unwilling to avoid offend-
ing Wilfan, who turned out to be rather sensitive. Following a board
meeting in Vienna in 1937, Sziills wrote the following: “Wilfan is
a sick Slovene agitator with the spirit of a prophet. He almost had
a stroke when 1 confronted him. At any rate, I saw the extent to
which the Slavs hate us, but this gives me strength.”> The antipathy
perceived by Sziillé was indeed present in Wiltan — and not just
because his style was so different from Sziill§’s offensiveness. The
conceptual approach favoured by the Congress suited his purposes
well, and presumably even the Yugoslav government had no
objection, in view of the fact that the Congress’s articles left no room
for the articulation of secessionist objectives. The “academic nature”
of the Congress led Szill6 to condemn not just Wilfan and
Ammende, but also Leo Motzkin, leader of the Jewish group.

As his reports indicate, Sziill§'s favourite German minority
politician appears to have been the Czechoslovak German Wilhelm

52 MOL, K 64, 1928-47-527. Géza Sziill6’s report to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Brati-
slava (Pozsony), 5. 9. 1928.

53 “The chairman of our conference was Wilfan, a passionate Slovene and a Slav of the most
fanatical type, who binds himself to the Hungarians as a member of a minority, but who in
the depths of his soul — I can see and feel it — hates Hungarians.” OSZK, Kézirartar, F. X.
X/27. Sziillé’s report on the Inter-Parliamentary Union’s conference in Berlin. Bratislava
(Pozsony), 5. 9. 1928.

54 MOL, K 64, 1937-47-372. Sziill&'s report on the minority conference’s board meeting. For
Ammende too, it was important that Wilfan belonged to the Slav group. In connection
with the Board’s preparatory visit to London, he proposed to Hasselblatt that the Wilfan
should be given a leading role. BA, N 1. 250, Fasz. 33. Ammende’s letter to Hasselblatt. No
marking. Bombay, 21. 2. 1936.

55 OSZK, Kézirartdr, F. X. X/8. Szilld's report to Pataky. Budapest, 3. 2. 1937.
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Medinger and the Latvian German Paul Schiemann. Medinger,
however, died in 1934, while Schiemann, a man of democratic con-
victions, ceased organising the German minorities at international level
when the Nazis took power in Germany; he subsequently withdrew
from the Congress. By that time, the German minority leaders were
being co-ordinated by Werner Hasselblatt, head of the Berlin office
of the European League of German National Groups. Hasselblatt
was rather willing to co-operate with the new Nazi regime, and it was
he who, after Ammende’s death, took over actual control of the Con-
gress, with the support of Uexkiill-Giildenband and in co-operation
with Wilfan. Sziill§ evaluated his relationship with Hasselblatt and
his associates in terms of Hungarian interests. Although he disliked
Nazi ideology, his criticism of supporters of the radical German line,
which became increasingly dominant after 1934, was not based on
philosophical considerations. Instead, he based his actions on the
extent to which their practical steps accorded with Hungarian
expectations — which he regarded as the sole correct response.”® He
criticised Hasselblatt, whom he referred to as “a philosopher
intoxicated by Nazi ideas and confused by Hegelian definitions”,
essentially for the same reason as he criticised Rutha, the foreign
policy spokesman of the Sudeten German Party, namely for excessive
passivity.>’ In the end, the relationship between Hasselblatt and
Szill6 deteriorated to such an extent that the tug-of-war concerning
the representation of the German minority in Hungary escalated into
mutual threats and sermonising at the Stockholm conference in
1938.58

Flachbarth, Esterhdzy and Jaross were essentially in agreement
with Sziills; they too wished to broaden the Congress’s scope, which
they considered to be excessively narrow. All three men committed
multiple violations of the rule prohibiting the public criticism of

“At the conference in Stockholm, it was evident that the Nazi German delegates in atten-
dance were just as hostile to the Hungarians as they were to the Slavs. Hasselblatt's malice
is tarred with the same brush as Wilfan'’s. The irresolute manner of the deceased Ammende
was better than the current trio of Uexkiill, Hasselblatt and Wilfan.” OSZK, Kézirattir,
F. X. X/24. Sziill§’s report on the minority conference held in Stockholm in August 1938.
No date.

OSZK, Kézirattdr, F. X. X/38. 5ziills’s report on the minority conference’s board meeting
held in Vienna on 6-7 August 1936. No date.

38 OSZK, Kézirattar, F. X. X/24. Sziillo's report on the minority conference held in Stock-
holm in August 1938. No date.



sovereign states. They and representatives of the Ukrainian minority
in Poland were the only delegates called to order on several occasions
by the presiding chairman. Hungarian demands for a detailed and
critical debate and the naming of states were not just made at the time
of the fight for the publication of a volume entitled Sizuation Reports.
In 1930, for instance, during his first speech to a Congress confe-
rence, Andor Jaross addressed primarily the discriminatory practices
of the lesser states in Central Europe that had gained territory after
the war.?? He severely criticised Poland, Romania, Greece, Czecho-
slovakia and Yugoslavia. In doing so, however, he violated the articles
of the Congress, a fact made quite plain to him by Wilfan.60

In light of the above events, it was perhaps inevitable that the
conflict between the chairman, Wilfan, and the radical Czecho-
slovakian Hungarian group should become more acute at the Vienna
conference of 1932. Rather than address a point on the agenda, Janos
Esterhdzy pilloried the discriminatory policies of Czechoslo-
vakia's government.®! Wilfan interrupted Esterhdzy’s speech on three
occasions, and a lively polemical argument arose between the younger
Hungarian politician and the older Slovene. Several times Wilfan
called Esterhdzy to order, citing the articles of the Congress. But
Esterhdzy refused to comply, and so Wilfan interrupted the meeting,
suffering a heart attack as he left the chamber. At the afternoon
session, in a short but tough speech, Jaross expressed his support for
Esterhdzy’s position: “The time will come when the Congress will
have to take a more radical position. The many theoretical disputes
no longer interest the minority peoples. They are waiting for im-
portant words that draw the attention of the whole world.”62

In the late 1920s, Szillé criticised the Congress on several
occasions in his reports to the Prime Minister’s Office. A contri-
buting factor was his growing perception of German domination of
the Congress. After Germany’s exit from the League in 1933,
Germany had even less interest in radicalising the Congress’s tone. In
the mid-1930s, however, the German group launched a series of

39 Sitzungsbericht [... ] 1930, pp. 78-83.

60 “It's up to everyone to decide how to speak outside the Congresses, but at Congresses we
must look for a solution to the minority problems within the framework of states.” Ibid.,
p. 80.

61 For the lecture and the minutes of the debate, see Sitzungsbericht [...] 1932, pp. 125-129.

62 Tbid., p. 141.
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initiatives aimed at influencing the British public. It even began plann-
ing for a conference to be held in London in 1937. As far as the Ger-
mans were concerned, the real objective of the London conference
was two-fold: to provide a legal platform for politicians of the Sudeten
German Party and to inform British public opinion of the grievances
and demands of the German minority in Czechoslovakia.63

The Hungarian Foreign Minister supported the proposed
conference in London, because he believed that progress by the
Sudeten Germans would also benefit the Hungarian minority.64 In
the end, the conference turned out to be very similar to previous
conferences. Conference speakers concentrated on the failings of the
League of Nations and the need for reform, while advancing minority
autonomy as a possible means of resolving conflict.65 A further
demand was that the Congress be recognised as a proper negotiating
partner as part of the League’s reform. A weakness of the London
conference was that Germans evidently accounted for half of the
representatives in attendance, and that many of them had come from
Czechoslovakia.®¢ Moreover, although Sziillé considered the London
conference to have been a profitable exercise, his opinion was far less
positive that that of his German colleagues. Unlike Hasselblatt, he
was dissatisfied with both the conference’s organisation and the
response it received in the press. In his view, the whole event had been
perceived by the international community as a German affair, owing
to the large number of German delegates. This had greatly reduced
its propaganda value.®7

Following the political advance of the Sudeten German Party in
Czechoslovakia, Sziillé cast his antipathy aside and demonstrated
a willingness to be more flexible with regard to the representation of

63 PAAA, R 60533, L 497889. Hasselblatt’s letter to Twardowski. London, 17. 7. 1937.

64 PAAA, R 60533, L 497860-L 497861. Hasselblatt’s report on conversations held during

the League of Nations General Assembly.

For a summary of the lectures by Josika and Balogh, see “A szervezett nemzetkisebbségek

kongresszusa L.ondonban, Jésika Jinos baré eléaddsa az Orszdgos Magyar Pirt kisebbségi

szakosztilyanak 1937. szeptember 3-in Sepsiszentgydrgyén megtartott iilésén.” [The Con-

gress of Organised National Minorities in London. Baron Jdnos Josika's Lecture to the

Minority Department of the National Hungarian Party at a Meeting in Sepsiszentgyorgy

on 3 September 1937], Magyar Kisebbség, 1 October 1937, pp. 502-506.

66 Twenty-eight delegates attended the London conference. Sixteen of them were German, of
which 6 came from Czechoslovakia.

67 MOL, K 64, 1937-47-408. Sziillé's report on the minority congress in London. No date.



the German minority in Hungary. His position was less strident than
Jakabffy’s. Indeed, he wished to sweep any differences under the
carpet for the time being.%® Sziill§ subordinated the issue of Hun-
gary’s German minority to the political situation in Czechoslovakia.
He was concerned that the Hungarian German Cultural Association,
which had been “organised on Hungarian national lines and was
supported by the Hungarian state”, had been bluntly rejected by
German delegates. In order to support the London conference, which
he hoped would further weaken Czechoslovakia, he was prepared to
accept a compromise whereby no representative of the German
minority in Hungary would officially attend the conferences of the
Congress. His argument fell on receptive ears, and the Hungarian
government consented to a “temporary cease-fire”.6?

Nevertheless, after the Stockholm conference in 1938, Sziillg
proposed to the Hungarian government that the Hungarian group
should withdraw immediately from the Congress and thereby “liquidate”
an organisation that no longer had a purpose. Although Sziillé was
clearly upset at Hasselblatt’s strident manner, nevertheless his
proposal was no transitory whim based on passing emotion. Instead,
his change in position seems to have been motivated by major
political events. After Austria’s annexation by Nazi Germany, the
noose was rapidly tightening around Czechoslovakia, and territorial
revision was anticipated. Under such circumstances, the Congress,
having already suffered a decline, was clearly redundant.

After the Munich Agreement, the German minority politicians
tried to resuscitate the organisation, seeking to hold a conference in
1939. As preparations for the conference were underway, Secretary-
General Uexkiill-Giildenband travelled to Budapest, where the
Hungarian government failed to assure him that the Hungarian
groups would take part. Like his predecessor, Hungarian Foreign
Minister Csaky was highly sceptical of the value of the Congress and

68 “ ..my aim here is to use the strength of the Germans to promote our cause. This is the re-
ason why I do in fact accept Henlein's legislative proposals — in which claims are made
which strengthen the minorities, thus the Germans in respect of Hungary, but also the
Hungarians in respect of Czechoslovakia - because if this legislation goes through, then it
will mean no less than »finis Ceccoslovakia«”. OSZK, Kéziratrdr, F. X. X/8. Sziill6’s report.
30.5.1937.

69 OSZK, Kézirattir, F. X. X/40. Agreement between Géza Szillé and Heinrich Rutha. Bra-
tislava (Pozsony), 1. 7. 1937.
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reluctant to offer his support.”0 If the Hungarian delegates had
attended the conference, then, by agreement, the Hungarian minority
in Slovakia would have been represented by Janos Esterhdzy rather
than by Géza Sziillg, as the latter had become a Hungarian citizen
following the First Vienna Award...

70 BA, Deutsche Stiftung, (R 8043)/1000, pp. 7-12. Uexkiill-Giildenband, Report on my
journey to Hungary, Yugoslavia and Romania. 12 April-4 May 1939.



Laszlé Szarka

The Principle and Practice

of Ethnic Revision in Hungary’s
Foreign Policy in Connection
with the First Vienna Award

There is a consensus among international historians concerned with
border conflicts and frontier revision in Central Europe in the 20th
century that the principal aim of Hungarian foreign policy between
the two world wars was to secure the most favourable revision of the
frontiers instituted by the Treaty of Trianon (1920). Nevertheless,
non-Hungarian scholars of the history of Hungary’s revisionist
efforts still approach the regional and international context of such
efforts in a rather inarticulate manner, hardly distinguishing between
Hungarian foreign policy propaganda and the objectives of
Hungary’s official foreign relations.!

