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Preface to the Series

The present volume is a component of a series that is intended
to present a comprehensive survey of the history of East Central
Europe.

The books in this series deal with peoples whose homelands
lie between the Germans to the west, the Russians, Ukrainians
and Belorussians to the east, the Baltic Sea to the north and the
Mediterranean and Adriatic Seas to the south. They constitute a
particular civilization, one that is at once an integral part of Europe,
yet substantially different from the West. The area is characterized
by a rich diversity of languages, religions and governments. The
study of this complex area demands a multidisciplinary approach,
and, accordingly, our contributors to the series represent several
academic disciplines. They have been drawn from universities and
other scholarly institutions in the United States and Western Europe,
as well as East and East Central Europe.

The editor-in-chief is responsible for ensuring the
comprehensiveness, cohesion, internal balance and scholarly
quality of the series that he has launched. He cheerfully accepts
these responsibilities and intends this work to be neither
justification nor condemnation of the policies, attitudes and
activities of any person involved. At the same time, because
the contributors represent so many different disciplines,
interpretations, and schools of thought, our policy in this, as
in the past and future volumes, is to present their contributions
without major modifications.

Xi



xii Preface to the Series

The authors of this volume are distinguished scholars in the
field to which the theme of this book belongs to.

Special thanks are due to the Hungarian Academy of Sciences,
the MOL Hungarian Oil and Gas Company, and the Kdzéletre
Nevelésért Alapitvany [Training for Public Life Foundation] whose
contribution to the production costs made this publication possible.

Budapest, March 15, 2011 Ignac Romsics
Editor-in-Chief



INTRODUCTION

The Versailles peace process redrew the map of Europe after World
War |, as new states emerged on the territories of the dismembered
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. Hungary, one of the successor states
to finally gain full independence, was in a difficult position. Its
historical borders within the Monarchy had embraced large non-
Hungarian communities that obtained state-constituting rights
under US President Wilson’s idea of national self-determination,
which became the organizing principle for post-war state
construction. The peace conference, however, presented the new
Hungarian state with borders beyond which lay wide areas with
ethnically nearly homogeneous or majority Hungarian populations
that became annexed to neighboring states. Consequently, the new
states of Austria, Czechoslovakia, a much-expanded Romania and
the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes (later Yugoslavia)
began their existence with sizable Hungarian minorities. This book
traces the history of these minority communities from 1918 until
the 2000s — including native Hungarian-speakers whose ethnic
self-identification might have classified them as Jewish, Roma
(previously known as “Gypsy”) or Moldavian Catholic. Additionally,
the volume includes accounts of Hungarian diasporas in Western
Europe and overseas. The book is an edited and annotated translation
of a work published in Hungarian in 2008 in conjunction with the
Institute for Ethnic and National Minority Studies of the Hungarian
Academy of Sciences.! The most significant changes for the English
edition include the addition of more extensive annotations and the
omission, for reasons of space, of the photographs, source documents,
dictionary of terms, bibliography and statistical materials found in
the original. Structurally, individual accounts of each country for
each period in the Hungarian edition have been grouped together
into chapters covering particular countries in the English edition.
The volume is written for all those with an interest in the history of
Central Europe and some basic knowledge of it.

1



2 Minority Hungarian Communities in the 20th Century

Inour effortto bring together the histories of Hungarian minorities
outside Hungary in a comprehensive volume, we were mindful of
the fact that these histories belong to multiple and contested national
historiographies. Without questioning the relevance of country-
specific research on Hungarian minorities, we believe that a regional
comparative perspective can offer invaluable insights into the
situation of these minority communities. The evolution of Hungarian
communities in seven states in the region (Austria, Slovakia, Ukraine,
Romania, Slovenia, Croatia and Serbia, in total numbering almost
2.5 million today) can be better understood if these separate histories
are situated in the region’s varying political and socio-historical
conditions. Hungarian minorities have been for the most part citizens
of their current country of residence, but they have still considered
themselves linguistically and culturally as part of a shared Hungarian
ethnic and cultural community. The territories in which they live form
buffer zones in neighboring state- and nation-building processes.

The scope of the volume is to explore the histories of these
minorities through a comparative lens, incorporating perspectives
from a broad range of Hungarian historians. Half the contributors
to this volume were born outside Hungary, and a majority of those
still live in neighboring countries.

The emphasis in the book is on tracing the influence of historical
events on minority communities in the various regions, examining
them in a comparative framework. The chapters covering six main
periods are intended to explore the impact of international changes,
sketching the situation in each country and developing each theme
in a comparative manner. Socio-economic history features in these
chapters as a background to political events. Several chapters discuss
the impact of successive waves of land reform and collectivization on
the opportunities available to members of the minority community —
including minority elites, peasants, and also workers and employees
living in majority regions (sometimes far from their place of
origin). These studies demonstrate how the history of Hungarian
minority communities has been intertwined, from the beginning
until today, with international changes, domestic and foreign policy
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developments in neighboring countries and the relative status of
these minorities themselves in the countries in which they live.

These minorities share three important characteristics: (1) Hun-
garian minority communities were created forcibly by post-war
political and territorial changes as late as the early twentieth century,
rather than by earlier and more gradual processes of demographic
change or migration — as is the case with other ethnic minorities in
Europe or around the world. Hungarians in neighboring countries
became minorities in their native lands against their will, within
states formed after 1918. They formed themselves into national
minority communities over the course of the last nine decades under
significantly different conditions, striving to maintain their regional
positions and purposefully organizing themselves as minority
communities. (2) The Hungarian minority communities that exist
in the Carpathian Basin today live in ethnically diverse regions
(representing differingdegreesofethnicconcentration)andinvarying
institutional structures of opportunity. Consequently, each regional
Hungarianminority community canalsobeseenasadistinct“society”
organized into social groups of differing composition, structured
according to specific historical, economic and cultural attributes.
(3) The history of relations between each Hungarian community
and its neighboring nations is one of parallel nation-building. The
minority groups severed in 1918 from the Hungarian nation-building
process have continually been confronted with the nation-state
efforts of majority nations in their “host states” — and have done so
in a context of sometimes drastically shifting international power
relations. Against this backdrop, ever since then, minority elites
have framed their conceptions about the appropriate structures of
minority social and communal life in terms of national cultural
reproduction, striving to minimize the disadvantages of minority
status and to increase the space available for community self-
organization.

In mainstream Hungarian interpretations of Hungarian minority
history, three distinct narratives have emerged as dominant. One
is the narrative of grievances, which focuses on experiences of
loss — including lost property and rights, continuous demographic



4 Minority Hungarian Communities in the 20th Century

decline and individual suffering. A complementary narrative, with
various degrees of influence in different periods, concentrates
on the absurdities of the means by which Hungarians ended up
in minority status. This interpretation offers conspiracy theories
about the illegitimate dismemberment of the state imposed on the
Hungarian people by the 1920 Treaty of Trianon, which could be
rectified only by a restoration of the pre-1918 status quo. During
the interwar period and in the period of communist consolidation,
a moderate segment of the Hungarian minority intelligentsia
tried to sideline the narratives of grievances and injustice, and to
introduce instead a more pragmatic approach, which addressed
majority—minority inequalities, emphasized the notion of minority
self-improvement, and called for political and public participation.
In other words, this narrative advocated the need for minorities to
make efforts to influence the course of their history. Dominant from
the outset were the goals of self-organization, legal protection and
mediation between national communities. This meant that hard-
won, specific results in daily life gained more importance than the
grand narratives about national grievances and symbolic victories.
The editors of this volume consider this pragmatic approach to
be the most realistic one, enabling people to move beyond the
interpretations focusing on past grievances. This narrative treats the
minority condition as an ongoing process of permanent adaptation.
From this perspective, demographic decline, emigration, scattering,
loss of language and loss of rights become issues that can mobilize
the minority to organize itself and keep itself on the alert, while
bilingualism and multilingualism, together with the various ties and
identities, become lines of defense against majority domination, as
well as a routine for adaptation to circumstances.

Underlying all of these interpretations is the view that, under
the constraints of being in a non-dominant political and economic
situation, Hungarian minority communities have become focused
on a shared set of goals: to preserve and strengthen their linguistic
and cultural heritage, to maintain control over their churches and
their educational and cultural institutions, and to seek continual
unhindered cooperation with other parts of a larger Hungarian
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national society. This self-assessment, along with the awareness
that it is difficult to distinguish the minority from the majority
when linguistic or cultural matters are not the issue, has driven the
Hungarian minority intelligentsia to look beyond the problems of
specific minority communities and to focus on the idea of a broader
national community.

In the remainder of this introduction, we focus on three areas
of issues that we think are important to explore if we want to gain a
comparative understanding of the history of Hungarian minorities.
First, we discuss the meanings of the names of regions inhabited
by Hungarian minorities. Secondly, we place Hungarian minority
communities into a typology of European minorities. Finally, we
reflect upon the limitations of past research on this subject, which
led us to the compilation of this volume.

A Framework of Key Spatial Concepts
Related to Hungarian Minorities

The names of the regions that are today inhabited by Hungarian
minorities have undergone significant changes over the last ninety
years.

Beyond the southern border of Hungary, the Kingdom of the
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes was formed in 1918 and took the name
Yugoslavia in 1929. The Yugoslav federation began to show signs
of breaking up in 1991, when referendums in Slovenia, Croatia
and Macedonia indicated a high level of popular support for
independence, leading to declaration of such and recognition of
the same, and this culminated in 1992, when Bosnia-Herzegovina
also gained recognition as an independent state. In the same year,
Serbia and Montenegro (Crna Gora) formed the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia: this lasted until 2003, when it became the State Union
of Serbia and Montenegro. The two parts of this confederation
became separate states in 2006. Regarding the region inhabited
by Hungarian minorities, the term Southern Region (Délvidék in
Hungarian) in Hungarian usage denotes the territories of the former
Hungarian kingdom (Croatia not included) that were annexed to the
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Yugoslav state after 1918: Prekmurje, Backa, the Baranja triangle
and the Banat. The term Vojvodina (Vajdasag in Hungarian) was
originally associated with partially successful efforts to obtain
Serb autonomy for this region within the Hungarian kingdom.
This (earlier) territorial entity, Serb Vojvodina, existed as an
administrative unit in Hungary from 1849 to 1860. After 1945, the
region known as Srem (Srijem, Szerémség) was added to Backa, the
Baranja triangle and the Banat, to form the ostensibly Autonomous
Province of Vojvodina.

The term Transylvania (Erdély — originally meaning “beyond
the forest” just as the Latin name does — in Hungarian, Ardeal
or later Transilvania — meaning the same — in Romanian, and
Siebenblrgen — “seven castles” as there are seven cities, which were
once fortified, in the region — in German) is applied today to all
the territories of “historical Hungary” annexed to Romania after
World War 1, but the names originated in the Middle Ages. The
pre-1920 and post-1920 territories of Transylvania differ, however,
and are distinguished in contemporary scholarly discourse (both in
Hungary and elsewhere) as “historical Transylvania” and “present-
day Transylvania.” The former took shape in the early centuries
of the Hungarian state as an administrative unit under royal rule,
stretching from the mountains on the eastern side of the Great
Hungarian Plain to the west on one side to the northern, eastern and
southern lines of the Carpathian Mountains on the other, covering
an area of some 52,000 square kilometers. It became customary in
the twelfth century for the king to appoint a chief (vajda) to govern
Transylvania, with strong military and administrative powers,
expressed also in a separate system of public law. The county
system applied elsewhere in the Hungarian kingdom did not cover
the whole of Transylvania, which also contained autonomous areas
for the Székely (occasionally known in English as Szekler) and
Saxon peoples (or nations in the medieval sense). Hungary split
into three parts in the aftermath of the Battle of Mohacs in 1526:
the central part, with Buda as its administrative center, came under
Ottoman rule, the west and north of the kingdom came under the
rule of the Habsburgs, as titular kings of Hungary, and “historical
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Transylvania” gained limited independence as the Principality of
Transylvania, which was a vassal state of the Ottoman Empire.
The three feudal estates of Transylvania (Hungarians, Saxons and
Székelys) sent representatives to diets convened by the prince as
head of state, who also commanded the army, minted currency and
maintained wide diplomatic connections.

The prince also ruled over a varying number of adjacent Hun-
garian territories, depending on the relative strengths of Transylva-
nia and the Habsburg dominions. These territories together were
known as the Partium. The Principality of Transylvania annexed
Maramaros, Bihar, Zarand, K6zép-Szolnok and Kraszna, Kévar-
vidék Counties under the 1571 Treaty of Speyer. The east of Arad
County and Szorény County also joined the Partium later. In 1691,
after the expulsion of the Turks, the Habsburg Emperor Leopold I
assumed the title of prince of Transylvania. In 1768, the Empress
Maria Theresa raised Transylvania to the rank of a grand principal-
ity within the Habsburg Empire, which was ruled in the monarch’s
name by a governor (gubernator). Transylvania remained a formally
independent state, with its own diet, government and legal system,
although in practice it became an increasingly backward eastern
province. During the 1848—1849 Hungarian War of Independence
from the Habsburgs, Transylvania’s union with Hungary was de-
clared by the Transylvanian Parliament amidst widespread unrest on
May 29, 1848, but this union could not be fully implemented until
the Austro-Hungarian Compromise (Ausgleich) of 1867 — due to the
crushing of the War of Independence when Habsburg military rule
was imposed on Hungary. A major defeat suffered by the Habsburgs
in the Austro-Prussian War accelerated the Compromise. (Mean-
while, the Transylvanian Diet that was reconvened in Nagyszeben
(today Sibiu) in 1863-1864 became the only one ever to declare the
equality of Romanians, Hungarians and Saxons in Transylvania.)

The Austrian emperor, in his capacities as king of Hungary and
grand prince of Transylvania, recognized in 1867 the act of union
that had been adopted in 1848. This act reincorporated Transylvania
into the Hungarian kingdom and reduced the term Transylvania to
a regional geographical designation, as it had been in the Middle
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Ages. The county system of governance was extended to Transylva-
nia in 1876, when the separate “seats” of the Székelys and the Saxons
were abolished. The once independent principality was superseded
by fifteen counties of Kiralyhagontul (the region beyond the Kiraly-
hago) (as these appeared in Hungarian public discourse). Less than
half a century later, the 1920 Treaty of Trianon ceded 102,000 square
kilometers of Hungary’s territory to Romania, the majority of which
consisted of “historical Transylvania” and the Partium (62,000
square kilometers). These territories (“historical Transylvania” and
the Partium) were incorporated into “present-day Transylvania.” The
remainder of “present-day Transylvania” (40,000 square kilometers)
consists of areas of Hungary adjacent to “historical Transylvania”
made up of larger or smaller parts of what had been the counties of
Maramaros, Szatmar, Ugocsa, Bihar, Arad, Csanad, Krass6-Szorény,
Temes and Torontal. The enlarged Romanian state that incorporated
“present-day Transylvania” thus expanded its frontiers from the ridge
of the Carpathian Mountains to embrace a set of “trans-Carpathian”
territories that soon became known in Romanian simply as Ardeal or
Transilvania. Thisterritory was later split by the Second Vienna Award
in August 1940 into Northern Transylvania (which was reannexed to
Hungary), and Southern Transylvania (which remained in Romania).
The previous status quo was restored after World War I1.

The region known as Transcarpathia (Karpéatalja in Hungarian)
took shape as a political entity only in the twentieth century,
under names that varied over time and between languages. The
geographical extent of the territory also changed several times.
Before 1918, most of it belonged to the Hungarian counties of Ung,
Bereg, Ugocsa and Maramaros. With the addition of Zemplén (in
the nineteenth century), the territory became known as Eszakkeleti
Felvidék (North-East Upper Hungary). From December 25, 1918, to
September 10, 1919, it was known as the Ruszka-Krajna Autonomous
Area, but the continuing warfare prevented the establishment of
exact boundaries for this territory.

After the fall of the Hungarian Soviet Republic (March 21 to
August 6, 1919), this area of 12,617 square kilometers took the name
of Podkarpatska Rus and became part of Czechoslovakia under
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the terms of the Treaty of Saint-Germain. The province became
known unofficially among Hungarians as Ruszinszké (by analogy
with Szlovenszkd, which denoted the then-emerging Slovakia), but
during the 1930s it became increasingly referred to as Subcarpathia,
a term reflecting its geographical position as seen from Hungary.
Although the geographical name of Subcarpathia had existed since
the later part of the nineteenth century, it came to be employed
in an administrative sense during the period of the Czechoslovak
Republic. During the brief period of a federated Czecho-
Slovakia (October 1938—March 1939), the region was designated
on November 22, 1938, as an autonomous territory of 11,094
square kilometers, with the official name of Carpathian Ukraine
(Karpats’ka Ukrai’na in Ukrainian, Karpati Ukrajna in Hungarian).
This territory then became independent for a few hours on March
15, 1939. Occupied by Hungary, and thereafter remaining under
Hungarian control, the region became a Hungarian administrative
entity as the Subcarpathian Governorship (Regents’kyj komisariat
Pidkarpats’koi’ terytorii’ in Ukrainian, Karpataljai Kormanyzosag
in Hungarian), with an area that varied between 11,500 and 12,171
square kilometers, due to territorial changes under the Second
Vienna Award of 1940 and local-level administrative changes.
The territory then came under Soviet control in October 1944 as
Transcarpathian Ukraine, and became formally incorporated into
the Soviet Union on January 22, 1946. On August 24, 1991, the
region became the Transcarpathian oblast (county) of independent
Ukraine, covering 12,800 square kilometers. The term Subcarpathia,
banned in the Soviet period as reminiscent of Hungarian military
rule and of Hungary’s aspirations towards territorial revision,
became unofficially acceptable again in Hungarian public discourse
towards the end of the 1980s. Today the region is commonly known
among Hungarians as Karpatalja (Subcarpathia), but the official
name is Transcarpathia (Zakarpattia) in Ukrainian.?

The term Slovakia first appeared in political discourse after
1918. After the trisection of medieval Hungary in 1526, mentioned
earlier, the regions of the Habsburg-ruled kingdom further from
Vienna (such as Szepes and Abatj Counties) became known as
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Upper Hungary and those closer to Vienna as Lower Hungary (such
as Selmecbénya and Kérmdocbanya Counties). The term Felvidék
(Upper Hungary or Upland) began to be used in both a geographical
and a historical sense, gradually replacing the sixteenth-century term
Felfold (which was the mountainous counterpart of Alfold — the Plain,
also known as the Great Hungarian Plain). In the nineteenth century,
the term Felvidék covered not only the Tatra and Fatra Mountains,
but also the hills of Zemplén, Biikk, Matra, Cserhat and Borzsony,
which still belong to Hungary. The flat country of Csallokoz (Zitny
ostrov), which is today commonly included in the Hungarian term
Felvidék, was not included at the time. Under the Dual Monarchy of
Austria-Hungary, Felvidék gained political meaning as the territory
of the northern counties of Hungary either with a Slovak majority
(Trencsén, Arva, Turéc, Lipt, Zolyom, Szepes and Saros) or a sizable
Slovak population (Pozsony, Nyitra, Hont, Bars, Nograd, Gomdr,
Abauj-Torna, Zemplén and Ung). The term projected the image of a
region of Hungarian dominance and identity, as opposed to the term
Slovensko (Szlovenszko or Szlovakia in Hungarian), which Slovaks
preferred as it suggested their own right to the area. A further change
in the meaning of Felvidék ensued in Hungarian public discourse
after 1920, as it became a politically slanted synonym for Slovakia
as an administrative unit within Czechoslovakia. This interpretation
of the term — according to which the name Felvidék covers the whole
of Slovakia, with current state borders as its boundaries, rather than
the geographical area of the original concept — survives to this day
in Hungarian discourse, and is often employed in ways that Slovaks
regard as manifestations of revanchist or Hungarianizing ambitions.
Due to the ambiguities associated with the term Felvidék, the term
southern Slovakia (Dél-Szlovékia) has become more commonly used
in both Hungarian and Slovak references to the strip of Hungarian-
inhabited territory along the country’s border with Hungary.?

The parts of three western Hungarian counties (Moson,
Sopron and Vas) that were annexed in 1918 to (almost 4,000 square
kilometers) gained the name Burgenland, from the German word
“Burg” found in the German name of those three county names
(Wieselburg, Odenburg and Eisenburg).
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The Hungarians among Europe’s Minorities

In an article published in 2003, Alesina et al. summarize the cultural
(ethnic, linguistic and/or religious) divisions of the early 1990s in
the countries of the world in the following table:*

States, majorities and minorities in the world (1990s)

Central N.and |S. America
World | EU Europe | Central | andthe | Asia | Africa

and CIS | America | Caribbean
No. of countries 190 28 27 19 34 38 44
Percentage ofall 115 | 15 14 10 18 20| 23
countries
Number of groups | 1,054 | 132 175 83 146 183 | 335
Percentage of all ) 13 16 8 14 17 32
groups
Average percent- 68 | 82 72 69 7 76 | 44
age of majority
Average
percentage of next 16 9 15 19 18 14 19
largest group
Countries with an
absolute majority 144 25 25 16 27 34 14
nation
Countries with a
majority nation of 44 17 2 4 7 13 1
over 90%

According to censuses taken around the turn of the millennium,
the 39 countries of geographical Europe, including European Russia
but discounting the mini-states, contain 329 national or ethnic
groups with an aggregate population of 86,674,000, or 11.45 percent
of the total population.’ The countries of Europe can be placed in
four main groups in terms of national divisions, according to ethno-
demographic composition.® A country can be classified as a nation
state stricto sensu, which is to say a homogeneous nation state, if
its indigenous ethnic minorities account for less than 10 percent of
the population and there are no sub-state areas where a minority is
in a regional majority. Of the 15 European countries that meet these
criteria today — Albania, Austria, the Czech Republic, Denmark,
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Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Malta, Norway,
Poland, Portugal, Slovenia and Sweden —only Ireland and Malta lack
any sizable indigenous ethnic minority, but substantial bilingualism
exists in both states, as well as a linguistic minority of Gaelic-
speakers and of English-speakers respectively. All other European
countries that qualify as nation states stricto sensu according to the
criteria listed above include indigenous minorities, such as the Sorbs
in Germany, the Samis in Sweden and Finland, and so on. In some
of the countries on the list, the size of indigenous minorities fell in
the twentieth century as a result of forced resettlement (in the Czech
Republic, Greece, Poland and Hungary). In the second half of the
twentieth century, sizable immigrant minorities appeared in many
of these countries: their proportions of the total population in 2008
were 16.7 percent in Ireland, 15.3 percent in Austria, 13.9 percent
in Sweden, 7.3 percent in Denmark, and 6.1 percent in Portugal.’