In this regard, the most recent findings of researchers in Hungary
are more subtle and discerning; they indicate essential differences
between the policies of Hungary’s various interwar governments.2

1 See, for instance, recent Czech and Slovak works such as Ladislav Deak, Viedenskd arbitriz.
2. november 1938. Dokumenty I-III. [ Vienna Award, 2nd of November, 1938 I-111.], Martin
2002, 2003, 2006; Jindfich Dejmek, Ccskos!owm&o,jfba sousedé a velmoct ve XX stoleti (1918
az 1992}, Vybrané kapitoly z déjin ieskoslovenské zahranicni politiky [ Czechoslovakia, its Ne-
ighbours and the Great Powers in the 20™ Century (1918-1992). Selected Chapters from
the History of Foreign Relations of Czechoslovakial, Praha 2002.

2 Aniké Kovics-Bertrand, Der ungarische Revisionismus nach dem Ersten Weltkrieg. Der
publizistische Kampf gegen den Friedenvertrag von Trianon (1918-1931), Miinchen 1997;
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Within the context of diplomatic history, the revisionist objectives
of Hungarian foreign policy may be defined as manifestations of
a foreign policy programme which although it expressed a demand
for the restoration of the status quo ante, nevertheless employed a gra-
dualist approach to border revision rather than seek, unrealistically,
the integral (global) revision of the Trianon borders. In Hungarian
propaganda and foreign policy decision-making, ethnic and integral
revision thus became means and objectives that were sometimes
complementary and sometimes contradictory.

On 22 May 1929, seeking to clarify misunderstandings arising
from the Rothermere campaign, Hungarian Foreign Minister Lajos
Walko sent a circular to Hungarian ambassadors in which he analysed
the relationship between ethnic and integral revision. Walko,
a member of the Bethlen government, pointed out to the ambas-
sadors that it would be unwise to stress the ethnic principle and the
associated possibility of a partial revision of the borders, because
this would jeopardise Hungary’s efforts to achieve a complete revi-

Aniké Kovics, Adalékok a magyar reviziés mozgalom torténetéhez [On the history of the
Hungarian revisionist movement], Regis 3 (1994); Pil Pritz, Magyar diplomicia a kcr ha-
borti kézodte. Tanulmdnyok [Hungarian diplomacy between the two wars. Studies], Buda-
pest 1995; Igndc Romsics (ed.), Trianon és a magyar politikai gondolkodds 1920-1953
[Trianon and Hungarian political thought 1920-1953], Budapest 1998; Magda Adim, The
Munich Crisis and Hungary: The Fall of the Versailles Settlement in Central Europe, in:
The Munich Crisi, 1938. Prelude to World War I, London 1999, 82-121; Miklos Zeidler,
Mozgastér a kényszerpidlydn. A magyar kiilpolitika ,valasztdsai” a két vilighdbora kozott
[Room for manoeuvre on a fixed track. Hungarian foreign policy “choices” between the two
world wars], in: Igndc Romsics (ed.), Mitoszok, legendak, tévhitek a 20. szdzadi magyar
worténelemrdl, Budapest 2002, pp. 202-203; Baldzs Ablonczy, Trianon-legendak [Trianon
legends], ibid., pp. 132-161; Miklés Zeidler, A revizids gondolat [Revisionism], Budapest
2001; A magyar irredenta kultusz a két vildghdbori kizétt [The Hungarian irredentist cult
between the two world wars], Budapest 2002; Gergely Sallai, Az elsg bécsi dintés [The first
Vienna Award], Budapest 2002; Balizs Ablonczy, Teleki Pil [Pl Teleki], Budapest 2005.
Recent objective Czech and Slovak works include: Eva Irmanovd, Madarskoe a versaillesky
system: [Hungary and the Versailles System], Usti nad Labem 2002, and several studies by
Andrej Toth, including Vysledek prvniho restauracniho pokusu Karla Habsburského v Ma-
darsku na jafe 1921 — uzavieni eskoslovensko-rumunské malodohodové spojenecké [The
Result of the First Restoration Attempt of King Charles in Hungary in the Spring of 1921:
the Signing of the Czechoslovak-Romanian Alliance Agreement], Slovansky prebled 4
(2002), pp. 521-533; Miroslav Michela, Reakcia slovenskych politickych kruhov a tlage na
Rothermerovu akciu 1927-1928 [Reaction of the Slovak Politics and the Press to the Acti-
on of Lord Rothermere 1927-1928], Historicky éasopis 3 (2004), pp. 503-522; Miroslav
Michela, A Rothermere-akeio visszhangja Csehszlovikidban 1927-1928 [Reaction in Cze-
choslovakia to the Rothermere campaign, 1927-1928], Szdzadsk 6 (2005). http://www.sza-
zadok.hu/archiv/pdf/0506mm.pdf



sion.? In another approach, Hungarian proponents of revision such as
P4l Teleki and Istvin Bethlen chose to emphasise historical (integral)
demands or partial (ethnic) claims depending on whether they were
trying to influence Hungarian or international public opinion.?

Considering the international objectives of the Horthy regime, the
choice between ethnic or integral revision (the latter implying the
restitution of historical Hungary) was the fundamental issue faced by
Hungary as it formulated territorial claims against its neighbours and
made specific claims at the time of the territorial changes prior to the
Second World War. This applied to the Transylvanian, Banat and
Székely regions as well as to the clarification of objectives concerning
areas in Czechoslovakia with Hungarian or non-Hungarian majorities.

Hungary considered support from the major European powers to
be the most important means of realising this strategy. In this sense,
frontier revision was defined in the interwar period as a political goal
that was to be achieved exclusively by diplomatic means. Ethnic re-
visionist demands were a constant feature of Hungarian government
policy towards the Hungarian minorities in Romania, Czechoslo-
vakia and Yugoslavia. Indeed, although Hungary attempted to utilise
the opportunities provided by the minority protection system, the
Hungarian government repeatedly reminded Hungarian minority
leaders in the three successor states that it considered territorial revi-
sion to be the optimal solution.

3 Magyar Orszigos Levéltir [National Hungarian Archives] (MOL), K-63, 3259/1927,
1930-21/25-216. The circular letter is cited in Gyérgy Rinki {ed.), Magyarorszdg térténete
1918-1919, 1919-1945 [The history of Hungary, 1918-1919, 1919-1945], Budapest 1978,
p. 559.

4 This is illustrated by Istvin Bethlen’s speech at Hdsok Square, Budapest on 26 May 1929,
in which he surprised his audience by explicitly expressing faith in the legitimacy of the
demand for “everything back!” — which called into question his previous and subsequent
foreign policy position, including the revisionist claims made at Debrecen in March 1928,
Kovics-Bertrand, Der ungarische Revisionismus, pp. 218-220, pp. 236-237.

5 The diversity of the ideas of Pil Teleki, Istvin Bethlen and Gyula Gémbos concerning the

reacquisition of Czechoslovak territories that had belonged to the Kingdom of Hungary

before 1918, is reflected in the variability and uncertainty of revisionist aims with regard to

Upper Hungary. For more details on this, see the studies by Baldzs Ablonczy, Lérint Péteri

and Miklés Zeidler in: Romsics (ed.), Trianen és a magyar politikai gondolkodds, p. 24,

pp- 35-38, pp. 80-83.

For connections between Hungarian minority protection and revision, see Ferenc Eiler,

Kisebbségi kitlpolitika. Cschszlovikiai magyar részvétel az Eurépai Nemzetiségi Kongress-

zus tevékenységében 1925-1938 [Minority foreign policy. Participation of Czechoslovakia-

’s Hungarians in the activities of the European Minority People’s Congress, 1925-1938],

Forum Tiirsadalomtudomdnyi Szemle 3 (2005), pp. 123-140.
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Lajos Steier, a conservative historian who was considered an authority
on the Slovak issue after 1920 described Hungary’s revisionist pro-
gramme vis-a-vis Czechoslovakia as homogeneous — at three different
levels. First, as far as “Upper Hungary” was concerned, Hungarian
revisionism had just one aim, namely “the natural reintegration of
a base [established over] a thousand years” — a reintegration that
would prevent the further atomisation of Central Europe. Second,
according to a study published by Steier in 1933, in the light of this
primary objective, Hungary could not be satisfied with border
amendments based on the ethnic principle, since a crucial aim of
Hungarian revisionism (understood as a complex of political and
territorial issues) was the establishment of “Hungarian solidarity” as
a part of Central European integration — that is, the merger of all
Slovakia with Hungary. Third, in the mid-1930s, efforts to “rescue
parts of the nation” annexed by Czechoslovakia were regarded by the
Hungarian public as the most important foundation for all such
efforts.”

At the same time, it is clear that the nation-state realities of
interwar Central Europe that were reflected in Steier’s three-level
revisionist model, were the greatest obstacles to its implementation in
practice. Indeed, without the re-establishment of the Habsburg
empire, the reintegration of the pre-1918 Hungarian state was — after
1920 — just as unrealistic as the notion of a Habsburg restoration.
Similarly, the background and foreign and domestic policy conditions
necessary for the establishment of a Hungarian-Slovak joint state
were absent. Yet this was the point of departure for revisionist plann-
ing with regard to “Upper Hungary” for some time — and until as late
as 1938 in the case of certain leading Hungarian politicians, who
usually referred to it as the realistic outcome of a plebiscite designed
to settle the fate of the region.8

Hungarian settlements in “Upper Hungary” were surveyed in
geographical, demographic and statistical research that was overseen
by Pil Teleki and served mainly revisionist objectives for areas close to
the national frontier and within the so-called “precise” and “banded”

7 Lajos Steier, Felsémagyarorszdg és a revizid [Upper Hungary and revision], Budapest 1933,

p. 25; pp. 32-33.

In this regard, see the development of the plans of Istvin Bethlen. Lorant Péteri, Bethlen
Istvin [Istvan Bethlen], in: Romsics (ed.), Trianon é a magyar politikai gondolkodds, pp. 37-38,
pp. 45-46.



linguistic boundaries. Conductors of the survey attached great
importance to even slight changes in the Hungarian—Slovak ethnic
boundary or in the ethnic composition of the towns and cities of the
region, especially in Bratislava (Pozsony) and Kosice (Kassa), as well
as to radical ethnic changes in Uzhorod (Ungvir) — the result of
immigration and assimilation.”

Although all leading foreign policy decision-makers and autho-
ritative figures were aware of the grave geopolitical, foreign policy and
military risks and threats arising from revisionism, nevertheless Hun-
garian decision-makers could not resist the temptation of frontier
revision at the time of the Anschluss and the Czechoslovak crisis of
1938.10

Nevertheless, the ethnic principle laid down in the (Four-Power)
Munich Agreement and in its supplementary protocol relating to
Hungary set clear limits to the excessive territorial claims associated
with integral revision.1! Following the Munich Agreement, Hunga-
rian diplomacy’s emphasis on ethnic revision as well as its support for
German rearmament and the anti-Comintern pact as the practical
expression of its revisionism, gave rise to a growing contradiction with
its previous principles. In a leading article published on 20 August
1938 (the national holiday), Istvin Bethlen expressed his concerns
and anxieties with regard to the revisionist political course directed by
the Germans: “We shall perish in revisionism; it will engulf us in war.
We have regained Upper Hungary, which is a good thing; and we
have got Ruthenia back too, we can digest them, receive them, and
administer them. Transylvania will be next; I dread what will happen
then. If Transylvania is returned, we shall for ever be indebted to the
Germans, who will then demand we pay the price. And this price will

9 Andris Ronai, Térképezett térténelem [Mapped history], Budapest 1988, p. 124.

The foundation of Hungarian foreign policy, a strategy defined as peaceful and based on

a negotiated revision guaranteed by the European great powers, was pushed aside at the ti-

me of the Kiel talks in August 1938 and in the autumn months of the Czechoslovak crisis.

Pil Pritz, A kieli talilkozé. Forraskritikai tanulmany [The Kiel conference. A source criti-

cism study], Szdzadok 3 (1974), pp. 646-680.