Finland, France, the Netherlands and Italy can be described
as relatively or historically homogeneous nation states, as their
indigenous minorities amount to less than 10 percent of the
population. These states, however, cannot be classified together
with the 15 countries listed above, as their minorities form a sub-
state majority in some districts or provinces. This applies to the
following: the Swedes of Finland along the west and south coasts
and in the Aland Islands, the Germans of Alsace and Lorraine in
France, the Bretons, Catalans, Corsicans and Flemings of France,
and the West Frisians of the Netherlands. Furthermore, the last two
countries have sizable immigrant groups, amounting to 10.9 percent
of the Netherlands’ population and 8.4 percent of France’s.

States whose minorities amount to 10-25 percent of the
population can be grouped as what may be termed “nationalities
states” — that is, countries with prominent minorities. The United
Kingdom, Luxembourg, Romania, Slovakia, Lithuania, Bulgaria
and Croatia fall under this category. The Scots, Welsh and Northern
Irish of the United Kingdom have undergone a revival of their
cultural and political traditions (and have a high degree of autonomy,
as well as being in majority status within their own regions, which
are formally recognized as constituent nations, although the official
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nomenclature for them ranges from principality to province), while
Luxembourg incorporates both a German and a French cultural
heritage. Additionally, both of these countries include a high
proportion of non-indigenous minorities (10.8 and 37.3 percent
respectively). The other states listed in this group all contain one
sizable minority — Hungarians in both Romania and Slovakia,
Russians in Lithuania, Turks in Bulgaria and Serbs in Croatia —
as well as several smaller ethnic groups. Among the countries in
geographical Europe that are not likely to join the European Union
in the near future, Russia, Belarus and Ukraine are distinct cases,
with proportions of minority populations as high as 20 percent, 18.8
percent and 17.3 percent respectively. A similar situation may be
seen in Moldova, where the Russian minority enjoys a better-than-
average social position (in terms of urbanization, school achievement
and employment structure), similar to the position of the Germans
and Jews in the pre-war nation states of Central Europe.

The lastgroup consists of countries in which the national majority
represents less than 75 percent of the population, which may thus be
termed “multinational states”: Switzerland, Belgium, Spain, Cyprus,
Bosnia-Herzegovina, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia, Estonia and
Latvia. These are states that either operate on a federal principle, or
have adominant nation whose proportion of the population is less than
75 percent. Switzerland is a federation of three-plus-one language
communities. Belgium includes differentiated Walloon and Flemish
communities and a smaller community of German-speakers. Spain
has granted autonomy to 17 communities since 1978, so that the
Catalans, Basques, Galicians and others enjoy rights in addition
to their overarching Spanish national affiliation. Cyprus contains
two separate and ethnically homogeneous national communities,
each of which has claimed rights as a separate political entity. Some
of the ex-communist countries mentioned here have political and
cultural traditions dating back several decades or even centuries,
for instance the countries that resulted from the fragmentation of
Yugoslavia (Boshia-Herzegovina, Macedonia, Montenegro and
Serbia). Others were products of the break-up of the Soviet Union
(Estoniaand Latvia) and consequently have large Russian minorities,
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the descendants of twentieth-century immigration. (Moldova too
could be counted in this latter group.)

According to the censuses of the 1920s, Europe after World
War | (discounting the European part of the Soviet Union) had 352
million inhabitants, of whom 308 lived in majority status. (The latter
figure includes also groups that formed multinational federations
together with other nations, such as Belgium’s Flemings and
Walloons, Czechoslovakia’s Slovaks, Yugoslav Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes, and German, French and Italian Swiss; a total population
of 9.6 million.) Alongside the 38.4 million persons classified in the
censuses as belonging to a national minority, there were 5.4 million
in the miscellaneous category, so that 43.9 million Europeans, or
12.4 percent of the total, can be classified as belonging to a minority.
The largest of these groups, according to the official census data,
was that of the 9.6 percent of Germans who at the same time formed
a majority nation in five countries (Germany, Austria, Switzerland,
Luxembourg and Liechtenstein). Those living in minority status
accounted for 11.6 percent of all Germans. Ukrainians represented the
second-largest minority population, with 8 million people, of whom
26.8 percent lived in minority status outside the Soviet Union. (That
is not to imply that Soviet Ukraine constituted a nation state within
the Soviet Union.) The 2.7 million minority Hungarians amounted
to 27.4 percent of the whole population of Hungarians. Next were
the 1.4 million minority Bulgarians (comprising 24.4 percent of all
Bulgarians). In terms of the proportion of a national group living
as a minority, the Hungarians were second only to the Albanians,
50.7 percent of whom (651,000 persons) lived in minority status.®
Thus, Hungarians currently feature as prominent minority groups
in two states (Romania and Slovakia) and as smaller minorities in
other states. The comparative place of Hungarian minorities on the
broader European scale of majority—minority ethnic demography
was even more prominent during the interwar period.

As stated earlier, 86,674,000 million Europeans lived as
minorities in the early 2000s. The countries of greatest ethnic/
national diversity are Russia, Ukraine and Romania (with 43, 23 and
19 recognized groups respectively). Roma, Germans and Hungarians
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constitute the overall largest European minorities (living in minority
status in 28, 22 and 8 countries respectively). Russians in Ukraine
represent the overall largest minority (11 million), followed by
Catalans in Spain (6.4 million), and Scots in the United Kingdom
(4.8 million). The largest national/ethnic minorities in Central and
Eastern Europe (CEE) are Romania’s Hungarians and Roma. The
CEE region’s largest minority groups are Russians (12.8 percent),
followed by Roma (8.5-10 million), Turks (6 million), Poles and
Hungarians (each with 2.6—2.7 million).

The minority communities of Hungary and of Central Europe®
can be classified according to five criteria: historical emergence,
geographical location, characteristics of language use, legal status
and group identity. The authors of this volume have taken those
criteria into consideration, as below:°

1. Historically speaking, in order of their emergence, European
minorities can be placed into four groups. Indigenous minorities
are groups that have dwelt continuously in their present locations
since the period preceding the creation of nation states. Historical
minorities emerged in the Middle Ages through processes of special
feudal rights, colonizations or migrations. Involuntary minorities
were separated from their ethno-cultural kin living in another
country by border changes based on externally imposed political
decisions. Recent minorities, which is to say immigrant minorities,
appeared mainly in the second half of the twentieth century through
emigration for economic reasons to richer Western European
countries. The majority of minorities in present-day Hungary are
historical minorities, while the Hungarian minorities of neighboring
countries are involuntary minorities.

Central European minorities emerged in four main periods:
(L.1) Medieval colonization and migration processes resulted in
the incorporation of the region’s formerly sovereign kingdoms that
could have formed into nation states during the nineteenth century
into the multinational Habsburg, Tsarist and Ottoman Empires.
Consequently, the historical roots of today’s minority communities
of Central Europe are found in the period between the thirteenth
and the seventeenth century. (1.2) After the period of Ottoman
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occupation, waves of repopulation resettlement and migration
significantly rearranged the region’s ethnic demography. The multiple
partitions of Poland also contributed to demographic developments
that together produced an ethnic mosaic in the region. This was
epitomized in such ethnically mixed areas as Backa (with its mixed
communities of Germans, South Slavs and Hungarians), the Banat
(Germans, Hungarians, South Slavs and Romanians) and Dobrudja
(Bulgarians, Romanians, Turks and Tatars). (1.3) Urbanization
and industrialization in the nineteenth century triggered large-
scale regional, international and inter-continental migrations and
assimilation processes. Long-established inter-ethnic relations were
dramatically altered by the homogenization projects of nation states.
(L.4) A series of dramatic changes in state boundaries and political
systems during the early decades of the twentieth century replaced
multi-ethnic empires with smaller nation states that reduced many
previously dominant ethnicities (German, Hungarian, Greek and
Turkish groups) to minority position.

Another major factor in the formation of ethnic minorities was
the stage that the nation-building process in question had reached
by the time that the given minority splintered from a larger national
community. Most Hungarian minority communities outside Hungary
were already part of a robust nation-building project when they
became annexed to neighboring countries after 1918. By contrast,
ethnic minority groups that found themselves in places that were
geographically remote from the larger part of their ethno-cultural
kin at the beginnings of modern nation-building were in a different
position: they were able to participate in the nation-building process
only through a small intelligentsia. Examples are the Moldavian
Catholics known as Csangds, and the various ethno-/linguistic
minorities of present-day Hungary. So it is hard to compare the
loyalty of the Slovaks, Germans or Rusyns of Hungary towards their
wider nation to that of the Central European Hungarian minorities,
which were integral parts of Hungarian statehood at their time of
severance.

The twentieth-century history of the minorities of Central
and Eastern Europe is marked by demographic decline, forced
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assimilation, ethnic annihilation and genocide, ethnic cleansing
and the negative effects of forcible resettlement. The ethnic map
of Central Europe has altered considerably since the beginning of
the twentieth century: communities of Germans and Jews have
vanished, while the proportion of minorities within present-day
Hungary has shrunk, and the proportion of minority Hungarians
in the neighboring countries has halved. Most of the minorities in
Central Europe after World War | were forced minorities. Today they
tend to be residual minority communities, while the Roma groups
belong largely to the underclass. Historical minorities that still exist
only in fragments include the Jews, the Germans, the Slovaks and
the Rusyns.

2. A minority community’s development and cohesion
depends, apart from historical factors, also on its geographical
position and settlement structure. The legacies of the original
patterns of minority settlement and of the population movements
of the twentieth century (migration, urbanization and involuntary
resettlement) mean that most minorities today are scattered or were
turned from a majority into a minority (10-50 percent of the local
population) at the beginning of the last century. Being scattered
means that communities can only maintain institutions for cultural
reproduction with outside help, and the native language is confined
to private life. In this process, linguistic islands have developed in
villages (or parts of villages) and in urban minority communities.
Ethnic blocs of Hungarians — such as Zitny ostrov in Slovakia,
the Berehove district in Ukraine, the Székely Land and the Bihor
County border zone in Romania, northern Backa and the area along
the Danube in Serbia — are exceptions. Thanks to the existence of
these blocs, 75 percent of Hungarians in Slovakia, 61 percent of
those in Transcarpathia, 56 percent of those in Transylvania, and 49
percent of those in Vojvodina live in settlements where Hungarians
form a majority. All of these regions, except for the Székely Land,
are border areas, which eases contacts with Hungary, but at the
same time turns the minority question into a matter of state security
(due to its being, for example, a possible source of irredentism) in
the eyes of majorities in the neighboring states.
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3. Concerningmajority—minorityrelations, themostsignificant
change in language use during the twentieth century is that most
members of minority groups have become bilingual, while members
of majority nations have remained monolingual. A distinction
can be drawn according to whether the minority language or the
majority language has become dominant among minorities in their
daily life. The native language has primacy among the Hungarians
of Slovakia, Ukraine, Romania and Serbia, the Slovaks of Romania
and Serbia, the Rusyns of Ukraine and Serbia, the Poles of the Czech
Republic, the Lithuanians, Ukrainians and Belorussians of Poland,
the Serbs of Croatia and Romania, the Albanians (and to a certain
extent the Roma and Turks) of Macedonia, the Turks of Bulgaria,
and the Russians of Transcarpathia. Among minorities in Hungary
(including Slovenes, Germans, Slovaks and Czechs) and Hungarians
in Slovenia and Croatia, the majority language dominates in daily
contacts and increasingly also in the family.

The linguistically assimilated minorities can be divided into
two sub-groups. One sub-group comprises people who maintain
their native language through inter-generational communication
and the teaching of the literary language in schools — as is the
case of Hungarians in the Burgenland region of Austria, minority
groups in Hungary that identify themselves as such in the national
census and claim language instruction in their schools, and some
Roma communities in the region. Another sub-group of assimilated
minorities is made up of people who have lost the language but
retain a cultural memory of it — such as minorities that once spoke
Armenian, Yiddish or German.

4. In some instances, minorities can also be given a partial
categorization on the basis of legal and political status, which
varies according to the regime under which they live. Some political
systems grant group rights, cultural and/or language rights, others
grant individual rights, and some political systems are designed to
erode such rights through systematic discrimination. In terms of
political recognition, the status of European minorities ranges from
constitutional recognition and regional or local self-government
through minorities who form their own political parties to minorities
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with other organizations to represent their interests. The Hungarian
minorities are communities having cultural and/or language group
rights, and according to political recognition, all three categories
include Hungarian minority groups.

5. Three types of minorities can be distinguished according
to the strength of ethnic identification. Sociological studies
conducted among the four largest Hungarian minority communities
in neighboring countries have shown that they hold a Hungarian
national identity, identifying themselves as members of the universal
Hungarian nation as commonly understood. Similar adherence
to a universal national identity (that is, involving such things as
attachment to the broader national cultural community and to the
Kin-state) is exhibited by South Slav national minorities living in
neighboring countries, and also by Poles in the Czech Republic and
by Russian minorities living outside Russia. Minorities that formed
several hundred years ago and show fluctuating signs of ethnic
identity represent a second type. Ethnic identification (or at least
awareness of ethnicity) is manifested in these cases as respect for
one’s native language, the fostering of local ethnic traditions, and a
strong sense of ethnic identity based on awareness of one’s origins.
Thistype of ethnic awareness, however, differs from national identity
in that group identity here is largely confined to the local minority
community, and broader ethno-cultural ties are seen merely as
extensions of local ties. This type of identification is found among
most minorities in Hungary, and also among Bulgarian, Slovak,
Czech and Slovene minorities in the region. An important auxiliary
element, a complement to the identities of both ethnic and national
groups, is regional or local identity: the awareness that they belong
to the minorities of Central Europe. Another significant attribute
of group identification among Hungarians in Slovakia, Ukraine,
Romania and Serbia is their identification with specific regions (such
as Zitny ostrov, the region along the River Bodrog, Transcarpathia,
Satu Mare, Tara Calatei, the Székely Land, the Banat, Backa or
Baranja). Similarly strong regional identifications can be found
among the Slovenes, Slovaks and Baranja Germans of Hungary.
From the point of view of group identity, particularly important
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here is a third type of identification: dual identity. Dual identifica-
tion is typical among historical minorities living in locations where
the majority language has become dominant, and where there are
efforts to integrate particularistic ethnic or national group awareness
into a broader affiliation with the community of citizens living in the
same country. Dual identities are built on a fragile balance that can be
easily tipped by negative impulses. In this region, this type of identity
leads most often to inter-generational assimilation, largely through
mixed marriages. In the case of the Hungarian minorities, there is not
the kind of “hybridization” that led to mass adoption of “Yugoslav”
or “Soviet” identity, but of concurrent affiliation to the Hungarian
community and the wider community of the home country.

Based on the typology outlined above, it is possible to place
the minorities of Central Europe into three overlapping categories:
(2) national minorities, with a strong awareness of a broader national
identity, who exhibit an awareness of their belonging to a national
community and consider it to be a decisive element of their national
identity; (2) ethnic minorities, whose group identity has for a long
time developed separately from their original larger ethno-cultural
or national communities, with which their connection is now based
mainly on origins and the language that they speak; (3) regional
minorities, who have lost their language and ethnic identity, but
preserve a sense of origin and local attributes that distinguish them
from the majority nation.

A Short Overview of Previous Research

Research into the history of Hungarian minorities began with the
materials prepared in 1919-1920 for the Versailles peace process.™
These materials described the ethnic, communal and social relations
in the territories likely to be claimed by Hungary’s neighboring
states. During the decades that followed the signing of the Trianon
peace treaty, numerous accounts of Hungarian minority grievances
appeared in Hungary. Educational and cultural grievances concern-
ing Hungarians in several states were first aired in accounts by Gyula
Kornis and Ferenc Olay.*? The main outlet for related documents
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and analyses, however, was the journal Magyar Kisebbség (1922—
1942), which was published in Romania (and had Romanian,
French and German versions). On a European level, a report on
the continent’s national minorities prepared according to uniform
criteria by Ewald Ammende appeared in 1931 at the suggestion
of the Hungarian delegation to the League of Nations’ minority
congresses.®* By the end of the 1930s, the history of Hungarian
minority communities became documented in monographs that
focused largely on grievances. This framework became gradually
surpassed and replaced by a comparative approach in the post-World
War Il minority research conducted in Hungary during the period
of peacemaking. This research agenda resulted in works such as
Andras Ronai’s Kozép-Europa atlasza (Atlas of Central Europe)
and a three-volume collection of studies and data edited by Elemér
Radisics and entitled Dunataj (The Danube Region).

Given the tight political control of the period, it became possible
only in 1972-1973 for the Hungarian Academy of Sciences’ Institute
of Literature to initiate research into cultural contacts with neigh-
boring countries, with Lajos Fiir, Csaba Kiss, Béla Pomogats, Rudolf
Jo6 and others taking part in this endeavor. However, neither the
several thousand pages of material thatemerged from this research on
the situation of Hungarians beyond the country’s borders nor a short
summary of this material could be made public at that time. Only a
decade and a half later did the journal Medvetanc produce a special
issue of reports on the situation of the Hungarians in four neighboring
countries. Early in the 1990s, monographs appeared about the
folklore of Hungarians outside Hungary,** their ethnic geography®
and their “living language.™® Attempts were made to compensate
for the absence of a comprehensive study of minority history with a
textbook of Hungarian national studies, followed by the publication
of a handbook.?” Since the early 1990s, several journals of minority
affairs have appeared: Forum Tarsadalomtudomdnyi Szemle in
Slovakia, Korunk, Magyar Kisebbség and Székelyfold in Romania,
and the journals Pro Minoritate, Regio and Kisebbségkutatds in
Hungary.
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Concerning institutional antecedents, the most important
interwar institution was the Institute of Governance and Public
Policy, founded in 1926, which gathered data and analyses in
support of Hungary’s ambitions for territorial revision. University
seminars were also offered on minority law, most notably at the
Minority Institute of the University of Pécs (1936-1949). After
1940, the Institute of Governance and Public Policy was divided
into the Hungarian History Institute, the Transylvanian Scientific
Institute (in Cluj) and the P&l Teleki Institute. The latter provided
background expertise for the post-war peace preparations. These
institutions were abolished in 1948, and for several decades the
issue of minorities was shrouded in silence.

As an aspect of the “softening” of communism in Hungary
towards the end of the 1980s, research on Hungarian minorities
abroad became once again acceptable, and an Institute for Hun-
garian Studies was founded in Budapest (1985-1992) to carry out
primary research that would document the situation of Hungarians
beyond the country’s borders. The successor of this institute was the
Laszlo Teleki Foundation’s Institute of Central European Studies
(1992-2006), which published monographs, edited volumes of
studies and documents, and began a systematic processing of source
materials and the compilation of chronologies and bibliographies.
Earlier work had relied largely on press reports, memoirs and
historical studies, all treated within the framework of cultural
history. A major goal of the research conducted at the Teleki
Foundation was to complement that body of work with archival
research and in-depth studies of political and economic institutions
—in other words, to move beyond description and documentation to a
scholarly examination of how minority communities “work”. By the
turn of the millennium, research on Hungarian minorities (mainly
ethnographic, sociological and anthropological studies) intensified
in institutions outside Hungary leading to new avenues of contact
between researchers and institutions inside and outside Hungary.
The most visible outcome of this process was the creation of internet
databanks in Transylvania, Slovakia, Vojvodina and Hungary,
which provided access to research tools, sources and publications.®
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New research projects and workshops contributed to an increase
in volume of publications on minority history (including numerous
monographs and thematic volumes) and created higher scholarly
expectations in the field. Building on the work accumulated in the
study of Hungarian minority history, the studies launched since
1998 under the auspices of the Institute for Ethnic and National
Minority Studies of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences have aimed
at synthesizing the results of this body of research.

In parallel with the publication of the Hungarian-language
original of our present volume, some methodologically outstanding
works have appeared on the history and operation of the Hungarian
minority communities. A monographic analysis of the everyday
operation of Central European nationalism is given in the monograph
of Rogers Brubaker and his colleagues at Cluj, and the research of
everyday ethnicity is represented by the volume of essays edited by
Margit Feischmidt.® The demographic conditions of Hungarians in
Romania and the discourses reflecting on them are presented in a
new way by Tamas Kiss.22 On the history and institutional world
of the American Hungarians, different aspects of a summary were
prepared by Béla Vardy, Agnes Huszar Vardy, Karoly Nagy and
Attila Papp Z.2* The research dealing with the Hungarian minority
communities within the regional relationships of the Carpathian
Basin has brought about a breakthrough in two respects. First, the
15-volume program on the region’s social and economic geographical
conditions, expounded according to uniform diagnostic criteria,
edited by Gyula Horvéth is nearing completion.?? Furthermore, the
first comprehensive book on the twentieth-century history of the
region, edited by Csilla Fedinec and Mykola Vegesh, was published
—and what is more, as the joint work of the historians of the two
neighboring nations of Hungary and Ukraine — in both countries
and in both languages.?

The historiography of the Hungarian minorities has been
shaped to a great extent by an urge to record and document the
numerous serious political, economic and social grievances that
these communities have indubitably suffered, and the dominant
historical narratives that have emerged in the course of the past nine
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decades reflect the centrality of those grievances and react to them.
This volume shifts the focus from a discourse based on grievances,
and focuses instead on strategies of survival and interest-promotion,
as it was largely these that were largely responsible for shaping the
evolution of minority communities during the twentieth century.
The work concentrates on the history of relations among four
interconnected fields: minority, majority, a Hungarian kin-state and
international actors. Our intention is to contribute to the comparative
history of societies and nationalisms in Central Europe. We hope
that readers will find this book useful in understanding the place of
Hungarian minority communities in that history.

The Editors
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1. THE BREAK-UP OF HISTORICAL HUNGARY
LaszIlo Szarka

By the fifth year of the Great War, the opposing Entente or Allied
Powers (notably France, the United Kingdom, and from 1915-1916
Italyand Romania) and Central Powers (Germany, Austria-Hungary,
Turkey and Bulgaria) were nearing the limits of their endurance.
Austria-Hungary under its new monarch Charles had been making
diplomatic moves in the last year-and-a-half of the war to reach
a separate peace with the Entente, but public revelations of this
by France in April 1918 obliged Austria-Hungary to commit itself
to the Central Powers more closely than ever for fear of German
military occupation. Since the monarch lacked the power to break
with Germany openly, the Allied Powers, especially France and
the United Kingdom, began in the spring of 1918 to treat Austria-
Hungary in the same hostile way as they did Germany, and the
idea of breaking up the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy after the war
was soon being mooted.

The only force inside pre-1918 Hungary to press for looser
constitutional ties with Austria and rapprochement with the
Entente was the opposition Independence and ’48 Party headed by
Mihaly Karolyi. But this had no influence on foreign policy in the
Monarchy before the end of the war. So the Western allies did not
treat Hungary as a separate international factor in any sense. This
was unfortunate, as the Hungarian government might have gained
much from a separate national and state presence during the war
years.

The Entente Powers had managed to win neutral Italy and
Romania over to their side in 1915 and 1916 with the secret treaties
of London and Bucharest. The latter, concluded on August 17, 1916,
offered Romania the whole of Transylvania, and the ethnically mixed
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regions of the Banat (Bansag) and the Partium, all other Hungarian
territory east of the River Tisza, and Austrian-ruled Bukovina, in
exchange for joining the Allies in the war and not making a separate
peace. By early 1917, successful political and propaganda work and
military organization had also turned the Czechoslovak and South
Slav émigré communities in London and Paris into a significant
international force able to influence the Western Allies’ policy on
the aims of the war.

Regular, fairly accurate intelligence on the existence of the
secret treaties and the aims of the émigré Czechoslovak, Romanian
and South Slav committees reached leading Monarchy politicians,
including Istvan Tisza, the Hungarian prime minister, but no clear
steps to realign the Monarchy’s international relations were taken.
Tisza, for instance, had regularly rejected the idea of Transylvanian
autonomy, for which the German High Command pressed as a way
of forestalling Romania’s entry into the war.

In the event, Romania’s invasion of Transylvania in August 1916
was driven back with German assistance. Defeat was acknowledged
by Romania in another Treaty of Bucharest concluded with the
Central Powers on May 7, 1918, but it managed to retain much of its
army. This allowed Romania in the final stage of the war to reenter
on the Entente side and occupy the territories that it claimed. France
and Britain also supported the ambitions of the Czechoslovak
and Yugoslav political émigrés to form states, and recognized
the Czechoslovak and South Slav committees abroad as de facto
governments in the early autumn of 1918. The territorial claims that
they made were treated as fact in the final stage of the war, which
made possible the Czechoslovak, Romanian and Yugoslav military
actions that took place after the armistice agreement, including
those in the Slovak- and Rusyn-inhabited regions of Northern
Hungary, the northern border areas of Croatia and Slovenia, and the
Vojvodina (Vajdasag) region of Southern Hungary.?

In January 1918, the American President Woodrow Wilson was
still only calling for autonomy for the nations of the Monarchy in his
draft 14 points for a post-war settlement, but in June the American



The Break-up of Historical Hungary 31

administration, in consultation with the French and the British,
decided to support the efforts to found independent states being
made by the émigré Czechoslovaks led by T. G. Masaryk and the
Poles inspired by Ignacy Paderewski, along with the movement for
South Slavunity headed by the Croat Ante Trumbi¢ and Frano Supilo
and the Serb Nikola Pasi¢, and the Greater Romanian movement led
by lon I. C. Bratianu. Washington accordingly issued a statement
on June 28 supporting the independence efforts of all the ostensibly
oppressed nations of the Monarchy.?

On October 17, 1918, Istvan Tisza, who had been Hungarian
prime minister in 1913-1917, told the Hungarian Parliament that the
Central Powers had lost the war. The Hungarian National Council was
set up a week later on October 23, and the break-up of the Monarchy
became visible in a succession of national revolutions: the Czechs
in Prague on October 28, the Austrians in Vienna and Slovaks in
Turdcszentmarton* on the 30th, and the Hungarians in Budapest on
the 31st all broke with the Monarchy or the Hungarian Kingdom. In
Budapest, Archduke Joseph appointed a new government headed by
Mihaly Karolyi on October 31; on the same afternoon, Istvan Tisza
was murdered by soldiers in his villa on Hermina ut.

But the victorious powers wanted at all costs to conclude
an armistice with the united Habsburg Monarchy, so that their
demands could be imposed on the successor states. Such an
armistice was signed by the Monarchy in Padua on November 3,
1918, and in Germany on November 11, after the serious defeats
on the Balkan, Italian and Western fronts. Since that left Hungary
without a separate armistice agreement, Prime Minister Mihaly
Kérolyi headed a delegation to Belgrade on November 11, 1918, to
find a substitute, and managed to agree with the French General
Louis Franchet d’Espérey on military conditions for ending the war.
But only Hungary recognized the Belgrade Convention signed two
days later as valid. This agreement, which would have given de
facto recognition to the independent Hungarian People’s Republic
(proclaimed on November 16, 1918) was rejected by the Allied
and Associated Powers and by Hungary’s neighbors, leaving the
country’s international legal status still in question.®
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There was no foreign military presence on the soil of historical
Hungary at the end of World War I, but the collapse of the Balkan
Front left an imminent danger of attack by Romanian, South Slav
and Czechoslovak forces. The well-equipped Serbian army duly
crossed the border at the beginning of November, the first units of
Czechoslovakia® on November 8, and Romanian forces on November
13. The Austro-Hungarian army broke up and the Hungarian
army that was being formed was unable to put up any resistance
for some time. The Karolyi government was trying to disarm as
quickly as possible the old multinational military units, which were
coming under Anarchist and Bolshevik influence, and then build
up the new army. This basically rational decision had catastrophic
consequences, as it prevented the defensive capabilities of the
country from developing in the Hungarian-inhabited areas.

Active propaganda and diplomatic activity took place during
World War 1. The central issue in East-Central Europe from the
outset was concerned with the efforts at self-determination and
establishment of independent states made by non-German, non-
Hungarian nations in the Monarchy. The principle of national self-
determination was also emphasized in November 1917 by Vladimir
Ilyich Lenin, leader of the Russian Bolshevik Revolution. That and
defeat in the war were what prompted him to recognize the rights
of Finland and the Baltic states to self-determination and secession.
US President Wilson also stressed national self-determination early
in 1918 as the underlying principle for the post-war reorganization
of Eastern and Central Europe. But implementation of the principle
of national self-determination related closely to post-war power
relations and to realization of the diplomatic and economic aims of
the peace for the victorious powers and their allies.

The big problem with the principle of national self-determination
was that the new states advanced exaggerated territorial claims
incompatible with the historical legal and ethnic positions of the
Hungarians and the Germans of pre-1918 Hungary. Czechoslovakia,
for instance, successfully claimed Sudetenland, where three million
Germans lived, and aspired not just to territories of the historical
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Hungarian state where a majority of the population was Slovak,
but to a zone running through Pest, Nograd, Heves, Borsod and
Zemplén Counties, with an estimated 1.2—1.6 million Hungarian
inhabitants. Ultimately it obtained at the Paris peace talks only
the part of the claimed zone lying north of the Danube—Ipoly line
and the Rusyn Region of Transcarpathia, together with 800,000-
850,000 Hungarian inhabitants.’

Romania also put a curious interpretation on the principle of
national self-determination. The Romanians formed a bare majority
over the Hungarians and the German-speaking Saxons and Swabians
in the claimed territories of Transylvania and Eastern Hungary, but
the claim for the whole was formulated in the name of that fragile
majority, so that it could unite with the Romanian Kingdom. The
opposing Hungarian plans for federation and cantonization, on
the other hand, were designed to defend the country’s historical
integrity.®

Between November 1918 and May 1919, the Czechoslovak,
Romanian and Yugoslav armies occupied all the territory that
their countries were to be awarded a year later under the Treaty
of Trianon. The dwindling Hungarian state found itself in a very
difficult diplomatic and military situation, under conditions of
military isolation while facing the superior forces of its enemies
and the detrimental territorial decisions of the peace conference.
Indeed the Karolyi government had misjudged the potentials in
the situation, the strength of post-war international pacifism, the
peacetime objectives of the victorious powers, and the actual chances
of saving the country’s territorial integrity. Having demobilized the
soldiers returning from the world war fronts, its attempts at rapid
organization of a separate Hungarian army were unsuccessful. Nor
could it push back or contain the organizing efforts of the Communist
Party of Hungary or the extreme right-wing nationalists.®

The continual losses of territory prevented the promised
parliamentary elections based on universal suffrage for men and
women. A combination of the Entente notes, the ceaseless advances
by neighboring countries, and the internal divisions meant that the
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government could not place on war alert forces great enough to
represent serious resistance to annexation in areas with a majority
Hungarian population.

The government of Mihéaly Karolyi and from January 19, 1919,
of Dénes Berinkey entrusted a “ministry for national minorities”
under Oszkar Jaszi, minister without portfolio, with the task of
drawing up agreements with the movements of other national
communities. These were to protect the rights of Hungarian self-
determination in regions dominated by such communities and to
be shown to the peace conference as domestic pacts, as counters
to the idea of founding new states, which the Great Powers
supported. The apparatus behind Jaszi, “charged with preparing for
self-determination of non-Hungarian nations living in Hungary,”
followed Mihaly Karolyi’s policy of pacifism and banking on help
from the Entente. It pressed for a negotiated peace and for order to
be restored provisionally by the peace conference, with the aim of
turning Hungary into an Swiss-type federal state, an idea that had
long since been overtaken by events.X

Jéaszi and his staff drafted several ideas. One was to prepare for
plebiscites to decide the future of the areas earmarked for detach-
ment from Hungary. The first such preparations were made in the
Slovak region of Upper Hungary, where signatures were collected
for a petition printed in Hungarian, German and Slovak, supporting
the country’s territorial integrity. The other central element in the
Jéaszi proposals was to initiate Swiss-style cantonization (“‘Helveti-
cization”) throughout the public administration. A surviving draft
by Jaszi’s team envisaged ethnic Hungarian and non-Hungarian
cantons having ethnographic cantons (such as for the Paloc)* and
cantons embracing cities (Budapest, Debrecen, Kassa, and so on)
and distinct geographical areas (for example Balaton). Related to
this were plans for demarcating national groups by drawing ethnic
boundaries around districts in Upper Hungary and Transcarpathia
with a majority Slovak or Rusyn population.

Early in December 1918, the Hungarian government promised
broad ethnic autonomy to a Slovak delegation led by Milan Hodza
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visiting Budapest as an official representative of the Czechoslovak
government. On December 6, a short-term agreement was reached on
a demarcation line to follow the linguistic boundary. Meanwhile Act
X/1918 granted autonomy to Transcarpathia (officially called Rus’ka-
Krajna).?

Jaszialso looked to the Swiss model for an acceptable negotiating
basis when he proposed having Romanian, Hungarian, German
and mixed cantons in Transylvania, at Hungarian—-Romanian talks
held in Arad on November 13-14. But the idea was rejected by
the Transylvanian Romanian National Council delegation headed
by luliu Maniu. Furthermore, the Romanians made radical efforts
to obstruct any movement inclining towards resistance or self-
determination for the Hungarians of the Székely (Szekler) counties
or Transylvania. Strong constraints were placed on the Hungarian
National Council of Transylvania led by Istvan Apathy, which
was tied closely to Jaszi’s ministry. Shortly after the Romanians
occupied Kolozsvar, Apathy was arrested and there were attempts
to make the work of the Transylvanian Hungarian National Council
and the Eastern Hungarian Chief Commission impossible. The
Transylvanian Hungarian civilian and military high command was
summarily abolished in January 1919.

Jaszi’s ministry also supported for a time the movements
intending to found an independent Transylvanian republic: the
Budapest group headed by Elek Benedek, Gyula Gyorffy, Benedek
Jancso and Vilmos Nagy, and the other Székely National Council
headed by the Transylvanians Miklos Banfty, Istvan Bethlen, Lajos
Loéczy, Pal Teleki and Gabor Ugron. After the failure of the Arad
talks and the advance by the Romanians, the prime Transylvanian
objective became to save the territories west and north of the
Mures (Maros) line. So the declaration adopted at the November 28
Grand Székely Assembly at Marosvasarhely aimed primarily at the
integrity of the Hungarian state.

The organization in Temesvar headed by Ottdé Roth that
intended to proclaim an independent Banat People’s Republic
was broken up by the opposing Romanian and South Slav armies
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moving into the territory. The Romanian force did not respect the
Belgrade Convention or the later Berthelot—Apathy Transylvanian
demarcation line (see below). It was held up at Csucsa for a couple of
weeks only by resistance from Hungary’s Transylvanian Division.

The first small Romanian units crossed the Hungarian state
border at Gyergyotolgyes on November 12. The government initially
took incisive action against the Romanians, sending three armored
trains into Transylvania. Karolyi appealed to President Wilson
against the advance. But on December 2, 1918, one day before
the Romanian Assembly at Gyulafehérvar declared Romanian
unification, Franchet d’Esperey consented, with Prime Minister
Clemenceau’s approval, to the Romanians’ crossing the Mures
demarcation line drawn in the Belgrade Convention, which they
did on December 18. The Hungarian military command hastened
to reinforce its Transylvanian positions, notably Kolozsvar, but
could not muster appreciable forces against the Romanians, who
had orders to occupy the whole province.

When the Karolyi government saw that the Belgrade Convention
had been ignored, it requested through Lieutenant Colonel Fernand
Vix that the nine main Transylvanian cities be placed under French
military occupation, in an effort to secure the ceasefire terms.

The Kolozsvar Assembly of the Transylvanian Hungarians took
place on December 22, 1918, calling for “full equality, liberty and
self-government for all nations here living... within a united and
undismembered Hungary.” But Kolozsvar was occupied on December
24, 1918, by the advancing Romanian army under General
Constantin Neculcea, which had met no resistance. Three days later
Neculcea declared a state of siege in the city, introduced internment,
and placed a ban on public assembly. Six days after that, Apathy
and the French General Henri Mathias Berthelot, seconded to
command the military forces of Allied Romania, reached agreement
on a new demarcation line past Nagybanya, Kolozsvar, and Déva.
After Berthelot’s departure, the Romanian military administration
disbanded the Eastern Hungarian Chief Commission - the
Hungarian government’s highest body of state in Transylvania —
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and arrested Apathy. Emil Grandpierre, who succeeded him as chief
commissioner, was removed from office on January 28. The city’s
Romanian officials were appointed on the same day.*®

By December 1918, several ministers in the Karolyi and the
Berinkey governments, including Jaszi and Minister of Agriculture
Barna Buza, were calling for abandonment of the pacifist stance.
The strategy of waiting out the decisions of the peace conference
had failed, as the majority of the country’s territory was occupied by
neighboring armies by the end of 1918. Karolyi ultimately changed
his position, having seen that the Czechoslovak, Romanian and South
Slav armies were not waiting for the peace conference decisions
before taking military action, that many conflicts were breaking out
on Transylvanian and Upper Hungarian soil, and that an attitude
inimical to Hungary would dominate the Paris peace conference
when it opened on January 29. By that time there was no hope of
Hungary regaining the occupied territories or of non-Hungarians in
them exercising self-determination within a Hungarian framework.

The Hungarian regiments in the Székely counties and in the other
regions of Transylvania refused to lay down their arms. They and
other volunteers in the Romanian-occupied Székely counties then
formed a 2,000-strong Sz¢kely Division, which along with the other
Transylvanian Hungarian military units was under the command of
Austro-Hungarian army Brigadier Karoly Kratochwill, as military
commander of Transylvania. The previous local and national guard
units and the Székely Division may have together numbered 10,000—
12,000 men by the end of 1918, and in January 1919, Kratochwill’s
Székely Division managed to hold up the Romanians at the Kiraly-
hago, the pass on the main road between Kolozsvar and Nagyvarad,
on the traditional border between Transylvania and Hungary. Fatally
late in the day, Mihaly Karolyi outlined an alternative policy in an
address to the Székely Division at Szatmarnémeti on March 2.

There were only local attempts at resistance by the Hungarians
of Upper Hungary, such as those at Ersekujvar, Balassagyarmat,
Kassa and Abara. Lacking a history of regional self-determination,
they looked on passively at the rapid advance of the small but
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organized Czechoslovak military forces. In February 1919, a
people’s assembly at Joka adopted a memorandum in the name of
the people of the Csallokdz protesting against annexation of the
district by Czechoslovakia. There was also resistance to annexation
from the Germans of the region of Zips (Spi$, Szepesség), who
planned an independent Zipser Republic (Szepesi Koztarsasag).
Such local pockets of resistance in areas of Hungary awarded to
Czechoslovakia were easily dealt with by the Czechoslovak forces,
drawn from the Czech and Slovak legions in Italy. On February
3, 1919, the minister plenipotentiary for Slovakia, Vavro Srobar,
moved from Zsolna to Pozsony), to set up there Slovakia’s new seat
of government, Bratislava.

Among the Hungarian peace notes can be found a protest by
the Hungarians of the Banat (Bansag) and Backa (Bacska) districts,
claimed by the South Slavs, and one by the Hungarians of the Western
Hungarian areas being claimed by Austria (Burgenland), dismissing
such claims and demanding a plebiscite.’®

The proclamation of the Hungarian Soviet Republic®® on March
21, 1919, was followed by a coordinated attack by the Romanian and
Czechoslovak armies. The Romanians entered Debrecen on April
23, and then met up with the Czechoslovaks at Csap. The forces
mobilized by the Hungarian Soviet Republic were placed under new
command and took up defensive positions against the Romanians
along the River Tisza. Kratochwill, still in command of the Sz¢kely
Division, issued orders on April 25, 1919, effectively disbanding
the Division, citing antagonism from the Hungarian Red Army, but
some units fought on as the Székely Brigade.

On May 20, a counter-attack to the north beat back the
Czechoslovak units. Léva, Kassa, Selmecbanya, and Bartfa were
recaptured between June 1 and 6. The Hungarian Soviet Republic
lasted 133 days, during which Béla Kun in his capacity as commissar
for foreign affairs proved willing, unlike Karolyi’s government, to
abandon territorial integrity when faced with the peace conference
decisions.' It was conceded in notes to the Czechoslovak, Romanian
and South Slav governments on April 30 that the three countries
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had admissible national and territorial claims, but Kun demanded
in exchange an immediate end to hostilities and any interference in
the internal affairs of the Hungarian Soviet Republic, freedom of
transit, and protection for the remaining minority communities in
the neighboring countries.’®

The constitution of the officially named Socialist Federal Soviet
Republic of Hungary was adopted on June 23, 1919, by the National
Assembly of Federal Soviets, which met only once. It designated
the Soviet Republic as a federal state of the nations dwelling within
it. But none of this could take effect in practice. On June 13, the
Hungarian Soviet government was informed in the Clemenceau
Note of the decision of the Paris Peace Conference on Hungary’s
borders and ordered the Hungarian army to withdraw inside them.
On July 1, a Czechoslovak—Hungarian ceasefire was signed in
Bratislava.’® After the northern retreat, the Tisza front collapsed and
the Hungarian Soviet Republic fell. The Romanian army marched
into Budapest on August 4.
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Translator’s note: The bourgeois democraticadministration of Mihaly
Karolyi adopted the name Hungarian People’s Republic (Magyar
Népkoztarsasag) on November 16, 1918. This style persisted after
the communist takeover of March 21, 1919, but gave way officially to
the name Hungarian Soviet Republic (Magyar Tandcskéztarsasag)
when a new constitution was published by the Revolutionary
Governing Council on April 2. The latter has sometimes been
translated into English as the Hungarian Republic of Councils. After
the communists seized power a second time in 1948-1949, the style
Hungarian People’s Republic was used again.

After the coup on March 21, 1919, Sandor Garbai became chairman
of the new Revolutionary Governing Council, with Béla Kun as
commissar for foreign and for military affairs, but in practice Kun
was in full charge of the “proletarian dictatorship” until its collapse
on August 1.

Maria Ormos, “The Hungarian Soviet Republic and Intervention by
the Entente,” in Kiraly, Pastor and Sanders, eds., Essays on World
War I, pp. 93-105.

The official name of the city was changed from Pozsony (Pressburg,
PreSporok) to Bratislava in March 1919.



2. HUNGARY AT THE PEACE TALKS IN PARIS
Laszlo Szarka

There were preliminary discussions among the victorious Great
Powers — the United States, France, the United Kingdom, Italy and
Japan — before the Paris Peace Conference opened ceremoniously
on January 18, 1919. The Conference was unparalleled in size — with
delegatesfromover30countries,includingRomania, Czechoslovakia,
Poland and the South Slavs — and level of organization, but the
defeated countries were excluded from it, although its prime aim
was to devise peace treaties with them, above all with Germany.
Delegates of defeated countries were only invited to Paris to be
handed the completed draft of each treaty.

The basic principles of the settlement were decided by a Supreme
War Council of the prime ministers and ministers of foreign
affairs of the five Great Powers. They set the main political issues,
reviewed commitments made in the war, and weighed proposals
by the Conference’s committees. Then they heard the demands of
the affected neighboring countries. Finally they decided, on the
recommendations of territorial and specialist committees (for ports,
waterways and railways, for territorial questions, and so on), what
the German, Austrian, Hungarian, Bulgarian and Turkish peace
treaties would contain.

After each draft treaty had been handed over, the Supreme War
Council listened to the delegation head of each defeated country, but
the latter had no right to ask questions or negotiate with Supreme
War Council members.

Hungary’s status at the peace conference was especially complex,
as the Great Powers had still not recognized Hungary officially since
the break-up of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. Thus the Allied
and Associated Powers did not accept, for instance, the Belgrade
Military Convention of November 13, 1918, as an armistice or see
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it as a commitment. Moreover, the Peace Conference was intent on
ending the Hungarian Soviet Republic, which had succeeded the
Hungarian People’s Republic on March 21, 1919. So Hungary was
not invited to the Peace Conference until December 1919.

The most important decisions for Hungary derived from the
border demarcation work of the Czechoslovak and the Romanian—
Yugoslav territorial committees, meeting between February 10 and
mid-April 1919. Representatives of the Great Powers took part, but
in cases of dispute, the delegation heads of the Allied and Associated
powers concerned — Czechoslovakia, Romania and the South Slav
state — were heard. The criteria in drawing the state borders of the
new Hungary were these:

- Commitments made in the Great War or the months leading
up to the Peace Conference (such as the 1916 Bucharest Treaty, the
armistice agreements, and the territorial decisions of the various
demarcation agreements reached between November 1918 and
June 1919).

- The ethnic principle, although from the outset the Great
Powers differed greatly in their interpretations of it. The principle
for settling ethnic disputes was to decide in favor of Allied states.
- The territorial claims of Allied countries, in which the
utmost attention was paid to historical, geographical, economic
and other criteria designed to support the demands expressed in
the Czechoslovak, Romanian and South Slav peace notes. So in
demarcating and justifying the territories of the Czechoslovak,
Polish, South Slav and Romanian states, the arguments for the
legitimacy of the territorial demands made in the beneficiary
states’ peace memoranda rested sometimes on historical grounds
and sometimes on those of ethnicity or ethnography.

- The main aim of the Great Powers’ efforts at peace-making
was to avoid further military action and strive to withdraw and
demobilize their forces as fast as possible. This meant working to
boost local Allied countries, which could monitor Eastern Central
Europe militarily, economically and politically, as an adequate
counterweight to Germany and Russia.
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- Strategic military criteria came to the fore in connection with
military plans of Soviet Russia and the Hungarian Soviet Republic.
The regional strategic and military purposes of the Great Powers
were thought to be best served by so-called railway borders: along
the River Ipoly, in Transcarpathia, and between Szatmarnémeti,
Nagyvarad, Arad and Temesvar in Eastern Hungary. In each case
these lines fell within the borders of Allied states, to reinforce
their economic and military predominance.

- An attempt was also made to apply to the defeated countries
the principle of economic viability, although this occurred in
Hungary’s case only with the coalmines of Salgétarjan, Miskolc
and the Mecsek Hills.