11 In a supplementary statement to the Munich Agreement, representatives of the four powers
provided for the Hungarian and Polish question in Czechoslovakia as follows: “The heads
of government of the four powers declare that the question of the Polish and Hungarian
minorities in Czechoslovakia, if such is not settled by agreement between the governments
involved within the next three months, shall become the subject of a new meeting between
the heads of government present here.” Dénes Halmossy (ed.), Nemzetkozi szerzidések
1918-1945 [International treatics 1918-1945], Budapest 1983.
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be making war alongside them; the country itself will be the price of
revision.”!2 Similar thoughts were expressed by Pil Teleki to a group
of close associates.

Earlier and more recent source publications have partially clarified
the manner in which integral revision was gradually replaced by
ethnic revision. Integral revision was present throughout the period in
the “all or nothing” demands of revisionist propaganda, but alongside
such demands — and increasingly in place of them — ethnic revision
became the priority. Hungarian diplomacy had wished to prepare for
such frontier revision by gaining the support of the major European
powers, thereby establishing some kind of European consensus; however,
this became increasingly unlikely with the rise of Nazi Germany.13

From the outset, successive Hungarian governments sought to
supplement ethnic revisionist demands and the strategy of focussing
on the annexation of Hungarian-populated areas of the adjacent
countries with illusory demands for plebiscites to be held in all areas
that had historically belonged to Hungary. The preliminary proposals
of Nationalities” Minister Oskdr Jaszi, the demands for a plebiscite
submitted by the Hungarian peace delegation led by Albert Apponyi
to the Paris Peace Conference in January 1920, and the Hungarian
plans put forward at secret French-Hungarian negotiations in May
1920, sought the drafting of final borders based on plebiscites.14

As far as decisions on territorial questions were concerned, plebis-
cites proved to be effective only in well-defined compact areas and
where they were subject to international supervision. In 1920, neither
the great powers nor Hungary’s neighbours regarded plebiscites as the
appropriate means of determining the fate of territory lost by Hunga-
ry, and their position was closely linked with the ethnic composition
and spatial structure of the territories under discussion. Prior to the
finalisation of the borders at Trianon, the Hungarian government
urged the holding of plebiscites with regard to all annexed territory.
According to a speech made by Apponyi to the Supreme Council of
the peace conference on 16 January 1920, Hungary would have been
prepared to accept unconditionally the results of plebiscites supported

12 Miklés Zeidler cites Teleki’s fears, which proved to be legitimate, from the memoirs of
Gyérgy Barcza. Gyérgy Barcza, Diplomataéveim 1911-1945 [My years as a diplomat 1911~
—1945], Budapest 1994. Zeidler, Mozgdstér a kényszerpdlydn, p. 193.

13 Zeidler, 4 revizids gondolat, pp. 85-87.

1 Zeidler, Mozgdstér a kényszerpdlydn, pp. 170-171.



by the peace conference.l® The plebiscite principle arose once again
in connection with the Czecho-Slovak-Hungarian border disputes of
1938: at the negotiations in Komdrno, Hungary proposed the holding
of plebiscites in seven disputed border zones. The German govern-
ment — and Hitler personally — intervened to dissuade the Hungarian
leadership from pressing its demand, and indeed the opportunity was
soon lost.10

All the leading Hungarian politicians of the era were aware of the
internal conflict between integral and ethnic revision. Even Pal Teleki,
the most committed supporter of integral revision, was forced to
acknowledge European (and Central European) nation-state realities
and to accept the alternative of ethnic-based territorial changes.1”

Arguments in the territorial disputes between Hungary
and Czechoslovakia

As far as Hungarian-Czechoslovak relations were concerned, the
Hungarian proposals made during negotiations held in Bruck, Ma-
ridnské Ldzné (Marienbad) and Brno in 1921 considered partial
(ethnic) revision and the ethnic adjustment of borders to be pre-
requisite to a bilateral settlement.!8 This explains the avid interest in

15 In the name of this idea (national self-determination, the principle put forward by US Pre-
sident Wilson), which is incidentally an axiom of healthy human ideas based on morals, we
demand a plebiscite for those parts of our country which they wish to separate from us.
I declare that we do in advance submit to the result of this plebiscite, whatever it may be.
Of course, we demand that the plebiscite should be held under circumstances which ensure
its freedom.” Magda Adam, Gy626 Cholnoky (eds.), Trianon. A magyar bekekildittseg teve-
kenysége 1920-ban. Vilsgatds a magyar béketargyaldsok. Jelentés a magyar békekildottség
miuikédeseral Neully-sur-Seineb-ben I-11. kitetébol. Terkeépmellekiet ILL/B. kitet. Budapest 1920~
~1921 [Trianon. The work of the Hungarian peace delegation in 1920. Selection from the
Hungarian peace negotiations. Report on the operation of the Hungarian peace delegation.
In Neully-sur-Seine, vols. I-11. Map appendix I11/B. vol. Budapest 1920-1921], Budapest
2000, p. 227.

16 Sallai, Az elsé bécsi dontés.

17 Ablonczy, Teleki Pdl, pp. 240-241.

At negotiations held on 14-15 March 1921 in Bruck, Austria between the Hungarian pri-
me minister Pil Teleki and foreign minister Gusztiv Gratz and Czechoslovak foreign mi-
nister Edvard Benes, it was mentioned that Prague was ready to make territorial concessi-
ons to Hungary, but that in exchange Prague wished to receive a guarantee for the
Hungarian-Czechoslovak border. Ferenc Boros, Magyar-csebszlovdk kapesolatok 1918-
1921-ben [Hungarian-Czechoslovak relations in 1918-1921], Budapest 1970, pp. 275-81.
Liszlo Szarka, Kisebbségvédelem, reciprocits, revizié [ Minority protection, reciprocity, re-
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Hungary for statements made by President Masaryk concerning the
possible return of the Csallokoz region or other areas with Hungarian
majorities. In the interwar period, relations between Hungary and
Czechoslovakia were among the most tempestuous in East Central
Europe, and this was particularly true after Hitler’s rise to power in Ger-
many and increased co-operation between Hungary and Germany in
foreign policy.1?

In addition to revisionist plans focussing on border areas with Hun-
garian majorities, throughout the period revisionist plans based on
a combination of historical, geographical and economic principles were
put forward in relation to the Carpathian region, Transylvania and the
Banat and Vojvodina regions. These were the ideas which — as shown
by the example of Gyula Gémbos's plans of 1934 — tried to provide
a rationale for Hungarian claims to territories without Hungarian
majorities such as the Carpathian region and parts of Transylvania.20

In this regard, one can perceive, in the revisionist ideology relating
to Slovakia and the Carpathian region, the continuous mixing of
elements of ethnic and integral revisionism. This applies in particular
to the Carpathian region, where Hungarian foreign policy focussed on
historical arguments for its re-annexation, while establishing that the
region’s Ruthenian majority did not belong to the majority population
within Czechoslovakia as well as reminding the international
community of Czechoslovakia’s failure to introduce Carpathian auto-
nomy as foreseen under the minority protection treaty of 1919.21

vision), in: Fejezetek a csehszlovdkiai magyarsdg torténetébsl, Bratislava 1993, p. 91; Endre
Toth, Az elsé kétoldalu tirgyalisok Csehszlovikia és Magyarorszag kdzote (1921) — Bruck
an der Leitha (I-11.) [The first bilateral negotiations between Czechoslovak and Hungary
(1921) = Bruck an der Leitha (I-11.)], Férum — Tirsadalomtudomdnyi Szemle 1-2 (2002).
http://epa.oszk.hu/00000/00033/00009/toth.htm

For relations between Czechoslovakia and Hungary, see Ladislav Deik, Hra o Slovensko
v politike Madarska a Polska v rokoch 1933-1939 [Game for Slovakia in the Politics of Hun-
gary and Poland in 1933-1939], Brartislava 1991; Dejmek, Cestoslovensko, pp- 199-207.

19 Laszlé Szarka, Zmeny v narodnostnej politike T. G. Masaryka po roku 1918 [Changes in
the Nationality Politics of T. G. Masaryk after 1918], in: T G. Masaryk a stiedni Evropa,
Brno 1994, pp. 43-50.

20 Miklés Zeidler, Gombas Gyula [Gyula Gémbés], in: Romsics, Trianon és a magyar politikai
gondslkodas, pp. 87-91.

21 Csilla Fedinec (ed.), Karpatalia 1938-1941. Magyar és ukrdn térténeti kizelités [The Carpat-
hian region 1938-1941. The Hungarian and Ukrainian historical approach], Budapest
2004, pp. 217-275; Csilla Fedinec, Kirpitaljai autonomia-koncepciok 1918-1944 kézott
[Carpathian autonomy ideas, 1918~1944], Kisebbsegkutatds 3 (2001), pp. 450-469; Csilla
Fedinee, Kdrpataljai autonémia, hatdrviltozasok 1918-1944 [Carpathian autonomy, border
changes 1918-1944], in: Cecilia Pasztor (ed.), “... abol a hatdr elvdlaszt™ Trianon és kivet-



Even today, there is some disagreement among Czech, Slovak and
Hungarian historians concerning whether or not Hungarian foreign
policy makers were aware that this alternative was not realistic after
1920 — despite its hopes for a Hungarian orientation among a more
actively autonomous Slovak political elite and the return of the Slovak
nation to Hungary. The ambivalent relations maintained with Hlinka
and his group, the Tuka affair and its aftermath, and the failure of
Slovak-Hungarian cooperation in Slovakia, were signs of the Slovak
elite’s reluctance to seek a solution in Budapest even at the time of the
Czechoslovak crisis.22

Hungarian planners that sought Hungarian-Slovak co-operation
even after 1938, ignored the rapid progress of Slovak national deve-
lopment during the two decades of the Czechoslovak Republic — it
had progressed just as swiftly as Croatian, Slovenian or even Austria
national development. They also disregarded the fact that this develop-
ment had been accompanied by a constant strengthening of the
Slovak autonomous movement.

With a view to changing the opinions and positions of the Slovak
leaders, Janos Esterhdzy contacted Jozef Tiso. The latter, however,
remained true to the second Czech-Slovak Republic both during the
Munich Crisis and in the weeks leading up to the Vienna Award.23
He was inclined to do so because he recognised that political trends
in Central Europe — which were increasingly set by Hitler — would
sooner or later enable him to set up an independent Slovak state.24

kezményei a Kdrpdt-medencében [*... where the border divides” Trianon and its consequen-
ces in the Carpathian basin], Salgétarjan 2002, pp. 415-436.

22 A particular burden on Hungarian-Slovak relations was the Tuka affair, during which Tu-
ka's relationship with the Hungarian government became clearly apparent, a relationship
which had never been decisive in the internal political decisions of Czechoslovakia. See
Timea Veres, A Tuka-per kiszvetlen elézményei a cseh és szlovik sajtoban [The immediate
antecedents of the Tuka case in the Czech and Slovak press], Forum — Tirsadalomtudomdnyi
Szemle 1 (2004). http://www.foruminst.sk/publ/szemle/2004_1/szemle_2004_1_veres.pdf

23 Ladislav Dedk, Viedenskd arbitrdz 2. november 1938 — Mnichov pre Slovensko [Vienna
Award, 274 of November, 1938], Veda 1993, p- 105; Salla, Az els6 beécsi dintés, p. 75.

24 Despite all the internal conflicts of the Czech-Slovak relationship, both before and after the
Munich crisis, a compromise was found which could have preserved the legal institution of
Slovak autonomy without further measures by Hitler. Tiso’s negotiations in Berlin in Octo-
ber 1938, which were commissioned by the Czecho-Slovak government and addressed
Hungarian territorial claims, won Hitler's support for the Slovak position with regard to
Bratislava, Nitra and Kosice. Such German support strengthened opposition to Hungary'’s
stance in Slovak government circles.
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In 1938, Tiso’s personal envoy Jian Farka$ travelled to Warsaw and
Budapest to gauge the positions and policies of the two governments
with regard to the newly independent Slovakia. In the course of
consultations with Foreign Minister Kdlmédn Kinya, which were
attended by Pal Teleki, Gébor Apor, Tibor Pataky and Janos Esterhdzy,
Tiso’s personal envoy was asked whether Slovakia would join forces
with Hungary in the event of Czechoslovakia’s disbandment.2>

In relation to Czechoslovakia and its Hungarian minority and in
connection with the possibilities of Hungarian revisionist foreign
policy in the latter half of the 1930s, one has to consider several
aspects in order to realistically appraise the process leading to the
Vienna Award. Within the great-power context of the Czechoslovak
crisis of 1938, Hungarian foreign policy attempted to maintain the
impression that it sought the combined support of the four European
great powers and that it did indeed enjoy such support — at least at
a theoretical level — under the post-Anschluss circumstances. In their
attempts to counter further Nazi aggression and expansionism, Great
Britain and France may have believed during the weeks and months
of the Czechoslovak crisis that their conciliatory stance would suc-
ceed in halting and appeasing a sabre-rattling Germany. Never-
theless, the main thread of the two West European powers’ policy
towards Central Europe remained counterbalancing the conflict-
enhancing effects of the Berlin-Rome axis, preventive action to
prevent conflict in the powder kegs, and the consequent rejection of
any further frontier revision.

Meanwhile, in Czechoslovakia’s foreign policy isolation, domestic
policy and minority policy developments were more closely linked
with Germany’s increasingly aggressive stance and with an awareness
of the limited usefulness of the Little Entente and the Soviet alliance.
Nevertheless, it is worth analysing in more detail the domestic policy
— above all minority policy — context of the Czechoslovak crisis,
leaving aside for the moment its foreign policy aspects.

Even though the escalation of the minority issue in Czechoslovakia
(which involved the Sudeten German, Slovak, Polish, Ruthenian and

25 According to a brief memorandum of the Slovak politician’s journey, Hungarian govern-
ment circles considered Slovakia’s complete annexation by Hungary to be the ideal solution
even after the Munich Agreement. Jan Rychlik, Ceii a Slovdci ve 20. stoleti. Cesko-slovenské
vztahy 19141945, Bratislava 1997, pp. 321-322.



Hungarian minorities) was closely linked with a post-Anschluss radi-
calisation of Hitler’s foreign policy and its effects on the minorities,
an additional factor was indisputably the unresolved legal and po-
litical situation of the minorities — which comprised more than 50 per
cent of the country’s population. The efforts of Prime Minister Milan
Hodza (1935-1938) to draw up a nationalities’ statute failed to re-
solve the minority issue; a constitutional crisis loomed.26

Such foreign and domestic policy developments stirred Czecho-
slovakia’s two other neighbours — Poland and Hungary — to action.
Even so, in the weeks following the Munich Agreement, it became
clear that in both cases the signing of a bilateral agreement as foreseen
in the supplementary protocols to the Munich agreement would be
unattainable.

The possibility of a bilateral solution, and obstacles raised
at the Komarno negotiations

As noted above, even in the days and weeks following the Munich
Agreement, Hungarian policy-makers considered it possible that
Slovakia would be driven towards Hungary by the Czechoslovak
government crisis and the declaration of Slovak autonomy made at
Zilina (Zsolnay) on 6 October. At the same time, Jozef Tiso’s
reticence towards Hungary and the Slovak government’s outright
rejection of a union between the two countries were acknowledged
with regret by the Hungarian government at a cabinet meeting held
on 7 October 1938 to discuss the consequences of the Slovak de-
claration of autonomy.2”

The speed of events accelerated in early October, and there were
fears that, similarly to the Sudeten German areas, ethnic conflicts
would break out in the Hungarian-inhabited areas of southern Slo-

26 Valerian Bystricky, Nirodnostny $tatit a $titopréavne programy na Slovensku v roku 1938

[The Nationality Statute and Political Law Programs in Slovakia in 1938], Historicky éasopis
1(1992), pp. 52-68; Liszlo Szarka, Narodnostni statut a rozpory mezi Benesem a Hodzou,
Stedni Evropa 26 (1992), pp. 50-53; Josef Harna, Nirodnostni politika Hodzovy vlddy, in:
Ndradnostni otdzka v Polsku a Ceskoslovensku v mezivdleiném obdobi. Shorntk z mezindrodni
védecké konference (26-27. 10. 2004) [ The Nationality Question in Poland and Czechoslo-
vakia between the Two World Wars. Materials of an International Conference], Praha
2005, pp. 94-107.
27 Sallai, Az elsé bécsi déntés, p. 76.
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vakia and in the Carpathian region. The Hungarian government
constantly considered the option of provoking border incidents or
chosing not to prevent them. The Hungarian National Council,
which had been established by representatives of the United Hunga-
rian Party, abandoned its previous caution and adopted a resolution
on 7 October in which it demanded the return to Hungary of all areas
inhabited by Hungarians as soon as possible: “The lawful repre-
sentatives of the Hungarian people in Czechoslovakia declare that true to
the 1000 years of historical past and the sacred bonds of blood, they wish to
return to the mother country, to Hungary.”3

After an intensive exchange of notes, the government in Prague —
fearing a repeat of Poland’s unilateral military solution — accepted the
Hungarian government’s urgent proposal for bilateral negotiations
and appointed a Czechoslovak negotiating team comprising exclu-
sively Slovak delegates and headed by the president of the Slovak
autonomous government Jozef Tiso. Negotiations began on 9 October
at the Town Hall in Komirno (Komdrom); the Hungarian delegation
was headed by Foreign Minister Kdlmédn Kanya.2?

At a session of the ministerial council held on 8 October, Prime
Minister Béla Imrédy and Foreign Minister Kdlmdn Kénya confirm-
ed that the Hungarian proposal to be made at Komarno formulated
Hungary's territorial claims based on the ethnic principle laid down
in the Munich Agreement rather than on historical grounds. Never-
theless, the Hungarian foreign minister indicated that as far as the
Carpathian region was concerned Hungary wished to adhere to the
historical principle, that is, to the re-annexation of the whole of the
Carpathian region. Kinya also emphasised that he was not particu-
larly concerned that the bilateral talks might fail, since in Hungary’s
view the decision of the great powers was of equal value and sufficient
as far as Hungarian interests were concerned. “In the case of Ruthenia,
we continue to demand a plebiscite. Everywhere, we continue fo seek the
return of predominantly Hungarian areas. We are prepared fo negotiate
over a couple of villages at most. In areas inhabited by the western Slovaks
(tdtsag), they comprise 85% of the population. In such areas we may have

28 The full text of the resolution is given in Sallai, Az elsd bécsi dintés, pp. 222-223.

29 Gyula Popély, 1938 — A komdromi magyar-szlovik tirgyalisok [ The Hungarian-Slovak
negotiations in Komdrom|, Histdria 8 (1992), pp. 11-15; Sallai, Az elsg’ bécsi dintés,
pp. 82-103.



no hopes. Like the Germans, we demand that the data of the Hungarian
census of 1910 be taken into account. We do not wish to negotiate for long
with the Czecho-Slovak government. If we are unable to come to an
agreement with them, we shall turn to the great powers for a decision.”0

Hungary’s basic demands for frontier revision were contained in
the official Hungarian territorial proposal submitted during the
Hungarian-Czecho-Slovak negotiations held in Komdrno from 9-13
October 1938. The essence of the proposal was the re-annexation by
Hungary of predominantly Hungarian areas in Slovakia and the
Carpathian region, based on the ethnic data of the Hungarian census
of 1910.31 In its response of 11 October, the Czecho-Slovak delega-
tion firmly rejected the Hungarian territorial proposal, emphasising
Czecho-Slovakia’s insistence on a solution that took into consider-
ation ethnic changes since 1910 as well as Slovak economic interests.32

In disputed cases the Hungarian delegation led by Foreign Minis-
ter Kdlmdn Kidnya considered a non-territorial solution to be
a possibility as far as Bratislava (Pozsony) was concerned. His pro-
posal for a plebiscite in Bratislava turned out to be just as unrealistic
as the offers made by the Hungarian delegation in many other
disputed areas.33 Despite the demands made by Bratislava’s
Hungarian population to the negotiators in Komarno, Point 5 of the
Vienna Award in the end provided equal legal status to each of the
three minorities living in the city.3* In the case of Nitra (Nyitra),
Jelsava (Jolsva) and various adjacent villages, it considered further

30 MOL, K 27, Miniszterelnskség. Minisztertandcsi jegyzSkonyvek. 1938. oktober 8. 198.
doboz [Prime ministership. Council of ministers’ minutes. 8 October 1938. Box 198.]
31 For the text of the proposal, see Appendix 1.
32 For the Czecho-Slovak response, see Appendix 2.
33 “If the Slovak delegation, as we may infer from leaked reports, would not be willing at any
price to recognize the right of Hungarians to Bratislava [Pozsony], we shall request the De-
legation not to renounce Bratislava [Pozsony] under such circumstances or any other circu-
mstances, but rather to offer that the issue be decided by plebiscite — of course, while assu-
ring the voting rights of those who lived there in 1918 as well as their descendants. It is our
solemn conviction that such a plebiscite will affirm Bratislava’s [Pozsony’s] unshakeable al-
legiance to the Hungarian nation and to its old homeland.” MOL, K 64, res. pol. -~ 1938.
75. csomo. Pozsonyi magyarok kérelme a komidromi magyar delegicichoz, 1938. oktéber
10. [Petition of Bratislava Hungarians to the Hungarian delegation in Komirom, 10 Octo-
ber 1938.]
“Similarly, a Hungarian-Czechoslovak committee must agree on special rules concerning
the protection of persons of Hungarian ethnicity that remain on Czechoslovak territory
and persons of non-Hungarian descent living in territory that is to be transferred. This
committee shall take special care to secure for the Hungarian national group in Bratislava

34
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negotiations and consultations possible. At the same time, the Hun-
garian proposal — which referred to the fundamental principles laid
down in the Munich Agreement — proved to be unacceptable to the
Czecho-Slovak delegation and the autonomous Slovak government
for a variety of reasons:

As far as the ethnic composition of towns and cities was concern-
ed, the census of 1910 overrepresented the Hungarian population,
owing to assimilation pressures. The extent of the distortion is demon-
strated by the fact that according to the 1910 data, Hungarians
formed a relative majority in Bratislava (Pozsony), Nitra (Nyitra),
Banska Bystrica (Besztercebanya) and Zvolen (Zélyom); indeed, the
effects of Magyarisation could be felt generally and throughout the
bilingual, dual-identity contact zones.

The Czecho-Slovak delegation made no official response to Pdl
Teleki’s opinion, heard many times during the Komarno negotiations,
that between 1910 and 1930 the Hungarian-Slovak ethnic boundary
had changed only in the region’s urban areas, while in the villages
there had been little real movement. For its part, in a counter-
proposal, the Czecho-Slovak delegation chose even to ignore the
ethnic data of the 1930 Czechoslovak census (which it otherwise
regarded as the point of departure); clearly, its aim was to realise
Czecho-Slovak economic, transport and demographic interests when
designating the new boundary.3

From the outset the Hungarian delegation was quite aware that no
Czecho-Slovak government could agree to surrender Nitra (Nyitra),
Kosice (Kassa) or Bratislava (Pozsony), still less the transfer of all
three cities. Although the Hungarian side indicated that it could
conceive of a special agreement — a non-territorial solution — with
regard to Bratislava (Pozsony) and Nitra (Nyitra), the extension of the

the same legal position as for other national groups present there.” The text of the Viennese
court of arbitration is provided in Sallai, Az e/sé bécsi dontés, pp. 235-236.