Demarcation of the new Hungarian state borders was completed
by the territorial committees at the end of March and beginning of
April 1919. The aim had been to prepare and conclude the peace
treaties with Austria and with Hungary at the same time, but the
declaration of the Hungarian Soviet Republic and the activity of
the Hungarian Red Army intervened.? On June 13, 1919, a note
from French Prime Minister Georges Clemenceau on behalf of
the Supreme War Council informed Béla Kun, in his capacity as
commissar for foreign affairs of the Hungarian Soviet Republic,
of the Conference decisions on the new borders of Hungary. No
substantive change in them ensued before the Treaty of Trianon was
signed.

These borders meant that Hungary lost substantial amounts
of territory with a majority of Hungarian inhabitants, to Czecho-
slovakia, Romania and the Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom: the
Csallokoz and Matyusfold, the land along the Garam, Gomor, Upper
Bodrogkdz, the Ung district, Bereg, Szatmar and Bihar, as well as
Arad County, the Sz¢kely Land (Szeklerland) and Kalotaszeg, and
the Banat (Bansag) and Bacska. This meant that larger or smaller
Hungarian-speaking areas and village communities became
minority regions or parts of them. Among the ceded cities with
a majority Hungarian population were Ersekujvar, Komarom,
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Rozsnyo6, Kassa, Munkacs, Ungvar, Szatmarnémeti, Nagyvarad,
Kolozsvar, Arad, Marosvasarhely, Csikszereda, Szabadka, Zenta,
and several others.?

The advent of the Hungarian Soviet Republic and the success
and reception of its Red Army’s northern campaign were a warning
to the Great Powers at the Peace Conference that neglect of the
principle of ethnic justice and equity was causing appreciable new
tensions in the Danube basin. So the Supreme War Council tried to
rein in the territorial ambitions of the Romanians, Czechoslovaks
and South Slavs, and order their armies to withdraw behind their
agreed state borders.

But the other main Allied objective in Hungary was to avert
and eliminate the danger of Bolshevism. This led them to condone
the occupation of Budapest by the Romanian army in August 1919.
They sought through diplomats sent out by the Peace Conference to
consolidate the situation in Hungary as fast as possible. But there
was no chance of progress while the complexity of the domestic
political and military situation in Hungary prevented either the Peidl
or the Friedrich government from taking substantive decisions,
and the Romanians followed up their occupation of Budapest by
overrunning most of Transdanubia as well.

The British diplomat Sir George Clerk arrived in Budapest on
October 23, 1919, as a special envoy of the Supreme War Council,
with a mandate to consolidate the political situation and create stable
conditions for the end to the Romanian occupation. He agreed on
November 5 with local party leaders and the commander-in-chief
of the National Army, Miklos Horthy, on the composition of a new
government to include members of all parliamentary parties. He then
won from the Romanian army’s Budapest command a commitment
to withdraw from the city before November 14.

Horthy entered Budapest on November 16 at the head of hisarmy
units and gave a well-remembered speech on Gellért tér in which he
called Budapest a “guilty city” for the way in which it had helped
the Commune to power. The “concentration” (coalition) government*
formed by Karoly Huszar on November 24 was recognized by the
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Peace Conference on the following day, and, based on Clerk’s report
in Paris, was invited on December 1, 1919, to receive the draft treaty.

The government appointed Count Albert Apponyi to head
the peace delegation. While neighboring countries did all that they
could to prevent the protests of Hungarians in the territories under
their control from reaching the Peace Conference, the Hungarian
peace delegation appended several such documents to its peace
memorandum. The tensions prompted the Czechoslovak government
to declare a lengthy state of emergency, which lasted a year and a half
in Transcarpathia, and it did not wait for the Treaty of Trianon before
holding general elections in April 1920. Meanwhile Hungarian civil
servants and professionals were under pressure from Romania and
the Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom to resign their jobs or even leave
the country, requiring public employees, for instance, to take an oath
of allegiance to the new state. In the event, several hundred thousand
Hungarians who had been transferred to neighboring countries fled
into the Trianon territory of Hungary during 1919 and 1920.°

The Apponyi delegation arrived in Paris on January 6, 1920, and
was handed the peace conditions, which is to say the draft Hungarian
peace treaty. Apponyi told the Supreme War Council on January 16
that Hungary was willing to submit to plebiscite all disputed territory.
Citing Wilson’s self-determination principle, he said “We demand a
plebiscite for the parts of our country that you now wish to detach
from us. | declare that we will submit to the results of this plebiscite
whatever they may be.”® Those running the Peace Conference paid no
more heed to this demand than to other Hungarian observations on the
draft, for instance on ecclesiastical, cultural and regional autonomy
for minority Hungarian communities or assurance of broad rights to
use their language.

After secret Hungarian—French negotiations in April-May 1920
had failed, the Hungarian peace treaty was initialed on June 4, 1920, at
the Grand Trianon in the grounds of Versailles, by Agoston Bernard,
minister of labor and public welfare, and Alfréd Drasche-Lazar,
envoy extraordinary and minister plenipotentiary. The structure
of the Treaty of Trianon followed that of the Austrian peace treaty
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signed in the Palace of Saint-Germain-en-Laye on September
10, 1919. It covered not only political and territorial matters, but
rules, implementing measures and miscellaneous measures to do
with war reparations, military commitments and restrictions, and
international economic, commercial and transport links, as well as
international minority protection measures, which were covered in
relation to the victorious countries in the region in the form of a
separate agreement.’

Hungary had no option but to sign the treaty, due to its succession
of domestic crises in 1919, continuing political isolation, and
consequent military and economic defenselessness. Yet for several
reasons the treaty remained anathema to the Hungarian public
between the wars, on whichever side of the Trianon frontier they
lived. It was seen as a grave injustice to detach compact Hungarian-
inhabited areas along the borders and cities with a majority
Hungarian population, putting more than three million Hungarians
in a minority situation. The historical Hungarian state was seen as a
thing of great value, to which the foundation of the new, still multi-
ethnic, states compared badly, as for a long time the Hungarian
public would not even acknowledge the right of neighboring nations
to self-determination. None of the rapidly changing state systems
in Hungary in 1919 — people’s republic, soviet republic, republic,
kingdom - or any of the governments had managed to spur
Hungarian society to defend itself or its country, even in areas with
a Hungarian majority in an ethnic sense. That absence of national
resistance, the desertion of hitherto loyal minorities (notably the
Saxons), and defenselessness against merciless assimilation policies
in neighboring states would lead to grave dilemmas and traumas in
Hungarian society.

US President Woodrow Wilson took the initiative to establish on
May 1, 1919, the Committee on New States and Minorities, which
drafted the minority protection treaties with certain European Allied
and Associated Powers — Czechoslovakia, Greece, Poland, Romania
and the Serb—Croat-Slovene State — and the minority protection
passages in the treaties with the two defeated successors to the
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Habsburg Monarchy — Austria and Hungary —and with Bulgaria and
Turkey. These laid the foundations for a minority protection system
based on a guarantee system that allowed individual minorities to
take complaints before the League of Nations. The minorities were
granted, in the identical texts of the minority protection treaties
and the minority protection chapters of the peace treaties, not only
civil but linguistic, educational, cultural and religious rights. These
general legal principles were accompanied by other provisions
specific to each treaty. Article 10 of the Romanian Minority
Protection Treaty, for instance, follows the others in stipulating that
“Roumania will provide in the public education system in towns
and districts in which a considerable proportion of Roumanian
nationals of other than Roumanian speech are resident adequate
facilities for ensuring that in the primary schools the instruction
shall be given to the children of such Roumanian nationals through
the medium of their own language,” but adds a special provision in
Avrticle 11: “Roumania agrees to accord to the communities of the
Saxons and Szeklers [Székely] in Transylvania local autonomy in
regard to scholastic and religious matters, subject to the control of
the Roumanian State.”®

The Hungarian government’s attitude was criticized on several
occasions by representatives of the Hungarians now in a minority
position. The Hungarians of Transylvania, Upper Hungary and the
Southern Region saw it as a great error, indeed treachery, to have
signed the treaty without reference to the minority communities
concerned or consistent, unconditional representation of their
position. The most harrowing document to reflect this view is a
memorandum called “Cry for the Hungarian-ness of Transylvania,
Bansag, Korosvidék and Maramaros” issued by Kéaroly Kos, Arpad
Paal and Istvan Zagoni in Cluj in 1921. A similar warning came on
June 2, 1920, in Parliament in Prague from the Czechoslovakian
Hungarian members who had gained seats in the 1920 general
elections, on whose behalf a joint statement of Hungarian parties
was read by Lajos Kérmendy-Ekes.® This insisted on the right of
the Czechoslovakian Hungarians to self-determination, pointing
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out that nobody in the Hungarian peace delegation had received
a mandate to sign on behalf of the Hungarians transferred to
Czechoslovakia a peace treaty that denied the right of self-
determination to the Hungarian communities of Slovensko and
Rusinsko' (Slovakia and Ruthenia).

Notes

1 WorkshbyHungarianscoveringthe talks with Hungary at the Versailles
Peace Conference: Maria Ormos, From Padua to Trianon, 1918—1920
(New York, 1982); Jozsef Galantai, Trianon and the Protection of
Minorities (Boulder, CO/Highland Lakes, NJ, 1991); Jozsef Galantai,
A trianoni békekéotes 1920. A parizsi meghivastol a ratifikalasig
[The Trianon Peace Settlement 1920. From the Paris Invitation to
Ratification] (Budapest, 1990); Gyorgy Litvan, ed., Trianon felé. A
gyoztes nagyhatalmak targyalasai Magyarorszagrol (Paul Mantoux
tolmdcstiszt feljegyzései) [Towards Trianon. Negotiations of the
Victorious Great Powers with Hungary — Notes by Interpreting
Officer Paul Mantoux] (Budapest, 1998); Béla K. Kiraly, Peter
Pastor and Ivan Sanders, eds., Essays on World War I: Total War and
Peacemaking, a Case Study on Trianon (New York, 1982); Béla K.
Kiraly and Laszl6 Veszprémy, eds., Trianon and East Central Europe
(Boulder, CO/Highland Lakes, NJ, 1995); Magda Adam and Gy6z6
Cholnoky, eds., Trianon. A magyar békekiildottség tevékenysége
1920-ban. Vilogatas A magyar béketargyaldsok. Jelentés a magyar
békekiildottség miikddésérdl Neuilly-sur-Seine-ben I-11. kdtetébol.
(Térképmelléklet: II1/B. kotet) [Trianon. The Activity of the
Hungarian Peace Delegation in 1920. Selection from the Hungarian
Peace Negotiations. From Vols. I-11 of the Report on the Work of the
Hungarian Peace Delegation in Neuilly-sur-Seine (Map Supplement,
Vol. 111/B)] (Budapest, [1921] 2001); Ignac Romsics, The Dismantling
of Historic Hungary: the Peace Treaty of Trianon, 1920 (New York,
2002); Laszlo Szarka, ed., Hungary and the Hungarian Minorities.
Trends in the Past and in Our Time (Boulder, CO/Highland Lakes,
NJ, 2004). From the international literature: Margaret Macmillan,
Paris 1919: Six Months That Changed the World (New York, 2003);
Marian Hronsky, The Struggle for Slovakia and the Treaty of Trianon
(Bratislava, 2001).



10

Hungary at the Peace Talks in Paris 51

The Treaty of Saint-Germain-en-Laye was signed with Austria on
September 10, 1919, and that of Trianon with Hungary on June 4,
1920. The Austro-Hungarian border was later amended by plebiscites
in 1921 and 1923. See Section 2.10.

The frontiers were drawn at meetings of the Czechoslovak and
Yugoslav—Romanian territorial committees, selected materials of
which appear in Magda Adam, Gyorgy Litvan and Maria Ormos,
eds., Documents diplomatiques fran¢ais sur I’ histoire du Bassin des
Carpates 1918—1932. Vol. 1-2. Octobre 1918—aoiit 1919, aout 1919—
Juin 1920 (Budapest, 1993-1995).

The centers of resistance to the Hungarian Soviet Republic in the
south of the country and in Vienna were both represented in the new
government.

I. Istvan Mocsy, “Partition of Hungary and the Origins of the Refugee
Problem,” in Kiraly, Pastor and Sanders, eds., Essays on World War
l, pp. 239-256.

Litvan, ed., Trianon felé.

Galantai, Trianon and the Protection of Minorities, pp. 167-169;
Galantai, 4 trianoni békekaotés 1920, pp. 135-140.

Galantai, Trianon and the Protection of Minorities, pp. 165-166.
Spelling taken from the original.

Laszlo Szarka, “Artificial Communities and an Unprotected
Protective Power: the Trianon Peace Treaty and the Minorities,” in
Szarka, ed., Hungary and the Hungarian Minorities, pp. 14-35.
Translator’s note. The terms referred to the actual or perceived
Slovak and Rusyn-inhabited areas. These did not overlap perfectly
with what became the Czechoslovak provinces of Slovakia and
Ruthenia or Transcarpathia.



3. THE CREATION OF
HUNGARIAN MINORITY GROUPS

Romania (Ndandor Bardi)

The period under discussion here can be divided into two parts.
One ran from the Aster Revolution to the signing of the Treaty of
Trianon (October 31, 1918, to June 4, 1920). The other covered the
subsequent period in the former areas of Eastern Hungary, when
the Romanian state administration was acknowledged also by
the Hungarian community, up until the formation of the National
Hungarian Party* in Romania in December 1922.

On the minority question the Kérolyi government (October 31,
1918, to January 8, 1919) supported Wilson’s principle of self-
determination, hoping to defend Hungary’s territorial integrity by
granting rights to self-determination to its national minorities. In
the first half of November, events in Budapest and the influence
of returning soldiers revolutionized the mining districts of Eastern
Hungary and the urban working class and the peasantry, who
were under local military government. But only sporadically did
the military and social revolts that broke out assume a national
character. The government turned for help in curbing these to the
local authorities: the Hungarian and Romanian national councils that
had begun to form at the end of October. Many rural administrative
staff had fled and the influence of urban authorities was reduced.
The Transylvanian Hungarian military force of some 4,000 was too
small to keep order, which meant relying on national guard units
that the national councils had organized. This new power system
was riven by two conflicting sets of objectives. The radicalized
Hungarian and Székely national councils thought in terms of the
republican movement; the question of the country’s integrity came
to the fore only gradually. Not so with the parallel Romanian
organizations, where national interests were foremost.?

52
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On November 9, the Romanian National Council issued from
Arad an ultimatum to the government calling for the transfer of
26 Romanian-inhabited counties in Eastern Hungary, based on
Wilson’s principle of self-determination and the need to preserve
public order. Then negotiators in Arad headed by Minister of
Nationalities Oszkar Jaszi (November 13-14) offered, until the
peace negotiations were over, rights to self-determination to areas
with a Romanian majority on a kind of cantonal system. This the
Romanian National Council representatives rejected as being too
complex. A second proposal from Jaszi was for the areas with a
Romanian majority to be subject to the Romanian National Council,
which would be represented in Parliament, while the local minorities
(Saxons, Romanians and Hungarians in this case) would be under
the protection of the 1868 Nationalities Act. This the Romanian side
also rejected, demanding complete secession.?

On December 1 came the Romanian Assembly at Gyulafehérvar
(Alba Iulia). During the preparations, some representatives of
Transylvania’s Romanian National Party (the initiators of the
Romanian National Council) and the Social Democrats regarded
the democratization of Romania as a precondition for the union,
and were planning partial autonomy for Transylvania. However,
only the democratic principles (universal franchise, freedom of
the press and assembly, agrarian reform, extension of working-
class rights, and broad minority rights) made it into the final draft.
Later the Romanian King Ferdinand | assented only to Point |
of the resolution, the act of union.* The 1,228 delegates of the
Romanians of Hungary at Gyulafehérvar passed the resolution and
proclaimed it to a crowd of a hundred thousand. They then elected
a 200-member Grand National Council that appointed a 15-member
Governing Council, headed by luliu Maniu, which was set up on
December 7 in Nagyszeben (Sibiu) as a provisional government for
the province.® The Hungarian government on December 8 named as
high governing commissioner of Eastern Hungary Istvan Apéthy,
a Kolozsvar professor and head of the Transylvanian Hungarian
National Council. His aspiring government office sought to control
the civil unrest in the province.®
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The rivalry of the two ethnically based regional centers of
administration and power was decided by military events. The
November 3 Padua ceasefire agreement had simply ordered the
evacuation of areas occupied in the war without affecting Hungary’s
borders, except for the secession of Croatia. The armistice was made
concrete in the Belgrade Military Convention of November 13. One
of its terms required the Hungarian government to withdraw behind
a demarcation line along the Upper Nagy-Szamos river as far as
Marosvasarhely (Osorhei/Targu Mures), then along the River Maros
to Szeged, but it allowed Hungarian administration to remain in the
ceded territories. On the day that the treaty was signed, Romanian
forces arrived at the passes over the Eastern Carpathians and went
on to occupy Marosvasarhely on December 2, Beszterce (Bistrita)
on the 4th, Székelyudvarhely (Odorhei/Odorheiu Secuiesc) on the
6th, and Brasso (Brasov) on the 7th, and reached the demarcation
line. The local Hungarian administration treated the Romanian
units as Entente forces in control of the territory up until the peace
negotiations, and there was no appreciable resistance. During
the days after the Gyulafehérvar Assembly, the Romanian forces
overstepped the demarcation line in some places. On December
12, General Henri Berthelot, in command of the Entente’s Danube
Army, arbitrarily allowed the Romanian forces to advance to a line
running from Szatmarnémeti (Satu Mare) through Nagykaroly
(Carei) and Nagyvarad (Oradea) to Arad.”

The Karolyi government in Budapest put up no military
resistance, partly out of faith in the Belgrade Convention and its
acceptance as a partner by the Entente, but also because the soldiers
returning from the war were causing huge social tensions and the
government aimed to disarm these masses as quickly as possible.
Nor did it have enough funds for setting up the new army. Of
the new Hungarian republican defense force, only 3,000-4,000
Transylvanian local guards were available to face an advancing
Romanian force of 20,000-40,000 men. So on December 24
Kolozsvar (Cluj) was ceded without a fight to the Romanian troops,
who reached the Maramarossziget (Sighetu Marmatiei)-Nagybanya
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(Baia Mare)—Zilah (Zaldau)—Csucsa (Ciucea) line before mid-January.
The only opposing force consisted of the Székely Division recruited
among refugees from occupied territories. By the end of January,
experience had persuaded Karolyi in favor of armed defense of
the country, but he still had no adequate military force available.
But he could not accept the peace conference decision allowing
the Romanians to advance to a line from Szatmarnémeti to Arad,
fronted to the west by a neutral zone that was to embrace Debrecen,
Békéscsaba and Szeged. Seeing that his policy of cooperating
with the Entente had failed, Kéarolyi resigned. The only remaining
chance of preserving the country’s integrity lay in a foreign policy
of alignment with Soviet Russia.®

In mid-November, the Hungarian and Székely national councils
in Transylvania responded to the Romanian self-determination
effort by coming out in support of government from Budapest or
alternatively of Transylvanian self-rule. A plan for an independent
Székely state was also mooted. A rally of 40,000 held in Kolozsvar
on December 22 called for national equality before the law in a
“united, unmutilated Hungary.” There were attempts during the
change of sovereignty to fill the power vacuum with autonomous
local centers of authority: the Banat Republic, centered in Temesvar
(Timisoara), the Székely Republic (Székelyudvarhely) and the
Republic of Kalotaszeg (Banffyhunyad/Huedin).®

The Romanian forces, having taken Nagyvarad on April
20, 1919, introduced press censorship, a curfew and corporal
punishment, banned the operation of political and social
organizations, and suspended freedom of assembly and movement
everywhere. On January 15, 1919, a delegation headed by Judge
Emil Grandpierre met in Nagyszeben with luliu Maniu, head of
the Governing Council. The Hungarian position — until the final
legal settlement emerged from the peace talks — was for public
administration in Hungarian-inhabited areas of Transylvania to be
Hungarian, in Romanian-inhabited areas Romanian, and in mixed
areas mixed. Officials should not be required to take an oath, just
give an undertaking, for which the delegation had brought the
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wording. The proposal was rejected by the Governing Council.
Two days later, Istvdn Apathy was arrested and his High Governing
Commission for Eastern Hungary* wound up forthwith. Meanwhile,
control of the railway and postal services was assumed by Romanian
army units. In March, the courts in Kolozsvar were taken over, as
were the University of Sciences and the National Theater in May.
Public officials, lawyers and railway employees were made to swear
allegiance to the Romanian king, but refused on the grounds that the
peace talks had not been completed. This meant loss of the franchise,
employment and pensions, and most of them fled to Hungary. In all,
about 145,000 persons left Transylvania for Hungary in 1918-1920,
mostly from the urban middle class and officialdom. Conditions
worsened further as dwellings were requisitioned by the military
authorities. In September 1919, Romanian became the language of
instruction in state secondary schools.*

After the High Governing Commission was closed and its head
was arrested, there continued to be an illegal Transylvanian Center*2
headed by Judge Emil Grandpierre, the lord lieutenant of Kolozsvar
appointed by the Karolyi government. The Center kept in touch with
politicians in Budapest and Szeged, organized passive resistance
among officials, gave what financial support it could to institutions
and officials, and, last but not least, gathered information for those
in Budapest who were preparing for the peace talks and for local
Hungarian leaders in Transylvania.®®

Once the Treaty of Trianon had been signed on June 4, 1920,
were made to seek ways of settling in within the Romanian state.
The Hungarian postal and administrative officials and lawyers who
were still in their posts swore their oaths of allegiance in the same
month. The land reform began to be implemented in September.
The undertakings necessary for alleviating its effects (appeals,
matters to do with expropriations of estates) made it essential to
institutionalize some kind of political interest protection. A group
consisting of Grandpierre and the former heads of the Hungarian
state administration, on the grounds of the minority protection
treaty signed by Romania in December 1919, sought foreign help
for remedying Hungarian grievances. By November 1920 they
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were thinking in terms of a legal body to represent the Hungarian
community before the League of Nations, using the terms of the
treaty, and the Hungarian Association emerged on January 9, 1921.1
Meanwhile, another group appeared in Transylvanian public life in
1918-1919, a group of younger, socially sensitive radical bourgeois,
advocating integration into the Romanian state and the democratic
organization of the Hungarian community within it. They promised
loyalty to Romania in return for democratization that would have
granted national autonomy to the annexed Hungarian community.
The decisive influences were architect Karoly Koés and journalist
Arpad Pail (a former deputy lieutenant of Székelyudvarhely who had
sworn loyalty along with county officials to the Székely Republic and
then spent a year and a half in prison).® Essentially these were the
two groups that competed to represent the Hungarians of Romania in
1921-1922: the traditional Transylvanian Hungarian elite (including
church leaders), trying to defend their positions, and the bourgeoisie
and the intellectuals, who were setting the agenda of the press and
were urging democratic self-organization and political, economic
and social modernization.