For the ethnic background to the Vienna Award frontier, see, inter alia, Istvin Hollés, A ré-
gi magyar dllamteriilet népességének fejlédése 1910-1930 kozier [Population development
in the former Hungarian state territory between 1910 and 1930], Hungarian Statistical Ga-
zette, 1932, pp. 891-914; Alajos Kovics, A magyar-tét nyelvhatir viltozdsai az utolso két
évszazadban [Changes in the Hungarian-Slovak linguistic boundary in the past two centu-
ries], Szdzadok, 1938, pp. 561-575; Liszlé Fogarassy, Pozsony viros nemzetiségi dsszetéte-
le [The ethnic composition of the city of Bratislava], A/f/d 8 (1982) pp. 59-74. For a detai-
led analysis of the Hungarian and Czecho-Slovak territorial proposals, see Sallai, Az elsé
becst dontés, pp. 82-103.
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ethnic argument to the three cities essentially ruled out the signing of
a bilateral agreement at Komdrno.36

The central governments of both countries as well as the auto-
nomous Slovak government hoped that the public failure of bilateral
negotiations might be followed by a result at the great powers’ arbi-
tration court that was more favourable to any concession that might
have been achieved in bilateral talks. Moreover, even after Komdrno,
most of the Hungarian cabinet considered British, French, Italian
and German involvement in the decision-making process more im-
portant than a compromise solution negotiated with the Czecho-
Slovak government. Thus, after the failure at Komarno, diplomatic
offensives were launched by both the Czecho-Slovak and Hungarian
governments: a Slovak delegation headed by Tiso and a Czecho-
Slovak delegation headed by Chvalkovsky held talks in Germany;
Kdlman Dardnyi explained Hungary’s position in personal meetings
with German Foreign Minister Ribbentropp and Adolf Hitler, while
in Rome, Hungarian diplomatic staff requested the support of Musso-
lini and Foreign Minister Ciano for Hungary’s position.37

Germany interfered in the conflict between the two countries,
doing so covertly before the Komarno negotiations and overtly after
their conclusion. For the time being, it supported the Slovak position
(formulated by Tiso) in most of the disputed areas (such as Bratislava,
Nitra, Kosice, and Uzhorod). Sensing that its position was being
undermined, Hungary sought the intervention of Ciano and Musso-
lini; their assistance proved sufficient to modify German policy as far
as Kosice and Uzhorod were concerned.3%

A comparison of the minutes drawn up by the Hungarian and
Czecho-Slovak delegations at Komdrno grants us a better under-
standing of the negotiating positions of the Hungarian delegation led
by Piél Teleki and the Czecho-Slovak delegation led by Jozef Tiso. As
far as the ethnic principle is concerned, the two positions exhibit the
following basic differences. Both in the diplomatic note submitted at

36 This fact was recorded at an extraordinary meeting of the Council of Ministers on 14 Oc-
tober, at which the Hungarian government evaluated the Komdrom discussions.

37 Ladislav Dedk, Viedenskd arbitraz, L, pp- 131-135; Gyijrgy Rinki, Ervin Pamlényi, Lordnt
Tilkovszky, Gyula Juhdsz (eds.), A Wilhelmstrasse és Magyarorszig. Német diplomdciai
iratok Magyarorszagrol 1933—-1944 [ Wilhelmstrasse and Hungary. German diplomatic do-
cuments about Hungary, 1933-1944], Budapest 1968, pp. 303-306.

38 Sallai, Az elsd bécsi dinsés, pp. 120-123.
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the outset of negotiations and in the arguments put forward by
Kélmdn Kdnya and Pil Teleki, the Hungarian side adhered strictly to
the ethnic data of the 1910 census, while accepting that certain
disputes could to be debated separately.

The Hungarian side insisted on the prompt return of villages and
towns where a Hungarian majority was undisputed. It was also
willing to accept local plebiscites after a mutual debate of the ethnic
data of the disputed areas. As far as the disputed towns were con-
cerned, the Hungarian side indicated it could appreciate the Slovak
perspective as far as Bratislava and Nitra were concerned. In the case
of Bratislava, it saw German interests behind this perspective, in light
of German historical and demographic predominance in the city. In
the case of Kosice (Kassa), Mukacevo (Munkics) and Uzhorod
(Ungvir), however, the Hungarian delegation and Hungarian diplo-
macy were unyielding.

During the first two days of negotiations, the Czecho-Slovak
delegation attempted to gain time to assess Hungary’s demands and
to elaborate an appropriate response. A fundamental tactic of the
delegation was to cast doubt on the accuracy of the 1910 census data
and to establish the accuracy of the 1930 Czechoslovak data. Rather
than surrender areas with Hungarian majorities, they measured the
determination of the Hungarian delegation by holding out the
prospect of far-reaching national autonomy. In addition, they argued
against plebiscites as a means of resolving disputed issues, on grounds
of the fluctuating ethnic composition of the cities and the changing
ethnic self-identification of Jews, etc.3?

German and ltalian mediation attempts in October 1938

After the failure of the Komdrno negotiations, the German and
Italian governments attempted to mediate between the two parties on
the disputed issues. First, a Czecho-Slovak delegation led by Jozef
Tiso was received by Ribbentropp and Hitler. Then, on 14 March,
the German government held talks with Czecho-Slovak Foreign

3 The Slovak minutes of the negotiations are given in Dedk, Viedenskd arbitrdz. For the Hun-
garian minutes, see Diplomatic documents, The debates at the Komdrom negotiations are
analysed in detail by Sallai, Gergely: Cf. Popély, 1938, pp. 11-15.



Minister Chvalkovsky and with the former Hungarian prime minis-
ter Daranyi.40

According to the memorandum of Daranyi’s discussions with Hitler,
the German leader, recognising that his country had a regional
interest in Slovak autonomy, rejected Hungary’s plans for holding
plebiscites, arguing that neither Slovaks nor Ruthenes wished to be
automatically reincorporated in the Hungarian state. The German
Fuhrer identified Hungary’s military indecisiveness as undermining
its negotiating position and he reproached Dardnyi for Hungary’s
failure to exploit the opportunities: “If war had taken place, then
Hungary could have obtained the whole of Slovakia. But now it has
to make do with what is possible.”#1

In this context, Dardnyi was also asked at the negotiations in
Munich whether he wished to occupy part of Slovakia, with a ple-
biscite being held in the other part. The former Hungarian prime
minister thought that an occupation would be possible only in the
Hungarian-inhabited areas, in view of the anticipated hostility of
Romania and Yugoslavia. Hitler summarised this part of the dis-
cussions as follows: “The decisive factor is not who is right but who has
the might.” %

In separate discussions, Dardnyi consulted with Ribbentrop about
Czecho-Slovakia’s rejection of Hungary’s border proposals and the
resulting problems concerning Bratislava (Pozsony), Nitra (Nyitra),
Kosice (Kassa), Mukacevo (Munkiécs) and Uzhorod (Ungvir). The
German foreign minister interpreted Daranyi’s position as being that
Kosice and Uzhorod would be left out of Hungarian territorial
proposals. Dardnyi protested against such an interpretation in his letter
of 23 October.#3 He continued to demand that Kosice and the two
Carpathian towns should be placed under Hungarian sovereignty,
stating that plebiscites would be the best solution for disputed towns
such as Nitra (Nyitra), Jelsava (Jolsva) and Smolnik (Szomolnok).44
In his response, Ribbentrop recognised Hungary’s claim to Kosice

40 Heweel kivet feljegyzése Hitler kancellir és Dardnyi miniszterelnsk megbeszélésérsl [No-
tes of Ambassador Heweel concerning the discussion between Chancellor Hitler and Prime
Minister Dardnyi], Ranki, Pamlényi, Tilkovszky, Juhdsz (eds.), Wilhelmstrasse, pp. 303-306.

41 Thid.

42 Thid.

43 Ibid., pp. 309-311.

44 Ibid.
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(Kassa), but gave his support to the Czecho-Slovak position on
Uzhorod (Ungvar) and Mukacevo (Munkics).#

German and Italian mediation gave rise to a further proposal by
the Czecho-Slovak government on 22 October, which in terms of
territory corresponded to a degree of 93 per cent with the terms of the
Vienna Award. Nevertheless, the Hungarian government accepted
the offer of German-Italian (two-power) arbitration for Kosice (Kassa),
Uzhorod (Ungvar) and Mukacevo (Munkdcs).

When the Vienna Award was being drafted, the ethnic principles
laid down in the Munich Agreement were superseded by a fluctuating
Hungarian revisionist foreign policy that tended to reflect the aims of
historical revisionism and integral frontier revision. Differences of
opinion between the Hungarian and Czecho-Slovak governments
concerning the precise location of the ethnic boundary and changes
in the ethnic composition of the population ruled out a prompt bila-
teral agreement. Hungarian foreign policy was reluctant to acknow-
ledge the increasingly Slovak character of the disputed cities — a result
of Czechoslovakia’s assimilation and settlement policies — or the
effects on ethnic composition of the colonisation of southern Slova-
kia. On the other hand, the census of 1910 had also failed to offer
a true picture, owing to Magyarisation and statistical manipulation.

Staying within the context of diplomatic history and foreign policy
analysis, relations between Czechoslovakia and Hungary in the
interwar period were characterised by a grave contradiction between
Czechoslovakia’'s domestic policy towards its Hungarian minority and
Hungary’s plans for frontier revision. A bilaterally acceptable solution
came only after international intervention — which was commenced
by the four powers at the time of the Czecho-Slovak crisis and
concluded on 2 November 1938 by Germany and Italy. Even so, the
Vienna Award became a source of conflict between the two countries
during the war, since it embodied the hostage logic of “reciprocal”
minority policy and raised the spectre of ethnic cleansing.

As far as the Carpathian region was concerned, its re-annexation
in full was an acknowledged part of Hungarian revisionism based on
the combined historical, ethnic and integral principles. The First
Vienna Award invoked solely the ethnic principle even in the case of

3 Ibid,, p. 311.



the Carpathian region, but with the dissolution of the Czecho-Slovak
Republic on 14 March 1939 and the establishment of the Czech-
Moravian Protectorate and the Slovak state (with German
assistance), Hungary was permitted to occupy the remainder of the
Carpathian region by force. The Hungarian occupation of the
Carpathian region and the subsequent military conflicts between
Hungary and Slovakia indicated that Pil Teleki’s fears concerning the
high price of revisionist successes would be borne out sooner than
anticipated.
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Appendix 1

Memorandum of the Hungarian
Delegation at the Komarno Negotiations
Concerning Hungarian Territorial
Claims (10 October 1938)!

In the course of the Komdrno discussions, the Hungarian delegation
submitted the following note: “It has always been Hungary’s firm
political objective to establish conditions for the peaceful co-existence
of our peoples in the Carpathian basin. The government of the
Kingdom of Hungary would like to believe that the government in
Prague is aware of the efforts made by Hungary in recent years with
this goal in mind.

The government of the Kingdom of Hungary is firmly convinced
that a lasting peace in the region can only be established if Czecho-
Slovakia’s new borders are promptly established and the Czecho-
Slovak state is transformed in accordance with the desires of each
nationality living in its territory. Thus, Hungary is very sympathetic
to the demands of the Slovak and Ruthenian peoples, which seek to
assert their right to decide their future course freely.

The original French text of the memorandum and its appendix is given in: Magda Adim,
Gyula Juhasz (eds.), Diplomdciai iratok Magyarorszdg kilpolitikdfahez [ Diplomatic docu-
ments concerning Hungary's foreign policy] (DIMK) I, Budapest 1967, Document no.
487/b., pp. 741-742. An abbreviated version of the Hungarian note is given in Deik, Vied-
neskd arbitrdz, pp. 76-78.
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The government of the Kingdom of Hungary is of the view that
only means of exercising this right would be hold separate plebiscites
under international supervision, and that such plebiscites would
contribute in the most effective manner to the establishment of peace
between the Hungarian, Slovak and Ruthenian peoples.

Hungary devotes special attention to the problems of the Slovaks
and Ruthenians, but it is particularly interested in the fate of areas
inhabited predominantly by Hungarians.

As regards this issue, Hungary has developed its position based on
the principle of equal treatment with the German and Polish peoples.
This principle was also applied during the decision-making process at
the four-power conference held recently in Munich.

Based on the principle of equal rights, Hungary requests the
unconditional return of the Hungarian-inhabited areas in Slovakia
and the Carpathian region, in the same manner as has happened in
the case of areas inhabited by Germans and Poles.?

The attached map indicates in detail Hungary’s claims concerning
the Hungarian-inhabited areas. This map also shows the areas where
— in the Hungarian government’s view — the Slovak and Ruthenian
peoples should express their opinion in plebiscites.

The attached note contains Hungary’s proposals concerning the
method of evacuation and the taking into possession of the trans-
ferred areas.

When formulating these demands, the intent of the Hungarian
government has been that lasting peace should develop between our
peoples. It is convinced that such a peace can only be established by
eliminating the causes of future friction.