It was essential to create a united body to represent Hungarian
interests against the discriminatory policies that Romania was pur-
suing. In the spring of 1921, the Hungarian Church leaders (Roman
Catholic, Reformed and Unitarian) swore allegiance, for they were
the one remaining institutional umbrella over the Hungarian com-
munity, able to offer some political representation, mainly for griev-
ances over the school system and land reform, but representation in
Parliament became essential. This meant running in the elections as
a political party. The Hungarian People’s Party (Magyar Néppart)
was formed in the summer of 1921 by the “activists” among the Hun-
garian minority elite,® and in July, integration went further when the
“passivists” united with the People’s Party and joined the Hungarian
Association, which was now headed by Baron Sadmuel Josika, the
last speaker of the Hungarian Upper House (the House of Lords), and
as such, formerly the highest-ranking public figure in Transylvania.
The Association (as their self-governing organization) saw itself as
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the legal embodiment of the Hungarians of Romania. This claim
prompted the government to fabricate reasons to suspend its opera-
tion in October 1921. For the general elections due in 1922, first the
People’s Party in January and then Grandpierre’s Hungarian National
Party (Magyar Nemzeti Part) in February reorganized and agreed on
common candidates. They were not helped by the fact that much of
the Hungarian community had been left off the electoral rolls and
most of the Hungarian candidates were not allowed to stand for vari-
ous reasons. These and other electoral abuses — designed to ensure a
majority for the Liberal Party in the constituent assembly — resulted
in a House of Representatives and a Senate with only three Hun-
garian members each, whereas their proportion of the population
would have warranted 25-30. When the operation of the Hungarian
Association remained banned in the autumn of 1922, the leaders of
the two parties agreed at the end of December to merge as the Na-
tional Hungarian Party (Orszagos Magyar Part), which essentially
continued with the program of the Hungarian Association, this way
preventing the Romanian political parties from forming organiza-
tions to represent the Hungarians.”

Czechoslovakia: Slovakia (Attila Simon)

The Czechoslovak state was proclaimed on October 28, 1918, but
its borders were not settled for several months. Minister of Foreign
Affairs Edvard Bene$§ intended to present the Paris Peace Conference
with a fait accompli, and so Czech forces (without any warrant to do
so) tried unsuccessfully in November 1918 to occupy the northern
counties of Hungary, where the administration was falling apart.
Only at the end of the month did the Entente draw a provisional
demarcation line between the two countries, running along the
Danube and Ipoly rivers, then from Rimaszombat (Rimavska
Sobota) as far as the River Ung. The Hungarian government only
learnt of this in the so-called Vix Note of December 23.

Czech legions ordered back from Italy began on December 31,
1918, to occupy the southern, Hungarian-inhabited areas of
Upper Hungary (the future Slovakia) and gained control before
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mid-January. Local inhabitants saw the Czechoslovak rule as
temporary and received the Czech soldiers peacefully, except in a
few places near Ersekujvar (Nové Zamky) and in the Matyusfold
(Mattsov) villages of Dedki (Deakovce) and Pered, where local
guard units opposed them. There was resistance in the form of a rail
strike in the occupied areas called in the early days of February by
the Pozsony (Bratislava) Social Democrats, who also held a mass
rally of Hungarian and German inhabitants of Pozsony on February
12, 1919, protesting against social grievances and the Czechoslovak
occupation. The intervention by the authorities led to Czechoslovak
soldiers firing on the peaceful demonstrators, causing eight fatalities
and 14 injuries.

The Czechoslovak army went on to attack the Hungarian Soviet
Republic, seeking to push Slovakia’s borders still further south to a
line along the ridge of the Matra and Bukk hills, but without success.
The Paris Peace Conference in June 1919 drew the final border
along the December demarcation line, but with some alterations, to
Hungary’s detriment. Ethnic principles were ignored, meaning that
890,000 of the 2.9 million inhabitants of the new Slovakia appear to
have been Hungarians if the 1910 census data are projected onto the
new state borders. Most of the Hungarians lived in a homogeneous
Hungarian-speaking zone along Slovakia’s southern borders.®

Intermsofitsnature, Czechoslovakia’s history fromthe foundation
of the state up to the first parliamentary elections in the spring of
1920 can be called a period of Czechoslovak national dictatorship.:®
Legislative power was held by a provisional National Assembly in
which the German and Hungarian inhabitants were unrepresented.
This body adopted the basic laws that would remain in force until the
autumn of 1938: the Constitution, the language act, land reform act,
public administration act, and so on. The National Assembly granted
full powers to govern Slovakia to a minister plenipotentiary, Vavro
Srobart. There commenced a de-Hungarianization of Slovakian
public life using a series of new laws and regulations and the means
available to the military dictatorship that had been declared due
to the presence of the Hungarian Soviet Republic. It meant that
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large numbers of Hungarian officials, teachers and other state
employees were dismissed. Many others left rather than take an
oath of allegiance to the new state. As a result, several thousand
families (about 120,000 persons) who had lost their livelihood fled
to Hungary. A process of rapid ethnic transformation began in the
cities along the ethnic border. Suddenly several important centers
such as Eperjes (PreSov), Nagyszombat (Trnava) and Nyitra (Nitra)
became predominantly Slovak-speaking. Over the next couple of
years, Hungarian monuments and statues disappeared as well. The
statue of Maria Theresa in Pozsony was broken to pieces by Czech
legionaries, as were the Millenary moments in Dévény (Devin) and
Nyitra, the statue of an 1848 Hungarian soldier in Kassa (KoSice) and
statues of Lajos Kossuth in Rozsny6 (Roznava), Losonc (Lucenec)
and Ersekjvar.

The constitutional changes soon affected Slovakia’s ethnic
structure. The census of 1921 recorded 637,000 Hungarians, a fall
of over 250,000 in the number in Slovakia since 1910, due to the
many who had left the country and tens of thousands of bilingual
city dwellers now more inclined to record themselves as Slovaks
than as Hungarians.?°

The Constitution adopted by the provisional Czechoslovak
National Assembly on February 29, 1920, ended national dictatorship
and created a basis for parliamentary democracy. The First
Republic was a centralist state run from Prague, with an ideology
of “Czechoslovakism,” whereby the Czech and Slovak nations were
one. So the official language of state was Czechoslovak, which did
not exist in reality. Relations between the Czechs and the Slovaks
remained unresolved throughoutthe period, as Czechoslovakism was
widely rejected by Slovaks pressing for autonomy for Slovakia.

Czechoslovak legislation was relatively generous with
minority rights, allowing minorities to found political and cultural
organizations, and to use their language in official contacts if they
accounted for over 20 percent of the population. But there were
obstacles to applying this in practice, as the Czech officials who had
replaced the Hungarians were unable to speak the local language.
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Development of Hungarian political and cultural institutions
in Slovakia was assisted by the new Constitution and the first
parliamentary elections, but went slowly due to uncertainty over the
borders and a want of distinct political traditions in Upper Hungary.
Most Hungarians voted in the elections in April 1920 for parties
that advocated self-determination for minorities. Two Hungarians
entered the Prague Parliament on the list of the left-wing German-
Hungarian Social Democratic Party and another six on those of
the right-wing National Christian Socialist Party and the National
Hungarian Smallholders’, Agriculturalists’ and Artisans’ Party. The
popularity of left-wing ideas also appears in the fact that a further
two Hungarians won seats for the biggest Czechoslovak party, the
Czechoslovak Social Democratic Movement.?

Opposition Hungarian members set out to exploit the scope
of Czechoslovak parliamentarianism, speaking up in their native
language for the right of the Hungarian minority to self-determination
and the minority rights assured to them by international agreement
and under the Czechoslovak Constitution. Lajos Kérmendy-Ekes,
presenting a joint declaration by the right-wing Hungarian parties in
the Prague legislature on June 2, 1920, picked out well the cardinal
policies to be pursued by the Hungarians of Czechoslovakia in
the coming years: “It is our parliamentary duty to the Hungarian
community over a million strong, forced into alien frames and
under strong pressure there, and to our German brethren suffering a
similar fate, to afford them at all times, by legal means but without
compromise, devoted protection, until such time as all people realize
and it be the truth in everyone’s eyes that the Hungarians may well
have been the sole combatants in the world war who sought to win
without taking aught from others, striving simply for their existence
and national honor on the grounds that a word given is sacred.
Although we have now through others’ crimes lost all, yet has our
honor remained; precisely this is what obligates us to state clearly
and decisively that we shall never in any wise abandon our right of
self-determination, for that we reserve, that we demand.”??
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Czechoslovakia: Transcarpathia (Csilla Fedinec)

The government of Mihaly Karolyi, in Act X/1918,% granted autonomy
to the Rusyn (Ruthenian) people of the variously named northeast
Felvidék (Upper Hungary), one of the most backward parts of the
country. The name given to the territory in the act was Ruszka Krajna
(Rus’ka Krajna, in English: Ruthenian Border Territory). In December
1918, a Ministry for Rus’ka Krajna was set up under Oreszt Szab6 (Orest
Sabov), and a Munkacs-based governor, Avgusztin Stefan (Avgusthyn
Shtefan), was appointed, but foreign armies advanced into the territory
in January 1919 and the borders of Rus’ka Krajna receded before
them.?* The Upper Tisza district came under Romanian control, while
Czechoslovak forces occupied the western part up to the River Ung,
including the city of Ungvar (Ukrainian: Uzhhorod, Slovak: UZhorod).
The foreign forces continued to advance under the Hungarian Soviet
Republic (March 21-August 6), whose constitution® recognized a
Rusyn autonomous area, but it existed for only 40 days in March and
Avpril before being overrun by Czechoslovak and Romanian military
forces.? But the major influences on the destiny of Transcarpathia were
not confined to the Hungarian government, which sought to retain
possession of the Rusyn-inhabited areas and to prevent secessions
or detachments from them.?’

One such influence was the so-called Ukrainian line, which
had the strongest influence in the Maramaros County. Its main aim
was to annex Transcarpathia to Ukraine. From November 1918 to
May 1919, a body called the Hutsul People’s Council was based
at Kérosmez6 (Ukrainian: Jasyna, Slovak: Jasina) and declared a
Hutsul Republic, but this was ended by the Romanian invasion.

The other main initiative came from the Rusyn-Ukrainian
émigré community in North America. Several organizations were
founded but the decisive influence on events was the American
National Council of Ruthenians founded at Homestead, Florida, and
chaired by Nicholas Chopey. The aims of the Council were formu-
lated by Gregory Zhatkovych, a lawyer. It joined the Mid-European
Democratic Union chaired by T. G. Masaryk, signed the Declara-
tion of Common Aims of the Independent Mid-European Nations,
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and voted at Scranton, Pennsylvania, on November 12, 1918, for an-
nexing the Rusyn-inhabited counties of historical Hungary (Szepes,
Saros, Zemplén, Abauj, Gomér, Borsod, Ung, Bereg and Marama-
ros) to the new Republic of Czechoslovakia, provided that the latter
gave autonomy to the majority population, the Rusyns. US President
Woodrow Wilson was informed of the Scranton resolution as well.

Thereafter, the Rusyns who were invited to the Paris peace
conference that opened on January 18, 1919, by Edvard Benes$ and
Karel Kramaf, representing the Czechoslovak government, were
not local figures sympathetic to Hungary or the Ukrainian line,
but representatives of the émigré American National Council of
Ruthenians, including Gregory Zhatkovych and Anton Beszkid
(Anton Beskyd), president of the Rusyn Council of Eperjes
(Slovak: PreSov), who was resident in Czechoslovakia by then.
The Czechoslovak claims in Transcarpathia were endorsed by the
Paris peace conference on March 12, 1919. On May 8, 1919, the
Rusyn councils of Eperjes, Ungvar and Huszt (Ukrainian: Khust,
Slovak: Chust) held a joint meeting in Ungvar (by then occupied by
Czechoslovakia) to found the Central Russian (i.e. Rusyn) National
Council, which declared “voluntary” annexation to Czechoslovakia.
The Czechoslovak government took steps in August to introduce
civil government alongside the military administration in force
there since the beginning of the occupation.

That was the situation when the Treaty of Saint-Germain-en-
Laye was signed by the Allied and Associated Powers and the new
Republic of Austria on September 10, 1919.2¢ To the Czechoslovak
Republic was ceded Transcarpathia — the most of the counties
of Ung, Bereg, Ugocsa and Maramaros, under the designation
“Podkarpatskd Rus” (Subcarpathian Russia) — with more than
600,000 inhabitants, of whom 370,000 described themselves in
1921 as Rusyn (or Russian or Ukrainian), 102,000 as Hungarian,
80,000 as Jewish, and smaller numbers as Romanian, Czech, Slovak,
German and Gypsy.?® Czechoslovakia committed itself under the
treaty to running the territory as an autonomous self-governing
unit. Until this commitment should be met, a provisional Rusyn
Autonomous Directory was appointed under the chairmanship of
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Gregory Zhatkovych, who moved to Uzhorod with his family in the
summer.

The constitution of the Czechoslovak Republic adopted on
February 29, 1920, confirmed that Transcarpathia was to receive
wide autonomy.* On May 5, Zhatkovych was appointed as governor,
again provisionally, until autonomy should be granted. One reason
given for the provisional status was the fact that the Romanian army
had yet to withdraw. That was also why the region was omitted
from the first Czechoslovak elections to the National Assembly and
the Senate, held in the spring of 1920. The Romanian withdrawal
was completed at the end of August that year, but still no change
was made in its status. Zhatkovych could make no progress in his
talks with the government and resigned in disillusionment. After an
official farewell to Uzhorod on May 17, 1921, he moved back to the
United States over the summer.*

Simultaneously with these Transcarpathian events, of
importance primarily to the Rusyns, the Hungarian community was
following its own route. It took a long time for it to sink in with the
Hungarians that these new borders were permanent, not temporary.
The first steps were to try to save Hungarian as a language of
instruction in secondary schools — petitions were drawn up or
efforts made to start private gymnasia in Munkécs (Ukrainian:
Mukacheve, Slovak: Mukacevo), Beregszasz (Ukrainian: Berehove,
Slovak: Berehovo) and above all Ungvar — and to establish political
organizations. That early period marked the beginning of several
Hungarian parties in Transcarpathia: the Hungarian Party of Law,
the Autonomous Party of the Indigenous, the Christian Socialist
Party and the Smallholders, Artisans and Agriculturalists’ Party.
The Hungarian branch of the Czechoslovak Communist Party also
had a strong influence on the public initially.*

The Hungarian population of Transcarpathia experienced
the change of state sovereignty and its results in a way specific
to itself. It took a while before people realized what life under a
new state entailed. People interpreted the events around them
quite unrealistically until the peace treaties had been concluded.
Officials and government employees in the early days refused to
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swear allegiance to the new Czechoslovak state. The Hungarian
intelligentsia viewed uncomprehendingly the sudden political self-
confidence of the Rusyns, who now had no desire to fall back on
Hungarian politics and wanted to further their own interests. Only
after the international treaties that decided the fate of the whole of
Transcarpathia had been concluded did the Hungarians grasp their
real situation, treating what had happened to them and their mother
country as a drama, a tragedy. As a way of suffering the tragedy
more easily, they sought a scapegoat for what had happened, and their
choice fell on the Jews. Once it was realized that the borders could not
be changed, their attention shifted: if there was to be a border between
them and their mother country, let it be permeable, not sealed. The
Hungarian community experienced for the first time what it was like
to live as a minority. The Austro-Hungarian Monarchy had contained
a great many national groups, and the peace agreements that ended the
First World War typically acknowledged them by detaching them as
new states, and by creating a new national minority, the Hungarians
themselves.®

The Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom (Eniké A. Sajti)

The Zagreb National Council of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes
declared its secession from Austria-Hungary on October 29, 1918,
and proclaimed the State of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. On
November 24, it announced the unification of the South Slav lands,
including Vajdasag (Vojvodina). Due to a dispute with Zagreb about
unification procedure, the Novi Sad Grand National Assembly, on
the advice of the Serbian National Council in Ujvidék (Novi Sad),
announced separately on November 25 that the Banat (Banat), Bacska
(Backa) and Baranya (Baranja) were detached from Hungary and
annexed to the Kingdom of Serbia. This assembly did not reflect the
ethnic composition of Vajdasag: 750 of the 757 delegates were Slavs
— 578 Serbs, 84 Bunjevci (Bunyevac), 62 Slovaks, 21 Rusyns, 3 Sokci
and 2 Croats — with only 6 Germans and 1 Hungarian, but it passed
a resolution proposed by Jasa Tomi¢, head of the Ujvidék Council of
Nationalities ensuring minority rights for non-Slav peoples.®
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Formation of the Royal State of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes
was announced formally in Belgrade on December 1, 1918. This
became the Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom with the adoption of
the St. Vitus’ Day Constitution of June 28, 1921 (Vidovdanski
ustav).

On November 13, 1918, the Karolyi government signed the
Belgrade Military Convention (in effect an armistice), which confirmed
the Serb military occupation of the Southern Region, and obliged the
Hungarian government to evacuate the areas of Transylvania and the
Banat east of the Upper Szamos river and south of the River Maros,
and also the lands south of the Szeged—Baja—Pécs—Varasd (Varazdin)
railway. In addition, the city of Pécs, with part of Baranya (Baranja),
and Baja with its environs came under Serbian military occupation.
These were not evacuated as required under the Treaty of Trianon
until August 24, 1920. The Convention did not apply to the Muravidék
(Pomurje), but the Serbian army occupied it for a time. A Croatian
unit took over the Murakéz (Medimurje) in December 1918. Only on
February 20, 1919, could the Serbian military command take over
the Banat from the Banat National Council, which had envisaged a
measure of autonomy under French supervision.®

The Belgrade Military Convention left the administration of
Serbian-occupied areas to “local organizations”: Hungary should
have run them up to the signing of the peace treaty. However, the
Grand National Council elected by the Grand National Assembly in
Ujvidék set up for administrative purposes a new regional Serbian
body (people’s government) called the People’s Administration for
the Banat, Backa and Baranja,*® headed by Joca LaloSevi¢. This was
abolished by a royal decree of March 11, 1919, that centralized and
regulated the provisional administration of the new state. Thereafter
the Southern Region territories annexed to the Kingdom of Serbs,
Croats, and Slovenes were administered directly from Belgrade
through the separate Backa, Banat and Baranja Department of the
Ministry of the Interior.

Up to the end of September 1919, successive Hungarian
governments urged the Southern Region officials (and those of other
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detached territories) to resist openly. They were to take orders only
from Budapest and refuse to take the oath of allegiance to the new
state. The Friedrich and the Huszar governments changed this stance
before the peace treaty was signed and began to accept “seeming
integration,” but there were serious conflicts between the Southern
Region Hungarians and the new South Slav authorities.

The National Directorate, ignoring the terms of the Belgrade
Convention, immediately started to dismiss Hungarian lord
lieutenants, deputy-lieutenants, mayors and notaries in favor of
mainly Serbian officials, often current, as being more reliable in
their allegiance. Non-compliance by the old Hungarian judges and
prosecutors led to some civil cases being brought before Serbian
military courts. Censorship was imposed, and Hungarian-language
theater performances and film shows were banned, as were
assemblies of “unreliable elements,” including family gatherings.
A curfew was introduced, and officers of the Austro-Hungarian
army were placed under police surveillance, while officials and
teachers who refused to swear an oath of allegiance were dismissed
from their posts and had their property confiscated. Nor were armed
clashes between the Serb military and locals rare.

In March 1920, the Belgrade government ordered the
conscription of young men in the Southern Region. There was a
mass refusal to join on the part of the Germans and Hungarians
of Backa and the Banat, which sparked shooting incidents between
the military and the local population. One such left 15 dead and 20
wounded in Torzsa (Torz) and another 10 dead and 20 wounded in
Zombor (Sombor). The authorities took hostages in several places
as a way to keep order. The Szabadka (Subotica) Rail Directorate
sacked two thirds of the Hungarian railway staff in an attempt to
crush a strike, during which the Szabadka police department was
attacked and two men were killed.*

The borders of the South Slav state emerged from the peace
treaties and frontier agreements of 1919-1920. Under Trianon,
Hungary (excluding Croatia—Slavonia) lost 20,551 square kilometers
with 1,509,295 inhabitants to the South Slav state (in Muravidék/
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Prekmurje, the Baranya Triangle, part of the Banat, and Bacska/
Backa), where 30.3 percent of the population had been Hungarian
at the time of the 1910 census. According to the Yugoslav census of
1921, the area ceded by Hungary to the South Slav kingdom held
467,658 Hungarians, of which 378,107 dwelt in VVojvodina (the Banat,
Backa and Baranja). The “Southern Region” in Hungarian parlance
and historical terminology means the areas (except Croatia) annexed
to the Yugoslav state after 1918 (the Banat, Backa, Baranya and
Muravidék/Medimurje), while the term Vajdasag (Vojvodina) was
linked with nineteenth-century autonomy efforts, partly successful,
by Hungary’s Serbian national minority. The Serbian Vojvodina
existed from 1849 to 1860. After 1945, the Autonomous Province of
Vojvodina included the Banat, Backa and Baranya, and also Srem
(Szerémség/Srijem).

A total of 44,903 Hungarians left the Serb-Croat-Slovene
Kingdom between 1918 and 1924, as deportees, refugees, or optants.

Inroads into the Hungarian school system began right after
the Serbian troops arrived, as teachers were dismissed in large
numbers for refusing to take the oath. By 1920, the Serbian system
of elementary and secondary state schools had spread over the
Southern Region and the teacher training college in Subotica had
been closed. The old system of communal, denominational and
private schools, including Serbian ones, was almost completely
eliminated by the nationalization.

Article 16 of the St. Vitus’s Day Constitution provided for
mother-tongue education in elementary schools for “citizens
belonging to another race and speaking another language.” Children
were to be raised in a spirit of “state self-awareness and national
unity,” and so even a minimum of Hungarian national subjects
was left out of the curriculum. In June 1920, Minister of Education
Svetozar Pribicevi¢ issued a notorious ‘“name-analysis” order that
limited the right to mother-tongue education for Hungarians. The
order, which remained in force under the new constitution, right up
to 1938, gave access to mother-tongue instruction only to Hungarian
children whose parents and grandparents bore surnames deemed by
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a committee to be Hungarian. This also meant that all those classed
as ethnic Germans or as Jews were barred from enrolling their
children in Hungarian-taught classes.

Nationalization of the economy began in the autumn of 1918 with
the freezing of ostensibly foreign assets. Local Hungarian owners
were obligated under an order, which has never been found, to elect
“reliable Serbs” onto the boards of directors of their companies.

After some hesitation, Yugoslavia stated on December 5, 1919,
in connection with the Austrian peace treaty, that it would endorse
the international minority protection treaty. This committed the
country to providing mother-tongue elementary education for the
minoritiesin itsterritory (except for the Albanians and Macedonians)
and requisite funding for that from the state budget. The treaty also
contained option rights for Hungarians. Yugoslavia’s Hungarians
were not able to exercise their rights as citizens until the option
right expired on July 26, 1922. They could not take part in the 1921
elections to the constituent assembly or found any business, political
or cultural organizations.®

Austria (Gerhard Baumgartner)

The Allied Powers, after the proclamation of republics in Austria
and Hungary, proposed at talks with them that western areas of
the counties of Moson, Sopron and Vas be annexed to Austria. Yet
these areas had not been included in the new Republic of Austria’s
territorial claims.*

These areas (the future Burgenland) were inhabited chiefly
by Germans (75.1 percent), Croats (15.2 percent) and Hungarians
(8.4 percent). Those whose native language was Hungarian were
unevenly distributed over the annexed territory. Most lived in
mixed communities or were scattered. There was mainly Hungarian
habitation only in the Oberwart (Fels66r) and western Neusiedl
(Nezsider) districts. The 1920 census recorded 22,867 native-
speaking Hungarian inhabitants in Burgenland. Only in the villages
ceded from Vas County did the Hungarians exceed 10,000, but
there they made up only 8 percent of the population. The highest
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proportion of Hungarians was in the ceded areas of Moson County:
14.3 percent. The ceded community with the highest proportion of
Hungarians was Eisenstadt (Kismarton, 35.0 percent), the future
provincial capital. The most important Hungarian communities
were in Oberwart (Fels66r) with 3,138 Hungarians, Unterwart
(Also6or) with 1,230, and Eisenstadt with 1,020. There were altogether
53 communities with over 100 Hungarian inhabitants. A more
significant picture emerges if the number of Hungarian-speakers,
rather than native speakers, is taken. These were in an absolute
majority in the Neusiedl and Oberpullendorf (Felsopulya) districts
and the towns of Eisenstadt and Rust (Ruszt), and their proportion
in the whole of Burgenland was 35.1 percent (78,686 persons).

Most people (67.7 percent) were engaged in farming, the rest in
industry (16.2 percent), commerce and credit (1.9 percent), mining
and smelting (1.9 percent), public service (1.2 percent), armed forces
(1.6 percent) and transport (1 percent), and 1.8 percent were self-
employed. Only Neufeld an der Leitha (Lajtaujfalu) had a sizeable
mine, employing 549, and a yarn factory, employing 603.4°

The German-speaking inhabitants of Burgenland began to
organize themselves in November 1918 with the foundation of the
German People’s Council for Western Hungary* in Mattersdorf
(Nagymarton, after 1924 Mattersburg), to which 200 communities
later became affiliated. A month later, Mattersdorf was again the
center for a “Republic of Heanzenland,” instigated on the initiative
of the Austrian Social Democratic Party as a way of easing accession
to Austria.*? Participants in a German People’s Day in Sopron in
January 1919 called for territorial autonomy, which the Hungarian
government legislated for ten days later. This brought into being
a Deutsches Gouvernement for the German-inhabited parts of the
country, allowing the Germans cultural autonomy.*

The 1919 peace treaty of Saint-Germain annexed Burgenland to
Austria. Hungary was forced to acknowledge this in the 1920 Treaty
of Trianon. In 1921, the Austrian government passed legislation
making Burgenland a separate province, although it was not yet
able to occupy the whole of it. The Hungarian Soviet Republic
was replaced by one appointed by Miklés Horthy as regent, but
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there were legitimists who sought to place Charles 1V back on the
throne. One legitimist center was the Erd6dy mansion at Rotenturm
(\Vorosvar). The legitimist units played a key part in resisting the
Austrian forces that began to take over in 1921. The first clash took
place between the Austrian police and Hungarian irregulars at the
border village of Pinkafeld (Pinkaf®). The irregulars managed to
expel the Austrian forces from the whole of Burgenland during
September. On October 4, the “Lajtabansag” (the Banat of Leitha)
was proclaimed as an independent state at Oberwart.** Thereafter
negotiations between the Austrian and Hungarian states began,
leading to the Venice Memorandum of October 13, in which
Hungary undertook to cease supporting the irregulars and Austria
agreed to a plebiscite to decide the fate of Sopron and eight
neighboring villages.

Austrian troops occupied Burgenland on November 26, 1921,
and took over the public administration, but they withdrew from
Sopron and district before the plebiscite, held on December 14-15,
in which 72.8 percent of the votes were in Hungary’s favor. The
town and eight villages remained Hungarian.* Contributing to the
result was the fact that the majority of the inhabitants of Sopron
were Evangelical (Lutheran), whereas Austria was almost entirely
Catholic. Thus the Hungarian-speaking citizens were joined in
voting for Hungary by German-speakers known as the Ponzichter
— mainly market gardeners and vineyard owners.*® The Hungarian
government awarded Sopron the honorary title of Civitas fidelissima
(most faithful city).

No self-governing organizations ever emerged among the
minority Hungarians in the territories ceded to Austria, only
cultural associations in Hungarian communities, which had been
functioning since the late nineteenth century — the Als66r Reading
Circle since 1890 and the Reformed Youth Reading Circle since 1899,
for instance. Apart from those, Hungarian cultural associations were
found in Austria after 1918 only in Vienna and Graz. The oldest was
the Hungarian Reading Circle of Vienna, founded in 1864, and the
Graz Hungarian Cultural Association, founded in 1888.#
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1921-1938






1. NATION STATES AND MINORITIES
IN CENTRAL EUROPE

LaszIlo Szarka

The radical post-war changes of sovereignty and state borders in
Europe still left sizeable minorities. The majority of the continent’s
62 million minority citizens dwelt in the 17 newly constituted states
of non-Russian East-Central Europe and in Turkey, but there were 12
million in Western Europe and 11.5 million in the interwar territory
of Russia as well

Only in six European locations was an attempt made to
settle territorial disputes by plebiscite — four involving Germany
(Schleswig-Holstein, southeastern Prussia, Upper Silesia and the
Polish Corridor?) and two involving Austria (southern Carinthia,
and the Sopron/Odenburg district). Plebiscite plans in three other
areas (Teschen/Cieszyn/T&sin, and parts of former Arva/Orava and
Szepes/Spis/Zips, disputed between Czechoslovakia and Poland,
and the territories of Eupen—Malmedy, disputed between Belgium
and Germany) were abandoned.

A plebiscite in the Austrian provinces of Tyrol and Salzburg
in April and May 1921 showed 99 percent voter support for union
with Germany, in contravention of the terms of the Treaty of Saint-
Germain-en-Laye, which specifically forbade Austria’s accession to
Germany. The Austrian regime bowed to international pressure and
guashed these initiatives. When the new borders of Hungary were
being drawn, neighboring countries combined to protest against
the solution by plebiscite urged by the Hungarian peace delegation
under Albert Apponyi. Except in the Sopron/Odenburg district,
Hungary’s Trianon borders were settled administratively even in
places where local demands for a vote were insistent (Salgotarjan
and Prekmurje).2
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In Western and Northern Europe, the borders agreed in the
treaties ending World War | created four sizeable new ethnic
minorities in the following cases: the annexation of the Germans
of South Tyrol to Italy, the annexation of Alsace-Lorraine to France
(a longstanding conflict involving dual identity), the cession of
largely German-speaking Eupen and Sankt Vith to Belgium, and
the incorporation of the Swedish-speaking Aland islanders into
Finland. These recipient countries opposed the demands of the
minority communities with their own, concerning defense or the
territorial aspirations of neighboring parent countries. The Swedish
and German minority regions now have settled legal status, but all
except Aland were the source of numerous conflicts in the interwar
period. In the final third of the twentieth century, exemplary and
well-functioning forms of minority autonomy were devised for self-
government in South Tyrol and German-speaking Belgium, but on
the back of very unsteady interwar backgrounds. However, the cases
of much larger historical ethnic groups in Western Europe — Basques
and Catalans in Spain, Bretons and Corsicans in France, Frisians
in the Netherlands, or speakers of Celtic languages in the United
Kingdom — were left unmentioned in the treaties and uncovered by
the international system for minority protection.*

Most countries in Western and Southern Europe — Britain,
France, Spain and Italy — became nation states by seeing the
commonwealth of citizens as the basic concept and framework of
the “nation”. Historical and regional minority communities would
steadily lose their language, and with it their potential for forming
a separate nation. A “political nation” in Western Europe, in raising
its language to the status of a state language, would strive to impede
the development of parallel national movements. Certain countries
in Northern and Western countries afforded language-use rights to
a chosen minority. Finland made both Finnish and Swedish official
languages under the 1922 Constitution. Belgium in the 1930s
counteracted the political and cultural supremacy of French by
granting broad language-use rights to the Flemings. In Spain, on
the other hand, the Catalans’ rights of language use were curtailed
in 1918.5
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Far bigger conflicts took place after World War I in East-
Central Europe and the Balkans, in both the victorious and the
defeated successor states to the Habsburg Monarchy. To the east of
Germany, which Versailles had deprived of several border regions
and provinces with a German majority, there arose a plethora of
separatist movements and local plebiscites. Just after the foundation of
Czechoslovakia, representatives of the Sudeten Germans tried to set up
provinces of German Bohemia (Deutschbohmen), German Moravia
(Deutschsiidmédhren) and Bohemian Forest Region (Béhmerwald)
as units of German Austria, rejecting the idea that Sudetenland
should belong to Czechoslovakia, although these initiatives were
easily defeated by military force. Similar efforts were made in
Silesia and several other Polish/German border areas.®

The populations of the buffer-zone states created by the
Versailles peace system — Czechoslovakia, Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Poland and Yugoslavia, with the radically altered
Germany, Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria and Romania — included
about 80 million people (50 percent) whose citizenship changed. It
was mainly in the ostensible nation states of Central and Eastern
Europe that the minority issue assumed great importance through
the enhanced political weight of old and new minority ethnic
groups and the minority protection agreements attached to the
peace treaties and the League of Nations guarantee system.’

The Versailles peace system rested on what proved an
erroneous French geostrategic notion, the idea that France could
only manage in conjunction with Eastern allies to contain the
revisionist efforts of Germany, and the Soviet Russian efforts to
expand into the Baltic, Poland’s Ukrainian areas, Bessarabia and
Bukovina. Germany managed with the 1925 Treaty of Locarno
to break out of its diplomatic isolation, having accepted and
guaranteed the Rhine border laid down in the Treaty of Versailles,
in other words relinquishing its claims to Alsace-Lorraine and the
German-speaking parts of Belgium. In return for the five-nation
Rhine guarantee pact, France and Belgium ceased to occupy the
Ruhr and Germany could rejoin the international community as a
member of the League of Nations.®
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The Versailles process left only three self-declared nations
in East-Central and Southeastern Europe without separate
constitutional status: the Rusyns, Bosnians and Macedonians.
All other nations (along with the Austrians, Hungarians, Serbs,
Romanians, Bulgarians, Finns, Albanians and Greeks, who had
attained statehood in some form before 1918) were equipped with a
nation state in some sense. The borders for the nations with historical
statehood — the Czechs, Poles, Lithuanians and Croats — and those of
the nominal “Soviet republics” and “autonomous areas” of the Soviet
Union were drawn on the basis of ethnic regions. The Estonians and
Letts gained independent statehood for the first time. Others, who
had never had a “national” state — the Slovaks, Slovenes and Croats,
and the Belorussians within the Soviet Union — were accommodated
with nations that spoke a related language.

The most ethnically diverse of the new states in East-Central
Europe and the Balkans were Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia,
although their constitutions spoke of composite “Czechoslovak”
and “Serbo-Croat” nations that hardly featured in the declared
affiliations of their inhabitants. Their pseudo-federal systems
caused serious problems not only for the national minorities within
their territories but for minority nations within them as well — the
Slovaks and Rusyns, and the Croats, Slovenes, Macedonians and
Bosnians.®

Both East-Central and Southeastern Europe contained large
numbers of sizeable national minority groups old and new. The two
most numerous were 4.4 million minority Ukrainians living mainly
in Poland but to some extent in the Baltic states, and 8.9 million
ethnic Germans living in 13 states. The two biggest minorities
in a single state were Poland’s Ukrainians and Czechoslovakia’s
Sudeten Germans, each numbering about 3 million.?

Even post-war Hungary still had sizeable minority communities,
a fact that Czechoslovakia in particular cited in its minority-related
diplomatic activity, both bilateral and through the Little Entente.
For 10.4 percent of the population of post-Trianon Hungary had a
native language other than Hungarian, the most numerous being the
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Germans (551,000), followed by the Slovaks (132,000), the Croats
(37,000), the Serbs (36,000) and the Romanians (24,000). The native
language of the vast majority of the Jews in Hungary was Hungarian.
They numbered over 470,000 in 1920. No official cognizance was
taken of two non-Hungarian Gypsy languages.**

The number of ethnic Hungarians on the post-war territories
of the new neighboring countries of Austria, Czechoslovakia,
Romania and the Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom, now minority
communities, had fallen significantly since the census of 1910.
The assimilation processes of the pre-war period had given way to
dissimilation. This was especially the case in the cities of Slovakia
and Transcarpathia (Ruthenia). The proportion of Hungarians
among the inhabitants of Bratislava and KoSice, for instance, had
sunk below 20 percent by 1930, with the result that that Hungarian
language-use rights there had lapsed. Resettlement, flight and the
opting process for citizenship had led to a sizeable loss of 426,000
between 1918 and 1924, or 13 percent of altogether 3.3 million
minority Hungarians in Czechoslovakia, Romania, Yugoslavia
and Austria. Another factor, however, was the fact that many in
the previously assimilated Jewish communities of the northern
and southern regions of pre-1918 Hungary and Transylvania
dissimilated themselves by designating themselves as Jewish in
an ethnic sense, not just a religious one.?

The nation states concerned sought to settle the status of these
minorities by legal means. It might have sufficed in principle to
strengthen the League of Nations’ minority protection terms if
these had been enshrined in domestic law, but the constitutions
promulgated in 1920 in Czechoslovakia, Poland and Austria, in
1921 in Yugoslavia, and in 1923 in Romania defined each country
as a unitary nation state. The Czechoslovak constitution endorsed
and incorporated the minority protection treaties, exceeding them
in terms of language rights, and the country concluded bilateral
minority protection treaties with neighboring Austria and Poland.
The Yugoslav St. Vitus’ Day constitution of June 28, 1921, put a
limiting interpretation on the minority protection treaties. The 1923
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Romanian constitution (a version of the constitution of 1866) failed
to consider the minorities, even though the population of expanded
Romania was only 71.9 percent Romanian.

Inadequate regulation of minority rights in Romania left ample
room for discriminatory and assimilatory practices in minority
policy. The Hungarian, Ukrainian, Jewish, Bulgarian and Russian
minorities made almost 50 submissions to the League of Nations
minority protection panel in just ten years.* The Yugoslav and
Austrian constitutions named the minorities and stated what their
language and educational rights were, but Yugoslavia opposed
from the outset the founding of minority parties and sought to curb
native-language educational and cultural activity. National cultural
and educational associations could not be formed. Yet Yugoslavist
ideology proved even less successful than the Czechoslovakist one.
The idea of South Slav national unity was rejected outright by the
Croats, which left the Serb nation in the fatally weakened position
of a minority.*

The nationalism of nineteenth-century Western Europe had
led to serious ethnic conflicts, but also to strong, linguistically
almost homogeneous, nation states. The patterns chosen by Eastern
European nations were primarily those of Britain and France, not
Switzerland or Belgium, although the latter were cited by Hungary
and its neighbors even in the most critical situations in the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries. The states that formed in 1918-1920 could
only aspire to resemble either of these Western ideals. They declared
themselves unitary nation states in their constitutions, yet remained
multinational throughout the interwar period, with severe problems of
regional development and differentials and of historical and national
identity. Only on the rarest occasions did members of the minorities
concerned — Hungarians, Germans or Slavs — accept the proffered
option of assimilation into the majority.

It is usual to interpret the nation states and ethnic features
of interwar Central, Eastern and Southeastern Europe in terms
of a classic triad of relations between parent states (“kin states”),
citizenship-awarding states, and minorities.®> All nations had a state
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of their own, or at least formed part of the political nation of a nation
state, and all without exception had national minorities within
the borders of “their” states. So all peoples in East-Central and
Southeastern Europe had ambitions relating to their parent state and
their citizenship state: that is, national tasks and aims of a cultural and
political nature. The majority nations of Western European nation
states retained almost exclusive state power over their territories,
despite language and assimilation battles in the nineteenth century.
Most nations east of the Oder, Elbe and Leitha gained state means
of nation-building and assimilation (state nationalism) only after
Versailles.

This specifically Eastern European lag — discernible in the
development of nationalism as well — gave rise to serious conflicts.
Most of the national minorities within the new nation-state structure
of the region, simultaneously subject to the triad system of relations
and participants in it, faced a duality of state, cultural and political
identities and loyalties. In striving to create the economic, political
and cultural foundations of their own minority, to campaign
for individual and communal rights, and to found and operate
their institutions, they were the subject of scarcely compatible
expectations from their wider national community and the state in
which they dwelt.

What those running the nation states expected was a pattern of
assimilation and integration, rapid acquisition of majority language
and culture, acceptance of proffered cultural and political patterns,
and unquestioning cooperation and loyalty, in most cases without
gaining in exchange any state support for their own aspirations.
Meanwhile, the parent country expected its interwar minorities
to retain their national language and cultural identity, insulate
themselves from the majority offer, and behave in a way that
pointed back to an earlier status. So it was rare in most minorities
to find cooperation with majority parties, as such “activism” would
displease the parent country. The commonest minority stance was
one of grievance, shown in documentary activity important for
minority legal protection and community building, and providing
some kind of momentum for mobilization.*®
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Of all the nation states of East-Central and Southern Europe, the
one that went furthest in minority rights was Czechoslovakia, but
not even Masaryk’s First Republic could bring itself to implement
Slovak and Rusyn autonomy or grant communal rights to 3.3 million
Germans, almost 800,000 Hungarians, or the Polish minority in
Czech Silesia. Czechoslovak democracy and “nationalism with
a human face” did not produce in the twenty years available any
substantive integration processes with the first two, or still less the
second three, which contributed to the secession of the minorities
during the months of grave international crisis in 1938-1939."

The outcome of minority policy in Yugoslavia and Romania was
more negative still. Despite efforts by some of the Transylvanian
Romanian elite to alter the direction of Bucharest government policy
towards the minorities, the successive short-lived governments,
fearing demands for territorial revision from parent countries, thought
it too risky to support minority community building and proceeded
with a policy of assimilation instead. This is even truer of the South
Slav state (the Serbo-Croatian-Slovene Kingdom), suffering from
constant structural crisis and sheltering for a time behind a mask of
royal dictatorship. The neighboring states that “inherited” the three
populous Hungarian minorities tried to curb Hungary’s revisionist
aspirations with the consultative mechanisms of the Little Entente,
while laming the minority political elite, reliant throughout the period
on its close political and financial relations with Budapest.
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2. INTERNATIONAL MINORITY DEFENSE SYSTEM:

THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS
Ferenc Eiler

The League of Nations, which set to work soon after the Great War,
on January 10, 1920, was intended mainly to monitor observance of
the peace treaties, mediate in conflicts between states, and provide
an international forum for cooperation among them. The victorious
Great Powers saw it as essential to peace in Europe to ensure some
form of international protection for the minorities of smaller states
affected by the border changes. The almost identical minority
protection treaties concluded with victorious countries and minority
protection clauses in the peace treaties concluded with defeated
countries were placed under League of Nations guarantee.!

The international stipulations for minority protection had taken
more or less their final form at the Paris Peace Conference. Not so
the League of Nations guarantee procedures, which were built up
step by step in the 1920s.2 The minority treaties already implied that
the victors would not place the future procedures in the hands of the
General Assembly of delegates of member countries, but with the
Council, a narrower body operating under Great Power influence
and composed largely of their political representatives. For it was
stipulated that every Council member had a right to bring to the
attention of the Council any infraction or any danger of infraction of
any such obligations, and that any such member was to take action
against the state concerned. Any difference that arose between a
member of the Council and a state signatory to the minority treaty
obligations counted as an international dispute, and at the member’s
request, it could be referred to the Permanent Court of International
Justice in the Hague, whose decisions were final.

Under the established procedural system, minority organizations
and even minority members had rights like those of Churches,

92
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governments and individual citizens to place complaints before
the League of Nations. But such petitions counted as informal, and
petitioners were not equal in rank at the proceedings to the state
against which they complained. Indeed, before 1929 they were not
even informed officially whether the League was dealing with their
complaints or not.

The petitions arrived at the Secretariat of the League of Nations,
where they were examined by its Minority Section to see if they met
the formal and substantive criteria for submission. Complainants
couldonly request protection from infractions for which international
protection was stipulated in the treaty; they could not demand
political secession of the minority from the state concerned. Nor
could the reports emanate from anonymous or unauthenticated
sources, and they had to abstain from violent language. Finally, they
could not concern matters already investigated.

If the Section found the petition acceptable, the results of the
investigation were conveyed to the state accused, which had two
months in which to submit its observations in official form. After
the response arrived, the Section put the case before the Council,
which appointed a Committee of Three (later of Five in some cases)
to examine the case, usually in continual consultation with the state
accused. The committee could reach a decision in three different
ways: it could place the matter on file, formulate a proposal for
remedying the complaint, or initiate official proceedings. The last
was relatively rare, as the Council and the states concerned tried
to avoid investigations that would attract big publicity. Even if an
investigation reached that stage, there was no guarantee that the
complaints would be fully remedied. The Council might issue a
final decision calling on the state to cease its breach of the law, but
it might recommend a compromise solution, or it might dismiss the
case.?

So at the center of the complaints procedure was the Council
of the League of Nations and its Committee of Three, but the
Secretariat’s Minority Section, confined to administrative tasks
and with no decision-making powers, yet managed to develop into
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the decisive factor in the process.* For the Secretariat was the only
body within the League of Nations with staff at work in Geneva
all the year round. Those in the Minority Section were well able
to orient themselves in the diplomatic jungle of Geneva, and they
gained great expertise, as they had to collect the arriving petitions
and government responses, and all the information, legislation,
proposed legislation and press accounts to do with the situation of the
minorities. Inaddition, the Section was regularly visited by delegates
of the reported governments and even by minority politicians.
Furthermore, the Section head — strictly with the permission of
and at the invitation of the government concerned — could visit the
location and talk there with government representatives and on
some occasions those of minorities as well.

The Section would present at the first meeting of the Committee
of Three a summary of the petition and the reported government’s
response to it. This was often augmented with specific proposals
on the matter. If the Committee of Three saw fit, it could hold with
the government concerned confidential talks, which the chief of
the Section would usually be charged with heading. Typical of the
work of the Committee of Three and of the Section was mediation
and secret discussions behind closed doors. In fact the aim was to
reach compromises acceptable to the state concerned and to the
Council of the League of Nations. They never set out to harass a
state publicly and were well aware that implementing a League of
Nations resolution depended in practice on states being willing to
cooperate.