The Hungarian government’s firm conviction is that the Czecho-
Slovak government, which professes to similar sentiments, will show

2 The government in Prague was informed on 10 October of the territorial consequences of
the Hungarian proposals indicated on a map. The frontier proposed by the Hungarian dele-
gation and the plebiscites foreseen in disputed cases were stated in the telegram as follows:
“At the end of the conference, the Hungarian minister Kdnya submitted in a long exposé
the Hungarian claims, in which he demanded separate plebiscites in Slovakia and the Car-
pathian region, as well as the immediate transfer of territory delineated in the following
manner: Dévény — Pozsony — Récse — Horvitgurab — Pusztafédémes — Mocsonok — Csapor
— Nyitra = Zbehy (2) - Gimes — Zsitvatjfalu — Kiskozmaly — Tolmacs — Ujbars — Kélnok —
Léva — Nagykereskény — Szantd — Gerboce — Gies — Losonc — Rimaszombat — Jolsva — Rozs-
ny6 — Szomolnok — Kassa — Felséolesva — Szinna — Kalsa — Téketerebes — Uriny — Palée —
Ungvir ~ Munkécs — Kirdlyt.” T. G. Masaryk Institute Archive administered by the Masaryk
Institute and Archive of the ASCR (TGMIA), f. E. Benes, part 1, sig R 326, box 188.



the same willingness towards Hungary as it did towards Germany
and Poland, thereby promoting the development of relations between
the Hungarian, Czech, Slovak and Ruthenian peoples.

The Hungarian government hopes that with regard to the above
issues an agreement will be reached as soon as possible, which would
allow Hungary to contribute to a guaranteeing of the new situation.”

Annexe

Proposals of the government of the Kingdom of Hungary concerning
the method of evacuation and the taking into possession of areas
returned to Hungary.

I. Evacuation deadline: within 10 days of ......

During the term, units of the Czecho-Slovak military, police,
gendarmerie, customs and border guard, must be withdrawn to the
interior of the country. The corresponding Hungarian units will then
occupy the evacuated areas.

Regarding the maintenance of law and order during the transition
period, the Hungarian government reminds [the parties] of its proposal
of 3 October concerning the establishment of joint committees.

Details of the evacuation and taking into possession, including the
possible securing of zones and sections for the evacuation, are
contained in the agreement between the commanders of the
Hungarian and Czecho-Slovak armies, who have been invested with
full powers. The Hungarian proposal of 3 October concerning the
symbolic occupation of the two cities remains in force.

II. The evacuated areas must be handed over to Hungary in their
current state, together with their facilities, public buildings, private
houses, and accessories. Thus, military and economic facilities
(factories, mines), land, river and air transport means (railways, bridges
and roads, ports, etc.), public utility works (gas works, electricity works,
etc.) should be transferred in an unchanged state. The transfer of
means of transport shall be accompanied by the transfer of
appropriate rolling stock.

Food, fuel, and raw material stocks, as well as industrial goods,
should be left in the evacuated areas in sufficient amounts to satisfy
the average needs of the population in the given area and the public
and private institutions located there. The livestock and equipment of
agricultural plants must remain in place. The documents of admi-
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nistrative and judicial authorities, including birth, marriage and death
certificates and land registry documents as well as material deposited
with these authorities, must remain in place. The same applies to the
art treasures of museums and other secular institutions, to artistic and
scientific collections, and to historical monuments. Further details
shall be elaborated by the International Commission established
under the Munich Agreement; the commission shall be expanded to
include a Hungarian member, to be appointed by the government.

ITI. The government of the Kingdom of Hungary reiterates its
proposals of 3 October concerning the immediate demobilisation of
military, police and gendarmerie forces serving in the re-annexed
territories and their prompt return to the mother country.

IV. The Hungarian government reiterates its proposal concerning
the release of all political detainees and prisoners of Hungarian
ethnicity in Slovakia and the Carpathian region.

V. Legal, administrative, financial and economic issues arising from
the re-annexation of the territories shall be settled by a Hungarian-
Czecho-Slovak joint committee. The committee shall begin its work
as soon as the re-annexation has been concluded.

MOI — K 64 = res. pol. — 1938 — 7.



Appendix 2

The Czecho-Slovak Response

to the Memorandum of the Hungarian
Delegation at Komarno

(11 October 1938)!

The Czecho-Slovak delegation agrees in full with the wish of the
Hungarian delegation, the peaceful coexistence of the two nations
along the Danube. It hopes that the current discussions may promote
the achievement of this aim.

The note of the Hungarian delegation, dated 9 October of this
year, concerns both the Slovak and Ruthenian question and the ques-
tion of the Hungarian population. As far as the Slovak and Ruthenian
question is concerned, the Czecho-Slovak delegation is of the view
that this question falls outside the scope of the current discussions. It
cannot be, therefore, the subject of the present debate. [The delega-
tion] notes that the Munich Agreement — to which the Hungarian
ambassador also refers in his note in Prague, dated 1 October 1938 —
relates exclusively to the Polish and Hungarian minorities.

Concerning the question of the Hungarian minority, the Czecho-
Slovak delegation reiterates that is has always attempted to settle this
question in the most liberal and just manner possible. The govern-
ment in Bratislava continues to do so, and has just established separate
sections for the Germans and the Hungarians.

1 Archiv Ministerstva zahraniénich véci [Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs Pra-

gue], — Praha — Pravni sekce — V1/4 — 1938,
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The Hungarian demands made in the Hungarian government’s
note are aimed at the annexation by Hungary of the Hungarian-
inhabited areas. These demands, as they feature on the attached
maps, are fully unacceptable to the Czecho-Slovak delegation. They
do not correspond at all to the real position of the nationality and are
in complete opposition to the economic, transport etc. interests of the
country. By way of illustration, the delegation points out that it
cannot accept any proposal which would place Bratislava (Pozsony),
Nové Zamky (Ersck(ljvér), Kosice (Kassa), Uzhorod (Ungvér) and
Berehovo (Beregszdsz) outside the borders of the country.

The Czecho-Slovak delegation hopes that grounds for continuing
the negotiations will be found.



Miklos Zeidler

A comparison of the minority protection
articles from the treaties between the
and: Czecho-Slovakia

(September 10th 1919);
Serb-Croat-Slovene State

(September 10th 1919);

Roumania (December 9th 1919)
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TITLE

Treaty Between the
Principal Allied and
Associated Powers
and Czecho-Slovakia
signed at Saint-
-Germain-en-Laye
on September 10th
1919

Treaty Between the
Principal Allied and
Associated Powers
and the Serb-Croat-
-Slovene State
signed at Saint-
-Germain-en-Laye
on September 10th
1919

Treaty Between the
Principal Allied and
Associated Powers and
Roumania signed

at Paris on December
gth 1919

The United States of
America, The British
Empire, France, ltaly,
and Japan, the Principal
Allied and Associated
Powers, on the one hand

And Czecho-Slovakia,
on the other hand;

CONTRACTING PARTIES

The United States of
America, The British
Empire, France, Italy,
and Japan, the Principal
Allied and Associated
Powers, on the one hand

And the Serb-Croat-

Slovene State, on the
other hand;

The United States of
America, The British
Empire, France, ltaly,
and Japan, the Principal
Allied and Associated
Powers, on the one hand

And Roumania
on the other hand;

Whereas the union
which formerly existed

PREAMBLE

Whereas since the
commencement of the

Whereas under Treaties
to which the Principal

between the old
Kingdom of Bohemia,

the Markgraviate of
Moravia and the Duchy

year 1913 extensive_
territories have been
added to the Kingdom
of Serbia, and

of Silesia on the one
hand and the other
territories of the former
Austro-Hungarian
Monarchy on the other

has definitely ceased
to exist; and

Whereas the peoples
of Bohemia, of Moravia
of part of Silesia, as well

Whereas th r
and Slovene peoples of
the former Austro

as the peoples of Slo-

Hungarian Monarchy

vakia, have decided of

have of their own will

their own free will to unite, determined to unite with

Alli d Associ
Powers are parties large
accessions of territory
are being and will be

made to the Kingdom
of Roumania, and

roat Whereas Roumania

desire of her own free
will to give full
guarantees of liberty an
justice to all inhabitants
both of the old Kingdom

and have in fact united,

Serbia in a permanent

of Roumania and of the




in a permanent union for

union for the purpose of territory added thereto,

the purpose of forming

a single sovereign
independent State under
he title of th cho-

-Slovak Republic; and

forming a single sovereign to whatever race,
independent State under language or religion
the title of the Kingdom they may belong, and

of the Serbs, Croats
and Slovenes, and

Whereas the Ruthene
peoples to the south of
the Carpathians have

Whereas the Prince Regent
of Serbia and the Serbian
Government have agreed to

adhered to this union;
and

Whereas the Czecho-

this union, and in conse-

quence the Kingdom of the
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes
has been constituted and

has assumed sovereignty
over the territories inhabited

by these peoples, and

Whereas it is necessary to

-Slovak Republic in fact
exercises sovereignty

regulate certain matters of i

over the aforesaid terri-
tories and has already
been recognised as a
sovereign independent
State by the other High
Contracting Parties:
The United States of

America, The British
Empire, France, Italy, and

international concern arising
t of the said iti of

territory and of this union,

and

Whereas it is desired to free
Serbia from certain obliga-
tions which she undertook

Japan, on the one hand,
confirming their recogni-
tion of the Czecho-
-Slovak State as a
sovereign and indepen-

by the Treaty of Berlin of
1878 to _certain Powers
and to substitute for them
obligations to the League

of Nations, and

dent member of the
Family of Nations within
the boundaries which

have been or may be

termined in or-

dance with the terms
of the Treaty of Peace

with Austria of even date;

Czecho-Slovakia on the

Whereas the Serb-Croat-

other hand, desiring to

-Slovene State of its own

conform her institutions

free will desires to give to

the principles of liberty the populations of all terri-

169



170

and justice, and to give
a sure guarantee to all
the inhabitants of the
territories over which
she has assumed
sovereignty;

The High Contracting
Parties, anxious to
assure the execution
of Article 57 of the
said Treaty of Peace_
with Austria;

Have for this purpose
named as their Plenipo-
tentiaries, that is to say:

[Here follow the names
of the plenipotentiaries.]’

Who after having
exchanged their full
powers, found in good
and due form, have

agreed as follows:

tories included within th
State, of whatever race,
language or religion they
may be, full guarantees
that they shall continue to

b rned in rdance

with the principles
of liberty and justi

For this purpose the High Have after the examining

Contracting Parties have the gquestion together,

appointed as their plenip agreed to conclude the

otentiaries: present Treaty, and for
this purpose have
appointe ir

plenipotentiaries the
following, reserving the

right of titutin
others to sign the treaty:

[Here follow the names [Here follow the names
of the plenipotentiaries.]* of the plenipotentiaries.]?

Who have agreed as
follows:

The Principal Allied and a
Associated Powers, taking
into_consideration the obli-
gations contracted under
the present Trea h
Serb-Croat-Slovene State,
declare that the Serb-Croat-

lovene St is definitel
dischar from the obli-

gations undertaken in

Article 35 of the Treaty of
erlin of July 13, 1878.



FUNDAMENTAL NATURE OF REGULATIONS
INCLUDED IN ARTICLES 2-8

Chapter I. Chapter I. Chapter .

Article 1. Article 1. Article 1.

IMPERATIVE LEGAL ADJUSTMENT

Czecho-Slovakia The Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumania®
undertakes that the State

stipulations contained
in Articles 2 to 8 of this
Chapter shall be recog-
nised as fundamental
laws, and that no law,
regulation or official
action shall conflict or
interfere with these
stipulations, nor shall
any law, regulation or
official action prevail
over them.

DEFENCE OF LIFE AND LIBERTY

Article 2. Article 2. Article 2.

RELIGIOUS FREEDOM

Czecho-Slovakia under- The Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumania
takes to assure fulland State

complete protection of

life and liberty to all in-  the Kingdom
habitants of Czecho- - Roumania
-Slovakia without

distinction of birth,

nationality, language,

race or religion.
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All inhabitants of Czecho- the Kingdom of the

-Slovakia shall be entitled
to the free exercise,

Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes

whether public or private, ...

of any creed, religion or
belief, whose practices
are not inconsistent with
public order or public
morals.

Roumania

Lo
=
Q.

GRANTING AND CHOOSING CITIZENSHIP

Article 3.