The guarantee clause in the minority treaties named as an
important factor in the guarantee process the Permanent Court
of International Justice in the Hague, as the highest resort of
international law. The Council might refer a minority protection
case to the Court for two purposes. It could call for a professional
opinion — in which case the Court’s decision counted only as a
legal opinion and had no compulsory force — or it could request a
final, enforceable judgment. In the event, the Court played only a
marginal role in interwar minority protection, principally because
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the Council, essentially a political forum, also exercised a kind of
judicial function in such cases, and as such, favored compromise
solutions wherever possible, to avoid the publicity and serious
political risk entailed in official proceedings.

Almost 500 petitions —about one half of those submitted between
1921 and 1938 — were judged after preliminary examination to be
acceptable and fit for forwarding to the Council.®

Table 1. Distribution of acceptable petitions by states accused®

Poland 203 Bulgaria 2 Hungary 9
Germany 29 Greece 41 Estonia 1
Lithuania 3 Albania 12 Yugoslavia | 35
Romania 78 Iraq 2 Austria

Turkey 12 Czechoslovakia 36 Latvia

Most petitions submitted to the Secretariat concerned the
minority policy of smaller states that gained territory out of the
Great War (Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania, Yugoslavia, and so
on), the complainants naturally being minorities of those countries.

Table 2. Distribution of acceptable petitions by complainants’

Germans in Poland 163 Ukrainians in Poland 25
Greeks in Albania 21 Hungarians in Yugoslavia 12
Hungarians in Romania 43 Poles in Germany 25
_Germans _ 15 !\/Iacedonian_s 1
in Czechoslovakia in Yugoslavia

The legal grounds for the complaints were very varied. Besides
the petitions against general discrimination, the commonest claimed
infringements were to do with education, land reform, labor law,
freedom of worship, cultural and association activity, freedom of
the press, confiscation of private property, citizenship, and use of
the mother tongue.
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The interwar system of international minority protection was
often criticized from several sides. These criticisms were aimed
alike at countries that had gained by the war and those that had
lost by it, and at various international bodies and minority political,
cultural and economic organizations.

The smaller countries on the winning side saw the imposed
minority protection treaties as an infringement of sovereignty.
Their objections were strengthened because the League of Nations
proclaimed the equality of its member states, and yet only a few
European countries were bound by the minority protection system.
They demanded that it should be extended to all members. That did
not succeed because the Great Powers (the United Kingdom, France
and Italy) were not prepared to be bound in that way.

The defeated countries now with high numbers of compatriots
abroad (Germany, Hungary and Bulgaria) and the minorities
themselves were dissatisfied with the efficacy of the guarantee
procedure. They saw the Secretariat and its Minority Section
as biased and considered it to be unacceptable that these bodies
should decide legal issues on political grounds. In terms of the
minority protection treaties, they saw it as the biggest shortcoming
of the system that it aimed at minimal average protection with a
view to the sensibilities of the states, instead of moving towards
providing the conditions for minority self-administration. They
were undoubtedly right in concluding that the degree of protection
accorded to different minorities was not uniform. While the prospect
of territorial autonomy was mooted for Transcarpathia, with its
population of 430,000, the far more numerous Székely and Saxon
communities in Transylvania were only given a general promise of
limited local autonomy in religious and educational affairs, and the
4.75 million Ukrainians of Poland were given no hope of any kind
of self-administration.

A great number of problems arose when resolutions were not
phrased precisely enough, leaving room for various interpretations.
Statements, for instance, that the minority would receive adequate
relief, or statements about districts where they lived in a significant
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proportion, or receiving a substantial and appropriate part of public
wealth, in practice left the minorities at the mercy of the legislature
and administration of the state concerned. There were similar
consequences if the definitions of obligations were not categorical
enough or no time limit was placed in the treaties for meeting them.
Governments duly took advantage of this by indefinitely prolonging
the process of putting the regulations into practice, or in most cases,
simply sabotaging them.

Naturally there were several proposals for improving the
guarantee procedure. One of the major demands was to create a
status under international law for minorities submitting petitions,
as a way of recognizing them as legal entities, which would have
radically changed the legal complexion of the procedure. In that case
the complainant could have featured in the proceedings as a party of
equal rank with the reported state. But there was never any chance of
acceptance for this, as it would have been at variance with the treaties
and governments were not prepared even to consider it. Another
idea for reform was to establish a permanent minority committee
alongside the Council, with the task of reviewing the complaints
with a professional competence that the ad hoc Committees of Three
lacked.® The legal side of the guarantee procedure would also have
been strengthened by the ideas for reinforcing the influence of the
Permanent Court of International Justice.® But these proposals came
to nothing, achieving only a little in the publicity field in 1929, after
which the secretary-general gave statistics on the fate of petitions
from the minorities in his general report, and member states might,
with the consent of the state concerned, publish Committee of
Three reports. Moreover, the Committees of Three (thenceforward
sometimes Five) might meet more frequently.®

The minority protection treaties had many shortcomings, but
neither the Great Power delegations nor the states concerned desired
to offer the minorities more than the accepted terms stipulated.
International minority protection between the world wars cannot
be assessed in terms of a non-existent normative level of minority
protection, desirable though it might be in principle. League of
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Nations protection of minorities left open the possibility of positive
domestic legislation, and despite its shortcomings, set a minimum
for minority rights in some states of Central Europe. Well or badly, it
policed through its guarantee procedure the respect for such rights,
which was a leap forward compared with the minority protection
of earlier times. The main obstacle to the League’s regionally
delimited international system of minority protection was its place
within the international security system, unable to insulate itself
from the prevalent divisions in broader politics. Any notion of
minority protection remaining a purely legal matter was precluded
by the antagonisms of interest groups pursuing disparate aims.
From behind the debate there soon emerged the real endeavors of
states: revision of the peace treaties in the case of those that had
lost territory through the war, and the fastest possible assimilation
of minorities into a nation state in those created or enlarged by the
treaties. The fate of international minority protection was ultimately
sealed when Hitler’s Germany withdrew from the League of Nations
in 1933, and Poland in September 1934 repudiated its obligations
under the minority protection treaty and refused to cooperate with
the international forum until minority protection should be made
general. Although petitions continued to arrive at the Secretariat up
to 1939, the system of minority protection had been dead for years
when the Second World War broke out.

The foundation of the League of Nations and development of its
system of minority protection was the political background to the
establishment of another international organization that focused on
the national minority question and the struggle for minority rights.
The European Congress of Nationalities was founded near Genevain
1925 with the tacit support of the Hungarian prime minister, Istvan
Bethlen, but with initial disapproval from the German Ministry
of Foreign Affairs; its exclusive concern was to tackle minority
problems that arose.™ Having grown out of Baltic German initiative,
it held an annual forum of consultation for the legitimate member
organizations’ official delegates, who represented the political and
social elite of the minorities. In most years they conferred for two
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or three days in Geneva. During the rest of the year, the members
of the Board (representing Ukrainian, Jewish, Hungarian, German,
Catalan and some smaller Slav groups) normally met three times a
year to prepare for the next conference and discuss legal and political
matters that had arisen. The secretary-general and driving force, the
Estonian German Ewald Ammende, headed until his death in 1936
a small Congress office in Vienna and kept in touch with minority
leaders through correspondence and personal meetings.

Ammende had wanted to found a body that presented mainly
theoretical work to the outside world. Building on the solidarity
among minorities and international publicity, it was to position
itself as an autonomous component in international politics and
lobby effectively on behalf of member organizations, on the one
hand presenting to states the need for cultural autonomy, and on the
other urging the League of Nations to make its international system
of minority protection more effective.

During the 14 years in which the European Congress of
Nationalities existed, 49 European national minorities sent at least
one delegate to one of the annual conferences. The frequency of
participation was influenced by several factors, apart from interest
from the minority political elite. The first filter was the degree of
security felt at home by minority politicians, but the stance of the
minority’s parent state could also play a part. But the decisive factor
was how long the groups could continue to accept the basic principles
of the Congress or follow its political line. So in 1933, 14 minorities
announced that they would withdraw permanently. The minorities
in Germany and another four Polish minorities in solidarity with
them withdrew after the third conference, sensing pan-German
intentions in the background. The seven Jewish organizations that
had hitherto taken a regular part left the Congress, as it was not
prepared to publicly condemn the 1933 anti-Semitic atrocities in
Germany, pointing out that the valid statutes of the Congress forbade
direct criticism of states.

Up to 1933, the course and activity of the Congress was decided
largely by the German, Hungarian and Jewish delegates. The
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withdrawal of the Jewish minorities and increased interest from the
German Ministry of Foreign Affairs — including financial support —
meant that the Congress came clearly and definitively under German
influence. The Hungarian government also surreptitiously provided
the organization with substantial sums for foreign policy reasons
(bearing in mind its publicity value), and the minority Hungarians
were extremely active in the Congress for the same reason.

The Congress never managed to persuade the League of Nations
or the states concerned to radically alter their approach to minority
protection. But its resolutions over 15 years covered and brought
to international notice its position on all the important issues, most
of which remain cogent today. The way in which it catalogued all
the expectations of the national minorities, passing them through a
legal filter, has certainly left a serious, if only theoretical, legacy,
despite the efforts of the German and Hungarian governments to
use the organization for their own ends.
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3. THE POLICIES TOWARDS HUNGARIAN
COMMUNITIES PURSUED BY HUNGARY'’S

NEIGHBORING COUNTRIES
Nandor Bardi

The situation of a national minority depends basically on three
factors: the settlement structure and demographic, economic and
social attributes of the ethnic group concerned, the policy of the
host state towards its minorities, and the relations and ties of the
minority group to its Kin-state — the state or states in which it was
in a majority. The section examines the second factor as it applied
in Czechoslovakia, Romania and Yugoslavia. The national question
also became decisive in Austria in the 1930s (especially because of
the Anschluss in March 1938), but the minorities played no direct
part in this. The Hungarians of Austria — bilingual, and forming
a tiny proportion of the population — were not a domestic political
issue.

The attitude towards the national minorities in the Entente
countries was determined mainly by the change in international
power relations and the ambitions of the three new states to build a
uniform nation.

The minority protection treaties attached to the peace treaties
that concluded the First World War were rejected initially by the
Yugoslav and Romanian prime ministers. Then Nikola Pasi¢ of
Yugoslavia signed after certain concessions had been made, but lon
Bratianu of Romania preferred to resign, and the treaty was signed
for Romania by another peace delegation member, Alexandru Vaida-
Voevod of Transylvania. Hungary accepted the Trianon minority
stipulations with resignation, as it was ethnically more homogeneous
than its neighbors. Only about 10 percent of the population belonged
to a national minority, and these lived scattered across the country.
Furthermore, the terms allowed for the rights of Hungarian minorities

102
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abroad to be raised internationally. Although the minority protection
treaties were ratified, not one country in the region codified the rights
of its minorities. Instead they declared the equal rights of all citizens
in their constitutions, and then enshrined the interests of the state in
relation to the minorities through sectorial legislation. None of these
countries, not even Hungary, met its obligations to the minorities to
the full

One aim of the Little Entente that Czechoslovakia, Romania and
the Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom formed in the 1920s was to make
a military and political alliance against Hungary’s ambitions for
territorial revision, but they were also interested in regional economic
cooperation. However, the latter called also for participation by
Hungary, which saw the problems of the Hungarian minorities
as a precondition for consolidating relations with these countries.
Budapest also needed to assert its interests, but its geopolitical
weight was too low to do so. For in terms of area and population,
Hungary was only half the size of any of the three neighbors. All
that Hungary could rely on were the Italian and German discontent
with the European status quo and the chance to win over British
public opinion.

By 1935, it was clear that the Little Entente countries could not
base their defense against German and lItalian threats on support
from Britain or France. Since defense against any German or Italian
attack would be precluded by Hungarian action, Yugoslavia and
Czechoslovakia set out to normalize relations with Budapest. This
was opposed by Romania, whose domestic political legitimacy
rested on anti-revisionism and a Hungarian enemy, but as its two
partners were ready to negotiate with Budapest even without
Bucharest, the latter agreed to join after all. Hungary, however,
was only interested in agreement with Yugoslavia and temporary
settlements with Romania. For Czechoslovakia in 1935-1936 was
the only place where Hungary, with Hitler’s support, had some
chance of territorial revision.?

In 1937, the Hungarian government attempted to reach a
separate agreement with Yugoslavia. The essential aims were
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to settle the educational situation of the Hungarian minority, to
ensure ethnically proportional local government representation,
and to obtain land for landless Hungarian farm laborers out of
the redistribution scheme. Initially the Yugoslav prime minister,
Milan Stojadinovi¢, seemed willing to tackle the minority problems
and reach a separate agreement, but he rejected the advance from
Budapest after the Italian—Yugoslav pact of March 25, 1937, fearing
the reactions of the other members of the Little Entente.

Romania and Czechoslovakia, sensing that the alliance system
was weakening, agreed with Yugoslavia at the Belgrade meeting of
the Permanent Council of the Little Entente in April 1937 that before
any of them concluded a bilateral agreement with Hungary, they were
to consult the other two members and request their consent. They
also agreed to recognize Hungary’s equal right to arm (easing the
Trianon military restrictions) if the Hungarian government concluded
a treaty of non-aggression with them in return. There were talks on
this in August 1937 at Sinaia in Romania, where Laszl6 Bardossy,
the Hungarian ambassador in Bucharest, tried to tie this to a remedy
for the minority problems, but the Romanians refused.®

Romania again sat down to negotiate at the request of the
other two Little Entente members in Geneva in the autumn, but
Hungarian Minister of Foreign Affairs Kalman Kanya found his
Romanian counterpart, Victor Antonescu, implacable. The upshot
was that Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia held Romania responsible
for the breakdown of negotiations and announced that they would
agree with Hungary nonetheless. On March 11, 1938, one day before
German troops overran Austria, Bucharest indicated to Budapest a
desire to resume the negotiations and the imminent appointment of
a high commissioner for minorities to handle minority grievances.
The talks with the Little Entente states then continued. But it had
been clear since Hungarian Prime Minister Kalman Daranyi’s
visit to Berlin in November 1937 — when it emerged that Hungary
would not give military support to Austria in the event of a German
occupation and was in agreement with the idea of revising the
borders of Czechoslovakia — that Budapest was in no hurry to agree



The Policies towards Hungarian Communities 105

with Prague. At the same time, the Czechoslovak position was the
most flexible, as a start had been made on drafting new minority
legislation. Hungary’s armed forces were not strong enough to
impose such revision, and it was not certain that Yugoslavia and
Romania would remain neutral in such an eventuality. On August
21-22, 1938, the Little Entente states agreed in Bled to recognize
Hungary’s equal right to arm, and agreed to negotiate in the future
about the situation of the minorities, and Budapest renounced the
use of force to alter the frontiers. But only a month later, the Munich
Agreement brought about a new situation in Central Europe.*

It is time to examine how the two key concepts of nation-
building and the nation state operated in the minority policy of the
neighboring countries, which also affected the loyalty of the local
Hungarians to the new states.®

Two of the three were constitutional monarchies and the third,
Czechoslovakia, a bourgeois democracy. But the real difference
was the fact that the last had kept the Austro-Hungarian model
of public administration, while the other two followed the pre-
1918 administrative patterns of the small Balkan states. While
the Monarchy had had regional and local governments and self-
governing commonality of farmland and vineyards, the headsmen
of the villages of the Romanian Old Kingdom, for instance, had been
dependent on central government, and individuals were at the mercy
ofappointed local officials. The same applied tourban property, where
the local authorities and councils in the Monarchy could manage the
property for themselves. So the concept of decentralization of power
was interpreted differently in the two political cultures. While the
guarantee of this was seen in the Monarchy to lie in the decision-
making powers of the elected communal and county organizations,
the local and regional power in the two Balkan states was in the
hands of officials appointed by the center. The three differed also
in the Orthodox Churches’ dominance in the areas that had lain
outside the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy — pre-1918 Romania and
Serbia — where they had not performed the social functions that
the Churches in the Monarchy had (for instance in education).
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Similarly, Romania and Serbia had no organized minority groups, or
had assimilated them. They had not had to reckon before 1918 with
such groups in their nation-building or state organization. At the
same time the two countries had assumed the role of a kin- state for
the Romanians of Transylvania and Serbs of the Southern Region,
and were the potential ally for the Croatian and Slovenian national
movements. A further difference: the regions acceding to Romania
and Yugoslavia were much more developed than the core regions.
In Czechoslovakia’s case, the Sudeten German territories were at
the same level of industrialization as the core Bohemian/Moravian
regions, or a slightly higher one, but the territories annexed from
Hungary were far less developed.

What the three had in common were significant national groups
other than the country’s dominant nation. The proportion of Czechs
in Czechoslovakia was 50.5 percent, of Serbs in Yugoslavia 39.2
percent, and of Romanians in Romania 71.9 percent (in 1930-1931).
So it was necessary to draw related nations into the nation-building
process: the Slovaks (15.7 percent) in Czechoslovakia, and the Croats
(23.4 percent) and Slovenes (8.1 percent) in Yugoslavia through
the Yugoslavist program. The Slovenes had gained a system of
institutions through their permanent provincial status under Austria,
and the Croats of the Kingdom of Hungary, without an army or
foreign policy of their own, could count on military protection
against Italy from the Serbs. But 22.5 percent of the Czechoslovak
population were ethnic Germans and 4.9 percent Hungarians, as
were 4.1 and 7.9 percent respectively in Romania and 3.6 and 3.4
percent in Yugoslavia. The German minority posed a revisionist
threat only to Prague. Those of the other two countries (not bordering
Germany) followed the traditional German minority (volksdeutsch)
policy of loyalty to the extant regime. But the Hungarian minorities
represented a security concern for all three countries.®

Two strategies towards the Hungarians appeared in Romania,
the land least divided in national terms. luliu Maniu, the leader of
Transylvania’s Romanians, thought in terms of integration through
socio-economic reinforcement of the Romanians and introducing
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a modern system of institutions, rather than open discrimination.
There would be equal civil rights, and as with Hungary’s minority
policy, the minority issue was to be limited to language usage, and
minority education left to the Churches.’

The Liberal Party’s aim in Bucharest, on the other hand, was to
break the socio-economic strengths of the minorities by force. The
discriminatory approach became dominant. The Transylvanian cities
were Romanianized, as the only way to gain the economic positions
rapidly. In party political rivalry, even the smallest concessions to
the Hungarians were branded as un-national. Essential minority
problems were not solved by the Minority State Secretariat (1931),
the Minority High Commission (1938), or the Minority Statutes,
which served propaganda purposes abroad.®

Yugoslavia adopted a clearly discriminatory policy, steered
by relations with Hungary, rivalries among the regional parties in
Vojvodina, and fear of a rapprochement with the Croats. In socio-
economic terms, the Hungarians of Yugoslavia were not even of
great regional weight.®

In Czechoslovakia the edge was taken off discriminatory
measures by the region’s most democratic, pluralist political
system, with correctly held general and local elections, effective
local government, and freedom of the press. In principle, greater
stress was placed on winning the loyalty of the Hungarians. A big
role here was played by President Masaryk, who sought to integrate
the minorities by affording them equal civil rights and full linguistic
and educational rights, initially proclaiming Czechoslovakia “the
Switzerland of the East” for its minority policy. Certainly a third of
the Hungarians there voted for the social democratic and communist
parties, which were not organized on national lines, while in the
1930s, the governing Agrarian Party of Czechoslovakia gained 10-15
percent of the poll in Hungarian communities.”®

None of the three states recognized the national minority
autonomy urged by Hungarian minority parties in exchange for
loyalty to the new state. The main minority policy measures of the
three countries did not even secure the equality of individual rights
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offered instead of collective rights. Only the Czechoslovak constitution
made mention of the minorities. This, apart from according equality
of civil rights, stated that membership in a minority could not be an
obstacle to official employment and that any language could be used
in commerce and in public. Some stipulations were taken over from
the minority protection treaty: the right to use the minority language
in the courts, the right to found institutions, and the right to gain
access to mother-tongue education supported by the state.** The 1923
Romanian constitution defined Romania as a “unitary and indivisible
nation state.” No concept of a national minority was recognized,
only that of a religious minority. The 1921 constitution of the Serb-
Croat-Slovene Kingdom likewise afforded only basic civil rights.
The 1931 constitution of the royal dictatorship stated that no political
party or association could have a racial or religious basis.*?

The basic condition for equal rights under the new state was
granting nationality in the sense of citizenship. The article of the
minorityprotectiontreatycoveringthiswouldhavegrantednationality
to all inhabitants of the new territories, but Czechoslovakia instead
passed separate legislation (Act 236/1920) whereby citizenship
went to those who had gained entitlement (domicile, payment of
communal tax) by 1910. Later arrivals underwent a complicated
process of application and examination. The problem was settled in
part by Lex Dérer et Szent-Ivany (Act 152/1926), seen as one of the
great achievements of the activist Hungarian policy.®

Romania also passed separate legislation on citizenship (Act
41/1924), requiring evidence of domicile on December 1, 1918, i. e.
four years of residence and evidence of payment of local taxation,
as communal registration had not been compulsory before 1918. But
“racial Romanians” obtained citizenship with no difficulty through
a different procedure. The seriousness of the problem becomes
apparent from the fact that the nationality of almost 100,000 heads
of family (300,000-400,000 people) was still unsettled in 1939.1

Yugoslavia likewise did not implement the citizenship article
of its minority protection treaty. The option right included in it was
used until July 26, 1922, to justify a ban on political and cultural
activity by Hungarians, who did not have voting rights either.
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Under the option stipulation, those resident in the new territories on
January 1, 1910, could apply for citizenship or emigrate to Hungary.
The deadline for this was extended to November 1930. Altogether
45,000 Hungarians migrated from the Southern Region in 1918—
1924. Even in 1934, there were still over 21,000 option holders in
Yugoslavia whose citizenship was unsettled. Furthermore, politically
motivated expulsions were common, the most important wave (of
2,700 people) being expelled after the Marseille assassination of King
Alexander |.%

One key aspect of minority rights was use of native language.
The most generous provision was the Czechoslovak language law
passed at the same time as the constitution (Act 122/1920). This
named “Czechoslovak™ as the republic’s state and official language.
So after an initial nation-building process in which the Slovak
language was classed as a dialect of Czech, there were two state
languages, as Slovak was used in Slovakia. Article 2 stated that
in districts where the proportion of “non-Czechoslovaks” exceeded
20 percent, it was compulsory to allow use of a minority language
in the courts, public administration and local government. Where
the proportion of the minority reached two thirds, administration
could be conducted using just the language of the minority. But the
law did not prevent Slovakization, as it was enough to redraw the
administrative districts or change the legal status of cities, or to
produce situations where it was worthwhile for those with a dual
allegiance to return themselves as Slovaks in the census. The main
measure of this kind was the 1922 act on the status of cities, which
left only four of Slovakia’s 39 cities with full municipal rights —
Bratislava, KoSice, Uzhorod and Mukacevo. The 1930 census put
the proportion of Hungarians at less than 20 per cent in the first
three, but 82 percent of Hungarians still lived in localities where
their language rights remained.'