Subject to the special

Article 3.

provisions of the Treaties ...

mentioned below
Czecho-Slovakia admits
and declares to be
Czecho-Slovak nationals
ipso facto and without
the requirement of any
formality German

Austrian or Hungarian
nationals habitually
resident or possessing
rights of citizenship
(pertinenza, Heimats-

echt the m
be, at the date of the

rb-Croat-Sloven

State
Serb-Croat-Slovene

Austrian, Hungarian

and Bulgarian

as
the case

coming into force of the

present Treaty in territory
which is or may be re-

cognised as forming part ..

of Czecho-Slovakia
under the Treaties

with Germany, Austria
or Hungary respectively,

or under any Treaties
which may be concluded
for the purpose of
completing the present
settlement.

may be
in territory

the Serb-Croat-Slovene

Article 3.

Roumania

Roumania

all persons habitually
resident at the date of the
coming into force of the
present treaty within the
whole territory of
Roumania, including the
extensions made by the
Treaties of Peace with
Austria and Hungary. or

any other extensions
which may hereafter be
made, if such persons
are not at that date

State under the Treaties

with Austria, Hungary
or Bulgaria

nationals of a foreign
state other than

Austria_or Hungary.



Nevertheless the persons ... Austrian and
referred to above who Hungarian nationals
are over eighteen years
of age will be entitled

under the conditions

contained in the said

Treaties to opt for any

other nationality which

may be open to them.

Option by a husband will ...

cover his wife and option ...

by parents will cover their ...

children under eighteen

years of age.

Persons who have .

exercised the above right ...

to opt must within the

succeeding twelve

months transfer their

place of residence to

the State for which they

have opted. They will

be entitled to retain their ...

immovable property in

Czecho-Slovak territory.  territory of the Serb- Roumanian territory.
They may carry with -Croat-Slovene State.

them their movable

property of every
description. No export
duties may be imposed
upon them in connection ...
with the removal of

such property.

GRANTING CITIZENSHIP

Article 4. Article 4. Article 4.

Czecho-Slovakia admits The Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumania admits and

and declares to be State admits and declares to be
Czecho-Slovak nationals declares to be Serb- Roumanian

ipso facto and without  -Croat-Slovene
the requirement of any
formality persons of
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German, Austrian or

Hungarian nationality
who were born in the
territory referred to
above of parents
habitually resident or
possessing rights of
citizenship {pertinenza,
Heimatsrecht), as the
case may be, there, even ...
if at the date of the

coming into force of

the present Treaty they

are not themselves
habitually resident or

did not possess rights

of citizenship there.

persons of Austrian,

nationality who were

Nevertheless, within two
years after the coming
into force of the present
Treaty, these persons
may make a declaration
before the competent

Czecho-Slovak autho- Serb-Croat-Slovene

Hungarian or Bulgarian

born in the said territory

persons of Austrian

Hungarian nationality
who were born in the

ritory transferred to
Roumania by the Treaties

of Peace with Austria
and Hungary, or sub-
uently transferred to

er, of parents habituall
resident there, even if at
the date of the coming
into force of the present
Treaty they are not

emselves habituall
resident there.

Roumanian

rities in the country in

which they are resident,

stating that they abandon ...

Czecho-Slovak nationality, Serb-Croat-Slovene

Roumanian

and they will then cease

to be considered as

Czecho-Slovak nationals. Serb-Croat-Slovene
In this connection a ;

declaration by a husband ...

will cover his wife, and

a declaration by parents

will cover their children

under eighteen years

of age.

Roumanian



CHOOSING CITIZENSHIP

Article 5. Article 5. Article 5.
Czecho-Slovakia The Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumania

undertakes to put no State
hindrance in the way

of the exercise of the

right which the persons
concerned have, under

the Treaties concluded

or to be concluded by

the Allied and Associated ...

Powers with Germany,  Austria, Bulgaria Austria or Hungary

Austria or Hungary, to or Hungary
choose whether or not

they will acquire
Czecho-Slovak nationality. Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumanian

GRANTING CITIZENSHIP

Article 6. Article 6. Article 6,

All persons born in Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumanian
Czecho-Slovak territory

who are not born

nationals of another

State shall ipso facto

become Czecho-Slovak Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumanian
nationals.

CITIZENSHIP OF JEWS IN ROMANIA (IN ROMANIAN TREATY ONLY)

Article 7.

Roumania undertakes to
recognise as Roumanian
nationals ipso facto and
without the requirement of
any formality Jews
inhabiting any Roumanian
territory, who do not pos-

sess another nationality.
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LEGAL EQUALITY OF CITIZENS

Article 7. Article 7. Article 8.

EQUAL RIGHTS TO ADMINISTRATIVE, PROFESSIONAL
AND INDUSTRIAL CAREERS

All Czecho-Slovak Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumanian
nationals shall be equal

before the law and shall

enjoy the same civil and

political rights without

distinction as to race,

language or religion.

FREE USE OF LANGUAGE

Differences of religion,  Difference Differences
creed or confession shall ...

not prejudice any
Czecho-Slovak national  Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumanian
in matters relating to

the enjoyment of civil or

political rights, as for

instance admission to

public employments,

functions and honours,

or the exercise of pro-

fessions and industries.

No restriction shall be

imposed on the free use ...

by any Czecho-Slovak  Serb Croat-Slovene Roumanian
national of any language

in private intercourse, in

commerce, in religion,

in the press or publica-

tions of any kind, or at

public meetings.
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Notwithstanding any
establishment by the
Czecho-Slovak Govern-
ment of an official
language, adequate
facilities shall be given ...

to Czecho-Slovak Serb-Croat-Slovene
nationals of non-Czech

Serb-Croat-Slovene

Roumanian

Roumanian nationals

nationals of other speech of non-Roumanian

speech for the use of

than that of the official

their own language,
either orally or in writing,
before the courts.

language

speech

RIGHT TO ESTABLISH SELF-SUPPORTIVE CHARITABLE, RELIGIOUS,

SOCIAL, AND EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

Article 8. Article 8.

Czecho-Slovak nationals Serb-Croat-Slovene

Article 9.

Roumanian

who belong to racial,
religious or linguistic
minorities shall enjoy the
same treatment and

security in law and in fact ...
as the other Czecho- Serb-Croat-Sloven
-Slovak nationals. In
particular, they shall have ...
an equal right to establish, ...
manage and control at

their own expense charit- ...
able, religious and social ...
institutions, schools and
other educational
establishments, with the
right to use their own
language and to exercise ...
their religion freely therein. ...

Roumanian
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RIGHT FOR PUBLIC EDUCATION IN MOTHER TONGUE

Article 9. Article 9. Article 10.

FAIR SHARE OF EDUCATIONAL, RELIGIOUS, AND CHARITY BUDGET

Czecho-Slovakia will The Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumania

provide in the public State

educational system in

towns and districts in

which a considerable

proportion of Czecho-  Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumanian nationals of
-Slovak nationals of other nationals of other speech other than Roumanian
than Czech speech are  than the official language speech are resident

residents adequate are resident adequate adequate facilities for
facilities for ensuring that facilities for ensuring that ensuring that in the
the instruction shall be  the instruction primary schools the
given to the children of ... instruction

such Czecho-Slovak Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumanian
nationals through the

medium of their own

language. This provision

shall not prevent the

Czecho-Slovak Govern- Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumanian

ment from making the =

teaching of the Czech ~ Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumanian language
language obligatory. language obligatory in obligatory in_the
In towns and districts the said schools. said schools.

where there is a consi-
derable proportion of

Czecho-Slovak nationals Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumanian
belonging to racial,

religious or linguistic
minorities, these minori-

ties shall be assured an
equitable share in the
enjoyment and application ...
of the sums which may

be provided out of public ...
funds under the State,
municipal or other budget, ...
for educational, religious

or charitable purposes.



The provisions of the
present Article apply only ...
to territory transferred to
Serbia or to the Kingdom ...
of the Serbs, Croats

and Slovenes since
January 1, 1913,

Chapter Il.

SPECIAL RIGHTS AND AUTONOMY FOR CERTAIN NATIONAL
AND RELIGIOUS MINORITIES (PARTICULAR IN EACH TREATY:
RUTHENIANS IN CZECHOSLOVAKIA, MOHAMMEDANS IN THE
SERB-CROAT-SLOVENE STATE AND SZEKLERS IN ROMANIA )

Article 10.

Czecho-Slovakia under-

Article 10. Article 11.

The Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumania agrees to

takes to constitute the
Ruthene territory south

State agrees to grant to  accord to the commu-
the Mussulmans in the nities of the Saxons

of the Carpathians within
frontiers delimited by the
Principal Allied and
Associated Powers as
an autonomous unit

matter of family law and and Czecklers!Q in_
rsonal status provisions Transylvania local
suitable for regulating autonomy in regard to
these matters in accord- scholastic and religious
ance with Mussulman matters, subject to

within the Czecho-Slovak
State, and to accord to
it the fullest degree of

usage the control of the

The Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumanian State.
State shall take measures

self-government compa-

tible with the unity of
the Czecho-Slovak State.

to assure the nomination
of a Reiss-Ul-Ulema.
The Serb-Croat-Slovene

State undertakes to ensure
protection to the mosques,
cemeteries and other
Mussulman religious
establishments. Full
recognition and facilities
shall be assured to Mussu-
Iman pious foundation
(Wakfs) and religious and
charitable establishments now
existing, and the Serb-Croat-
-Slovene Government shall
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not refuse any of the
necessary facilities for the
creation of new religious

and charitable establishments
guaranteed to other private
establishments of this

nature.

Article 11.

The Ruthene territory

south of the Carpathians

shall possess a special
Diet. This Diet shall have

powers of legislation in
all linguistic, scholastic
and religious questions,

in matters of local admi-
nistration, and in other

questions which the laws
of the Czecho-Slovak

State may assign to it.
The Governor of the
Ruthene territory shall
be appointed by the
President of the Czecho-
-Slovak Republic and

shall be responsible
to the Ruthene Diet.

Article 12.

Czecho-Slovakia agrees
that officials in the

Ruthene territory will be
chosen as far as possible
from the inhabitants

of this territory.




Article 13.

Czecho-Slovakia quaran-
tees to the Ruthene
territory equitable repre-
sentation in the legislative
assembly of the Czecho-
-Slovak Re lic, to which
Assembly it will send
deputies elected
according to the constitu-
tion of the Czecho-Slovak
Republic. These deputies
will not, however, have
the right of voting in the
Czecho-Slovak Diet upon
legislative guestions of
the same kind as those
assigned to the Ruthen
Diet.

MINORITY RIGHTS AS BEING OF INTERNATIONAL CONCERN
ROLE OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS

Article 14. Article 11.

Czecho-Slovakia agrees The Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumania agrees that

Article 12,

that the stipulations of State agrees that the

the stipulations in the

Chapters | and Il so far  stipulations in the
as they affect persons  foregoing Articles
belonging to racial,

religious or linguistic

minorities, constitute

obligations of internati-

onal concern and shall

be placed under the

guarantee of the League ...

of Nations.? They shall  ...3

not be modified without

the assent of a majority of consent of the Council

the Council of the League ...
of Nations. The United
States, the British Empire, ...

foregoing Articles

i

assent of the majority
of the Council
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France, ltaly and Japan
hereby agree not to
withhold their assent
from any modification
in these Articles which
is in due form assented
to by a majority of the
Council of the League
of Nations.

Czecho-Slovakia agrees The Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumania
that any Member of the  State
Council of the League of ...
Nations shall have the

right to bring to the

attention of the Council

any infraction, or any

danger of infraction, of

any of these obligations,

and that the Council may ...
thereupon take such

action and give such

direction as it may deem directions
proper and effective in

the circumstances.

Czecho-Slovakia further The Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumania
agrees that any difference State

of opinion as to questions ...

of law or fact arising out

of these Articles between ...

the Czecho-Slovak Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumanian Government
Government and any one State

of the Principal Allied

and Associated Powers

or any other Power, :

a Member of the Council ...

of the League of Nations, ...

shall be held to be

a dispute of an internati-

onal character under

Article 14 of the Cove-

nant of the League of
Nations. The Czecho- The Serb-Croat-Slovene Roumania
-Slovak Government State

hereby consents that any ...

such dispute shall, if the
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thereto thereto

other party hereto
demands, be referred
to the Permanent Court
of International Justice.
The decision of the
Permanent Court shall
be final and shall have
the same force and effect ...
as an award under s
Article 13 of the Covenant. ...

OTHER REGULATIONS

[Articles 15 to 21 of
Chapter 11l stipulating

diplomatic, commercial,

customs, communica-

[Articles 12 to 16 of
Chapter Il stipulating
commercial, customs,
communications and

[Articles 13 to 17 of
Chapter Il stipulating
commercial, customs,
communications and

tions, transit, patent and
copyright questions are
not reproduced here.]

transit questions are
not reproduced here.]

transit questions are
not reproduced here.]

CLOSURE

The present Treaty, in

French, in English and

in Italian, of which in

case of divergence the

French text shall prevail, .
shall be ratified.? It - .12
shall come into force

at the same time as the

Treaty of Peace with

Austria.

[Parts of the Protocol
stipulating the process
of ratification are not
reproduced here.]

In faith whereof the
above-named Plenipo-
tentiaries have signed
the present Treaty.

[Parts of the Protocol

[Parts of the Protocol

stipulating the process
of ratification are not r
eproduced here.]

stipulating the process
of ratification are not
reproduced here.]

In faith whereof the
hereinafter-na Plenipo-
tentiaries, whose powers
have been found in good

and due form, have signed
the present Treaty.
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DATE

Done at Paris, the
tenth day of September,

one thousand nine
hundred and nineteen,
in a single copy which
will remain deposited in
the archives of the
French Republic, and of
which authenticated
copies will be
transmitted to each of
the Signatory Powers.

ninth day of December

vernmen the
French Re lic

Plenipotentiaries who

in consequence of their
temporary absence from
Paris have not signed the

resent Tr may do
so up to December
20, 1919.

In faith whereof the
hereinafter-named
Plenipotentiaries, whose
powers have been found
in good and due form,
have signed the

present Treaty.

IGNATURES

[Here follow the names

[Here follow the names

[Here follow the names

of the plenipotentiaries.] of the plenipotentiaries.)? of the plenipotentiaries.)]



Notes

1

10
1
12

Signed for Czecho-Slovakia by Karel Kramif, President of the Council of Ministers, and
Edvard Benes, Minister for Foreign Affairs.

League of Nations guarantee for “certain articles” of the treaty granted on November 29t
1920.

Documents of ratification submitted on July 16t 1920.

Signed for the Serb-Croat-Slovene State by Nikola Pasi¢, formerly President of the Coun-
cil of Ministers and Ante Trumbié, Minister for Foreign Affairs.

League of Nations guarantee for Articles 1 to 10 of the treaty granted on November 29t
1920.

Documents of ratification submitted on July 16th 1920.

Since the Serb-Croat-Slovene State signed the treaty on December 5, the names of her
plenipotentiaries are not listed here.

Signed for Roumania by General Constantin Coandi, Corps Commander, formerly Presi-
dent of the Council of Ministers.

Initially, Articles 1 to 8 of the three treaties were almost identical and were designed to be
the basic foundations of the protection of minorities in each country. However, due to the
late insertion of a new article — numbered as Article 7 — into the Romanian Treaty (gran-
ting citizenship to Jews living in Romania), the subsequent articles had to be renumbered,
which pushed the original Articles 7 and 8 one place back, the latter one — now numbered
as Article 9 (on the right of establishing charitable, religious, social and educational institu-
tions) — even falling formally outside of this obligation. Archival documents reveal that this
fact escaped the attention of both the Hungarian and Romanian governments, and while
the Minorities Section discovered the mistake, they were cautious enough not to disclose it
so that this codificational lapse do not cause indignation in Hungary neither a tendency in
Romania to neglect its validity.

Incorrect spelling of Szeklers.

League of Nations guarantee for Articles 1 to 11 of the treaty granted on August 30th 1921.
Documents of ratification submitted on September 28t 1920.
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Résumé

This monograph provides an insight into the way minority issues
were dealt with in Czechoslovakia and Hungary from 1918 to 1939.
The first part of the book provides clear analyses of interwar minority
policies in Czechoslovakia and Hungary by Eva Irmanovd, Jan
Rychlik and Néndor Bérdi. Eva Irmanové analyses the origins and
foundations of Czechoslovak and Hungarian interstate relations,
presenting the implementation methods and content of possible
alternative solutions to the Slovak question within the framework of
the new Hungarian and Czechoslovak states in the 1918-1919 crisis
period. The author deals with the negotiations between Hungarian
Minister for National Affairs Oskar Jdszi and Czechoslovak
ambassador plenipotentiary in Budapest Milan Hodza at the end of
November and the beginning of December 1918. The study refers
critically to the inability at the time to achieve a federative or cantonal
reformation of the Hungarian state based on ethnic regions, as the
Hungarian government had proposed on the Swiss model. The study
by Jan Rychlik sheds light on the ethnopolitical consequences of the
disintegration of the Hapsburg Empire, stressing the illusory nature
of attempts to create ethnically pure national states in multiethnic
Central Europe. There were marked differences between the mino-
rities in the new Czechoslovak state. The three-million-plus German
minority had historical roots in the historical lands of the Hapsburg
Empire and its German, particularly Sudeten German, identity only
developed under the Czechoslovak Republic. In Slovakia and Sub-
carpathian Ruthenia, the Hungarian minority was historically,
nationally, linguistically, culturally and politically connected to both
the old and the new Hungary, so this issue posed a great challenge for
Czechoslovak minority and foreign policy. International commit-
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ments on minorities arising out of the Minorities Treaty concluded
with Czechoslovakia at Saint Germain-en-Laye on 10th September
1919, as well as positive internal minority language legislation allowed
for the creation of a relatively favourable political and legal
environment for the development of individual minority communities
in the Czechoslovak Republic. In addition to the language laws,
minority schooling was managed fairly well, as were adult education
and culture, even though contacts with the “mother state” or “external
homeland” were restricted. Rychlik also critically analyses the nega-
tive aspects of interwar minority policies, such as the discriminatory
solution to the issue of state citizenship, which had a negative impact
on Hungarian minority elites.

Niéndor Bérdi primarily highlights the institutional framework and
the Budapest government’s Hungarian national minorities strategy. He
points out that the problem of revisionist foreign policy has
previously been examined primarily at the level of political
propaganda and that less attention has been paid to the issues
surrounding Hungary’s external national minority policy. The author
presents a precise chronological overview of this external national
minority policy, highlighting the special features of each individual
stage and analysing the orientation of Hungarian government
approaches to church and educational policy towards Hungarian
minorities. He analyses in detail the strategic ideas behind official
government policy, as well as unofficial and semi-official political
aspirations. He clearly differentiates between the concepts behind
revisionist foreign policy and Hungarian national minority policy and
he describes the institutional network involved in governmental and
non-governmental minority policy. Government policy was handled
from the outset by the Prime Minister and the Minister of Foreign
Affairs. In the unofficial sphere a leading role was played for a long
time by various socicties that were closely connected to the
government sphere. These included the Hungarian Revisionist
League, the Union of Social Associations and various other pseudo-
associations, whose activities revolved around particular Hungarian
minorities: Rdkoczi’s Union for the Czechoslovak Hungarians, the
People’s Literary Society for Transylvania and Gellert’s society for the
Yugoslav Hungarians.

Dagmar Héjkové presents the theoretical and practical standpoints
assumed by the first Czechoslovak president T. G. Masaryk in dealing



with the minorities issue in Czechoslovakia in 1918. His wartime
ideas of a federative arrangement for Central Europe and his focus on
the principle of national self-determination were expressions of his
understanding of a “new Europe” or a new Central Europe. Masaryk
was aware of the advantages of a state inhabited by just one nation,
but he was also well aware of the fact that in the context of ethnically
very mixed territory this situation was irresolvable. At the same time
he was also aware of the issues raised by the presence of national
minorities in the newly created states. However, he was convinced
that ensuring the solid economic performance of the state was the
priority and that a democratic approach to the minorities on the basis
of individual equal rights would guarantee the smooth operation of
the state. At the same time he believed that the southern Slovak
border should run along ethnographic lines as much as possible and
he did not advocate the creation of a large Hungarian minority on
Czechoslovak territory. He very closely followed and guided the main
trends in state nationalities policy, wishing to create a system in which
the minorities would not be threatened by any pressure to assimilate
and could develop their own cultural potential. In his speeches he
expressed sympathy and an accommodating attitude towards the
Hungarian minority, but insisted upon loyalty towards the new state.

Zbynek Zeman assesses the share of the Minister of Foreign
Affairs and the subsequent Czechoslovak president Edvard Benes in
jointly creating an ethnopolitical model for the First Republic. He
analyses Bene§s stance towards the international system for
protecting minorities at the League of Nations and he presents the
President’s reevaluation of minorities policy and his attitude to the
multiethnic First Republic heritage during his wartime London exile.
Miklés Zeidler also touches on the foreign context of interwar
Central European ethnic problems, referring to the connection
between the petitioning activities of individual Hungarian minorities
and the international minorities protection system. He has carefully
documented the secret political support of the Hungarian “mother
state” and the reactions and responses of the individual neighbouring
states to which the accusations applied, i.e. Czechoslovakia, Romania
and Yugoslavia. The author refers to the pros and cons of this pro-
tection system, the primary aim of which was to correct mistakes
made by the peace settlement and to contribute towards peaceful
coexistence. But in the Central European atmosphere of animosity
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and distrust the exact opposite took place. The petitions came to be
used for mutual attacks and to stir up tensions. They rarely brought
about any settlement in the sphere of minority conflicts.

In his study, Ferenc Eiler deals with possible alternative inter-
national solutions to the Central European minorities issue. The
limited diplomatic options of Hungarian diplomats and organizations
with regard to minority rights were gradually expanded through petition
campaigns for the League of Nations Secretariat. Other international
organizations were addressed, such as the League of Nations Union
of National Leagues, the Interparliamentary Union and the Euro-
pean Nationalities Congress, which placed great stress on the rights
of minorities. The author focuses on the activities of the European
Nationalities Congress and on the activities of the Hungarian
representatives at this organization. From the outset Hungarian
governments secretly supported this organization through the
Ministerial Presidium Office, anticipating that it would draw
attention to the situation of the national minorities in successor states
and help to improve the League of Nations international system for
protecting minorities. Hungarian minorities politicians played
a significant role in the work of the European Nationalities Congress,
constantly liaising with Hungarian governments. The chief repre-
sentative of the Hungarian minority in Czechoslovakia was Géza
Sziills, Chairman of the Provincial Christian-Socialist Party. The
European Nationalities Congress did not succeed in creating a model
of cultural autonomy that might be acceptable in European countries.
Nor did 1t succeed in renewing the international minorities protection
system.

After Hitler came to power in Germany, the relatively settled
ethnic relations in Central Europe rapidly became more fluid and
mobilized. Czechoslovak and Hungarian foreign and minority policy
alternatives did not overlap, even though discussions between the
Little Entente and Hungary resulted in a fairly significant prior
agreement during the Bled negotiations. Ldszlé Szarku examines the
crisis year of 1938 and considers the possibilities of ethnic inspections
and bilateral arrangements, which throughout the discussions
remained without any prospect of success, however. Hungarian
revisionist plans anticipated a bilateral position until the Munich
Agreement, with the option of a form of Slovak autonomy that could
lead to all of Slovakia voluntarily being annexed by Hungary. The



unreality of such ideas meant that Hungary reacted nervously to the
implementation of a supplementary protocol to the Munich
Agreement, which led first to the Komarno negotiations and then to
the Vienna arbitration. As for Subcarpathian Ruthenia, Hungarian
governments never gave up on the possibility of acquiring the entire
territory, particularly in view of the strategic goal of a joint Polish-
Hungarian border. The author analyses the process and the
consequences of the diplomatic and internal policy preparations for
the Vienna arbitration, as well as why and how the ethnic principle
ultimately became the dominant criterion and argument for
determining the new borders between Hungary and the Second
Czecho-Slovak Republic.

These studies are supported by documents on the international
commitments of Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Romania within the
framework of the international minorities agreements of 1919, as well
as documents on the final controversial diplomatic stage of interwar
Czechoslovak-Hungarian minority and ethnopolitical relations.
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... [the book does] not revive old political debates in the
disguise of historical scholarship but the four Czech and four
Hungarian historians look into the complexity of the issues
related to the position and aspirations of national minorities
in Czechoslovakia unbiased, without prejudices... None of the
authors aims at convincing the reader about the correctness
of one or the other national argument related to the political
conflicts rooted in national majority-minority relations in
Czechoslovakia. Instead, they offer a very comprehensive picture
of pros and cons from all perspectives. The major points of
reference are not real or assumed national or nationality
interests but preconditions of European and Central European
regional security.
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