The constitution of Romania designated Romanian the official
language of state. No separate language legislation was passed, the
use of Romanian being governed by various regulations from 1921
onwards. The courts were obliged to use Romanian under Order
No. 28.819/1921, and minority languages were forbidden in public
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administration under Order No. 19.654/1922. Internal regulations in
public offices and in transportation ordering staff to communicate
only in Romanian appeared continually in the second half of the
1920s. By the 1930s, adequate knowledge of Romanian was a prime
condition for employment in the civil service and education, and
members of the minorities were subjected to several language tests,
causing over 10,000 Hungarian employees to be dismissed. Language
use in local councils was governed not by the 1925 and 1929 acts
on public administration but by local executive authorities, which
forbade minority representatives to use their native language. A surtax
was levied on businesses keeping their books or putting up signs in
a non-Romanian language, and there was an extra charge for such
telegrams. In the second half of the 1930s, the Romanian language
was prescribed exclusively for business use. In 1937, Hungarian place
names and geographical names were banned from the press.”

Of the three official languages of the Serb-Croat-Slovene
Kingdom, Serbian was preferred in official forums. It was forbidden
to speak Hungarian in public offices or local administration. There
was official interference in language use in business and private
affairs as well. Hungarian was confined to the first four grades
of elementary school, the cumbersome cultural societies, Church
activity, the Hungarian press, and private life. This was unchanged
until the end of the 1930s.

The role of the state in social organization and local communities
increased across Europe after the Great War. This administrative
change had marked significance in the minority-inhabited areas of
the new states of Central Europe. The change of sovereignty in all
three countries discussed here entailed dissolving county, district
and local representative bodies and chambers and appointing new
personnel to run them.

In Czechoslovakia the administrative changes meant that the
counties lost their regional political powers, while one third of
the members of district, city, county and provincial assemblies
were government appointees, which was usually enough, with the
governing party representatives elected, to control them and the
appointments that they made.®
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Romanian laws on public administration would change every
four or five years, which prevented the system from operating
effectively. Transylvania had a regional Governing Council from the
union until April 1920, which from a national point of view adapted
the pre-1918 legal system to the new situation. Standardized public
administration ensued in 1925, when new legislation significantly
curtailed the powers of cities, and the names and seats of counties
were altered to suit Romanian national interests. Altered borders
meant that four counties (Mures—Turda, Brasov, Bihor and Satu
Mare) gained Romanian majorities. The group of those summoned
to the representative bodies was reduced to state-appointed officials
and representatives of the Romanian Churches. The most important
change came in the 1929 act on public administration, whereby
the communal, county and city councils elected in often rigged
local government elections (in 1926 and 1930) could be dissolved
by government decree and their powers vested in provisional
committees. As a result, the sizeable local government assets
in Transylvania came under the control of the Romanian state.
Meanwhile, the judges and public officials were also changed, so
that the Hungarians were underrepresented everywhere by the
1930s.*

The 1922 local administration system in Yugoslavia consisted
of 33 provinces, with the majority of the Hungarians living in those
of Backa and Belgrade. There were elections to provincial and
local assemblies in 1927. The Hungarian Party, under an agreement
with the ruling Radical Party, gained six seats in both provincial
assemblies, i. e. 10 percent representation. After the local elections
in November, the local assemblies of Ada, Cantavir, Horgo§, Mol
and Senta had Hungarian majorities, although they achieved little
beyond airing grievances. Even that modicum of local representation
was lost with the coming of the royal dictatorship in 1929.2°

The key institutions for sustaining the Hungarian minority
community belonged to the education system. Schools were a central
issue in all regions. In Czechoslovakia and Romania, the Churches
sought to fill the gap left by the previous state and village schools
teaching in Hungarian. In Czechoslovakia, the body to decide and
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authorize the language of instruction was the schools bureau of the
Slovakian Ministry Plenipotentiary. Church schools came to play
the decisive role in Hungarian-language schooling in Slovakia. In
1922, 22.7 percent (29,000) of lower and upper elementary pupils of
Hungarian ethnicity were not taught in their mother tongue. Nor were
33.3 percent (1,500) of such secondary students in 1926. For higher
education, most Czechoslovakian Hungarians applied initially to
German-language universities in Czechoslovakia or to universities
in Hungary, but degrees from Hungary ceased to be recognized in
1928. By that time, the first students of Hungarian ethnicity were
graduating from the Czechoslovakian gymnasia (academically
oriented high schools), who were more inclined to enroll in Czech
or Slovak colleges and universities. The 1922 schools act raised the
period of compulsory schooling from six years to eight. (This did
not happen in Hungary until after World War 11.)

The language measures in Romania extended beyond the
state education system to impede the operation of non-Romanian
Church schools. Church schools had hardly been a factor in pre-
1918 Romania. Nationalizing Transylvanian schools was seen as a
measure of national modernization. There the pre-war Romanian
community had had its own denominational school system, while
the Hungarians had relied on state schools teaching in Hungarian.
With the change of sovereignty, the Romanian state closed
more than two thirds of the lower and upper elementary schools
teaching in Hungarian, and three quarters of such high schools
and teacher-training institutions. The Greek Orthodox and Greek
Catholic institutions teaching in Romanian (2,600 institutions)
were nationalized. All 645 Hungarian kindergartens and 59 day-
care centers were closed, as were peoples’ schools for repeating the
upper elementary course (3,500), and trade and industrial apprentice
schools (almost 200). To compensate, 403 lower elementary schools
(319 Reformed, 62 Catholic and 23 Unitarian) had been founded by
1923 by the Churches, as had 33 upper elementary schools, 7 trade
schools and 5 teacher-training colleges.? This burst of Church-based
self-organization prompted the Romanian Liberal Party to frame an
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assimilatory schooling policy by withdrawing state subsidies from
Church schools, and through three pieces of legislation. Under the
1924 act on state elementary education a state permit was needed
to found a school. State Hungarian-language elementary schools
were to be formed in minority communities, even if a Church school
existed. There would be kindergartens for minority communities,
but teaching would be conducted in Romanian. Families deemed
officially to be of Romanian origin would be obliged to enroll their
children in Romanian-language schools. One special measure was
to designate a “culture zone”: Romanian elementary teachers taking
posts in 20 counties with predominantly minority inhabitants were
offered a 50 percent salary supplement, 10 hectares of land and a
removal allowance. Despite protests from the minorities and the
Churches on the international level, the private education act of
1925 demoted Church schools to the status of private schools and
curtailed their right to issue certificates of entitlement to further
education, tying it to a permit, which one third of denominational
schools failed to obtain. The same act set Romanian as the language
of instruction for five subjects, and as the exclusive language in
schools run by religious orders; Jewish institutions were to teach only
in Romanian or Hebrew. The third major measure was the 1925 act
on the baccalaureate, whereby high school graduation was awarded
not at the school attended, but before a board of teachers from other
state schools, who could only be Romanians. Even subjects taught
in Hungarian were to be examined in the state language. Thus 73
percent of Hungarian candidates failed their examinations in 1925.2%

Yugoslaviaimposed ontherestofthe countrythe pre-1918 Serbian
school system, in which the village schools and denominational
schools important under the Monarchy for minority education found
no place. There was no chance of setting up a system of Church
schools. Apart from the dismantling of the Hungarian school system
and dismissal of its teachers, the most damaging measure was to
enroll children in schools based on analysis of their family names.
Several regulations on schools were followed in December 1929 by
an act on people’s schools, introducing eight years of compulsory
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education. The sizeable number of communities with a minority
population were instructed to set up separate sections for such
pupils, but with a Serbian director in charge. Here the pupils were
officially to be taught the lower four elementary grades in their
native language. In 1929-1930, there were 528 classes taught in
Hungarian in the Danube Banat, with 364 teachers, a third of whom
were not ethnic Hungarians. The Hungarian community itself had
no representatives with a say in how these institutions were run.
The teaching staff were trained in the Belgrade teacher-training
college. Two high school sections teaching in Hungarian remained
at Senta and Subotica in the mid-1920s; only 14.5 percent of the
Hungarian high school students were taught in Hungarian. About
500 Hungarians received college or university degrees in Belgrade,
Zagreb or Subotica between the two world wars; the majority of
them became clergy, lawyers or pharmacists. An attempt to fill the
gap was made by the Hungarian Party, various left-wing movements
and local cultural associations, providing literacy classes, adult
education and educational lectures, taking advantage of an easier
political atmosphere in the second half of the 1930s.24
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4. DISPUTES, PLANS AND PROPOSALS

FOR HANDLING THE MINORITY QUESTION
Nandor Bardi

Strategies that evolved in the twentieth century for handling
ethno-cultural conflicts can be placed in two categories. One
aims to eliminate ethno-cultural differences, the other to preserve
communities exhibiting them. Under the first heading come
genocide (exemplified by the Holocaust), deportation, population
exchange (such as that between Slovaks and Hungarians), founding
new states on grounds of national self-determination (for example,
the disintegration of Yugoslavia), and integration by assimilation
(as in the United States or Australia). Methods of handling ethnic
conflict that belong to the other category include authoritarian
control (for example, by the Serb minority in Kosovo or the white
minority in South Africa), international control and adjudication
(for example, the UN role in the Middle East or Cyprus), also public
administration within ethnic borders, cantonization (Switzerland),
federalism (Canada), territorial autonomy (Alto Adige), and
personal and cultural autonomy (indigenous Swedes in Finland).
The most advanced model for coexistence of ethnic groups and
nations within one state is power-sharing, that allows each group
to retain its collective identity and culture. The requirements
are a constitutional right of veto, communal self-government,
proportional representation, labor opportunities, budget share, and a
grand coalition government in which the minority has a permanent
place.

About half the inhabitants of In-Between Europe? before World
War |, some 50 million people, lived as a minority without their own
nation state. After World War 1, there were still 32 million living
as a national minority. The Austro-Hungarian Monarchy was the
one Great Power in pre-World War | Europe whose ruling nations
formed only a plurality of the population (44.8 percent in 1910).
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Under the Versailles system between the two world wars, the Serbs
in Yugoslavia formed only 47.7 percent of the population (the “Serbo-
Croats” 74.4 percent), and the Czechs in Czechoslovakia 49.8 percent
(the *“Czecho-Slovaks” 65.5 percent). Poland and Romania had
dominant nations (forming 68.9 and 71.9 percent of the population
respectively). Meanwhile 37.5 percent of Albanians, 27.6 percent of
Hungarians, and 11.2 percent of Germans lived outside the borders
of their nation state (or in the Germans’ case, outside the three states
of Germany, Austria and Switzerland). Taking the absolute figures
of the 1930 censuses, the largest minority in In-Between Europe
was that of the Germans (8.9 million in 12 countries), then the Jews
(6.5 million in 11 countries), then the Ukrainians (4.4 million).
There were 2.7 million Hungarians in five neighboring countries.
Other nations with over a million members spread over several
countries were the Poles, Byelorussians and Russians. The biggest
minorities in a single country were the Ukrainians of Poland (4
million), the Germans of the Czech Lands (3.2 million), the Polish
Jews (3 million), the Romanian Hungarians (1.4 million) and the
Polish Germans (1 million).

The architects of the post-World War | peace system, after the
break-up of the three Central European empires, started from the
principle of national self-determination in responding to the nation-
building efforts of less numerous peoples by creating new states.
The 1919 minority protection treaties and the foundation of the
League of Nations brought into being the concepts of international
minority protection and of national minorities, whereas the question
of national groups had been handled as a domestic matter in the
1910s. The rules of minority protection devised at that time were
built into the five minority protection treaties, the four peace treaties
and the Covenant of the League of Nations. These can be classified
in three groups: stipulations on citizenship and on equal rights, and
guarantees of implementation. The several treaties also contained
stipulations specific to local conditions. These went beyond the
equality of citizens to cover elements of national autonomy and
territorial autonomy. Concerning the Hungarian minority, Article 11



Disputes, Planes and Proposals 119

of Romania’s minority protection treaty referred briefly to granting
“the communities of the Saxons and Székelys in Transylvania local
autonomy with regard to scholastic and religious matters,” but these
rights were not meant by the Romanian government for the community
recognized as a self-standing legal entity, but for their existing
religious and educational organizations. Articles 11-13 of the treaty
with Czechoslovakia raised the prospect of territorial autonomy for
the Rusyns, extending to linguistic, religious and local government
affairs. The treaty promised a provincial assembly as a separate
legislative authority and a governor appointed by the Czechoslovak
president as a separate executive authority.* But these expectations
were not met in political practice.> The minorities themselves were
divided on the matter. A common minority view of the future was
clarified at the meetings of the Congress of European Nationalities
held between 1925 and 1939, where it seemed possible to treat the
guestion as one of autonomy for national minorities. But that seemed
too little for the minorities living in blocs of continuous territory in
Poland, and too big a challenge for the minorities of Germany. When
the Jews, divided over the question of cultural autonomy, quit the
organization in 1933, the National Socialist leanings of the German
minorities left the Hungarian minority representatives as the sole
consistent advocates of autonomy in international minority politics.®

The nation-building elites of the new states were also divided
both ethnically and regionally. The divisions were something that
Hungarian diplomacy and the Hungarian minority parties aspired
to exploit in the 1920s, to gain a base for minority and regional
interests against central governments.

Attempts were made in Czechoslovakia to defend local interests
via the Czech-Slovak antagonisms and ideologies (of indigenousness)
found in Slovensko and Transcarpathia. The strongest political group
in the former was the Slovak People’s Party, which sought Slovak
national autonomy and in 1927 joined the governing coalition in
Prague. Thereby the so-called Slovak Ministry gave way to greater
provincial autonomy, but constitutional settlement of the Czech—
Slovak relationship and greater decentralization were not gained.
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Nor was the Rusyn or Transcarpathian autonomy prescribed in
the minority protection treaty, on the one hand because Prague
feared that it might set a precedent for Sudeten German or Slovak
devolution, and on the other because some of the Rusyns, in what was
the poorest and most divided part of the new country, were oriented
towards Hungary, which represented a threat to its integrity and
the whole Little Entente system of military defense. (Transcarpathia
provided a common Czechoslovak—Romanian border to set against
possible Polish or Hungarian designs.)’

In Romania, relations between the Bucharest-based National
Liberal Party and the National Peasant Party, rooted in Transylvania
and Bessarabia, can be seen in terms of the decisive political and
administrative position gained after 1918 by the Romanians in
lands transferred from Hungary to Romania. So the Romanians of
Transylvania had to struggle on two fronts. They sought on the one
hand to change by state means the economic and social structure
that had emerged historically in Transylvania, and on the other
to defend and strengthen their own positions against colonizing
efforts from the Regat.® The idea of recognizing any form of
autonomy (internal self-determination) or the historical and social
particularities of Transylvania was quashed by the constitution of
1923, with its aims of unification. Indeed, the 1925 and 1929 public
administration acts placed question marks over the introduction of
viable local government precisely because the cities of Transylvania
were dominated by non-Romanian elements. If fair and democratic
local government elections had been held, most Transylvanian cities
and half of the counties would have come under the political control
of minorities that opposed the unifying, nation-building endeavors
of the Romanian state. So no interest was shown even by Romanian
political forces in Transylvania in retaining local government
autonomy. The process of institutionalizing the regional politics of
the Transylvanian Romanians came to an end in 1926, when the
Romanian National Party of Transylvania merged with the Peasant
Party of Bessarabia, as luliu Maniu and his group needed a national
program to put up against the National Liberal Party. Thus even the
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National Peasant Party government of 1928-1932 failed to bring
decentralization, let alone provincial or institutional autonomy.®

Politics in Yugoslavia were dominated by the antagonism
between the Croats and the Serbs, mainly because the centralist
efforts of the new state system founded by the Serbian nation, whose
embourgeoisement was less developed, conflicted with the interests
of the Croats and Slovenes, who had more advanced social and
economic institutions. Lukéacs Peszkovics, head of the People’s Circle
in Subotica in the 1920s, tried to represent regional interests and the
minority interests of the Germans and Hungarians, with a view to
attaining “Vojvodina autonomy” (as a successor to the Vojvodina
set up after 1848), but this was rejected even by the Hungarian Party
in Yugoslavia, which was just forming. The Hungarian leaders in
the Vojvodina were looking for concessions from Belgrade, and also
rejected the advances of Ivan Nagy’s group, which was advocating
an alliance with the Croatian national movements.”?

Efforts at national autonomy, seen at the time as the best way
to handle the issue, appeared among Hungarians abroad alongside
trust in border revisions, as a view of the future that might be held
openly. The political leaders of the minority Hungarians stated
everywhere that in return for loyalty to the new state, they sought
the right to institutions that they ran and controlled themselves.*
Administrative autonomy for the minority was mooted in three
contexts. (1) The Hungarian minority parties viewed themselves in
terms of representing the minority as an (unrecognized) institution
of self-government. This appeared as an item in the 1922 program
of the National Hungarian Party in Romania and the United
Hungarian Party in Czechoslovakia, although not in that of the
National Hungary Party in Yugoslavia.? (2) These parties spoke
out both for equality of rights and for retention of the pre-1918
local and communal self-government, especially autonomy of the
Churches and the independence of Church schools in Transylvania.
But there was central control of local government in all three
countries. In Czechoslovakia, otherwise the most democratic of the
three, the elected local government authorities could be dissolved by
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government-appointed bodies atthe zupan (county) level, or after 1927
the provincial level, and new elections held. In Romania, the central
government manipulated the actual local government elections.
Later the self-governing bodies in most Transylvanian counties
and cities were replaced by extraordinary committees, which could
dispose over city and county property almost without restriction. In
Yugoslavia, the Hungarians found it hard even to register themselves
as voters, and there were seldom any local elections. The whole
public administration operated with officials appointed from above.®
(3) The Hungarian minority parties devised specific proposals for
handling the problems. This remained in Yugoslavia on their level of
demanding equal civil and political rights.**

In Czechoslovakia, the Hungarian political forces in Trans-
carpathia supported the Rusyn efforts to gain political autonomy
throughout the period.” The efforts of the Hungarian parliamentary
parties were directed either at enrolling the pro-Hungarian (or pro-
Hungary) Christian Socialists in Slovakia, or at activism, or at
setting up social institutions of their own. In the spring of 1938, after
the two main Hungarian parties had merged, there was an official
demand for a national quota system in offices and factories and for
minority powers over schools and adult education institutions.* The
background to this was a debate in Czechoslovakia initiated at the
end of 1937 by Pal Szvatko, which started from a proposal for three
“cantons” with a Hungarian majority, which were to have special
rights of language use and education.” In Romania, more than 50
Transylvanian Hungarian proposals were drawn up between the
world wars to settle the Transylvanian question in some way.!®
These can be grouped in terms of their objectives: ideas for frontier
changes; plans for independence for Transylvania or autonomy
within Romania or Hungary; drafts of minority legislation; plans
for national (Hungarian or Székely) autonomy. Those mooted in
the period of the change of sovereignty, in 1918-1920, usually
proposed decentralization and regionalization. Those that
emerged in 1928-1931 were plans for minority legislation or public
administrative reform influenced by the prospect of a minority act
and unsuccessful plans for administrative decentralization. At the
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end of the 1930s, plans for cultural autonomy and maps of border
changes were simultaneously drafted for the awaited negotiations
on territorial revision.

In the debates in Romania in the 1920s, lack of a Romanian
partner meant that ideas of Hungarian national autonomy
gained ground over those of Transylvanian autonomy (political
“Transylvanianism”).’® Again, opinion was divided, as there was
only the minority protection treaty to cite under international law,
and that referred only to communal autonomy for the Sz¢kelys. So
potential cultural autonomy for the Székely Land would have split
the Hungarian community, and the local government school system
would have come up against the Sz¢kely Land’s widespread system
of Church education.? luliu Maniu as prime minister held out the
prospect in 1929 of amending the minority act, and two drafts
for that were prepared by the National Hungarian Party. One by
Arpad Padl took cultural self-government for the Székely Land’s
Hungarians as its starting point, thinking in terms of an independent
school system funded by self-taxation and of defending the area’s
communal wealth (ensuring a prior right of purchase for locals).?
The other, by Elemér Jakabffy, envisaged cultural self-government
organizations covering the whole territory of the country, brought
about through voluntary enrollment into a special register.?? National
councils elected in that way were to control a system of minority
educational and cultural institutions, which the state would support
out of a proportion of the taxes paid by those featuring on the land
registry. Romania’s promised minority act did not even get so far as
to formulate a proposal. When Romania and Yugoslavia reached an
international agreement in 1933 on schools for the Serbs of the Banat,
this prompted the National Hungarian Party, at its grand assembly
in July 1933, to include in its program the question of autonomy
for the Székelys, but that meant little under the political situation
prevailing at the time. In the following year the National Hungarian
Party unsuccessfully requested the Romanian parties to formulate a
clear common stance of the majority regarding the minorities, such
a standpoint was never clarified. Neither was the measure calling
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for an end to the discrimination against the Hungarian community
implemented, which was part of the government’s minority statute
of 1938.2

The Little Entente countries were intent on building
homogeneous nation states. The League of Nationsand international
public opinion started out from requiring individual civil rights and
condemned only measures of forcible assimilation that infringed
those. How the Hungarian minorities were treated was related
directly to the measure of democratization in each country. The
worst measures of assimilation and discrimination were suffered by
the Hungarians of Yugoslavia.

The larger Hungarian state that resulted from the Vienna Awards
of 1938 and 1940 broke with its earlier official ideology of calling
for national autonomy and collective minority rights. Thereafter the
national minority question was treated as one of language and public
administration and the national minority act of 1868 was taken as a
basis for handling it.*
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5. TERRITORIAL REVISION AND MINORITY

PROTECTION IN HUNGARIAN POLITICS
Nandor Bardi and Ferenc Eiler

Hungarian society and the Hungarian communities that came
under other sovereignty were alike shocked by Trianon’s economic,
social and territorial terms. The stipulations were felt to be unfair
in every detail. The clear rejection of them by the whole of society
immediately placed territorial revision in the forefront of interwar
Hungarian foreign policy.!

Such revision was a foreign policy objective and a way for the
Horthy regime to gain social legitimacy. Apart from the cult of
territorial revision, the determination to regain the lost territories
was inherent in the system of expectations and arguments that ran
through the whole system of power, and this aim was often given
precedence over the social and economic problems confronting
the country. So policy in pursuit of territorial revision needs to be
treated separately from minority protection or nationhood policy,
known today as policy towards the Hungarian community.

Since creating conditions for territorial revision was a permanent
feature of Hungarian foreign policy between the world wars, the
search for allies in this became a crucial diplomatic endeavor.
Hungary had little room for diplomatic maneuver in the early post-
war years, due to the demands of economic stabilization and the
constraints placed on its sovereignty. France and Britain, despite
their sporadic disputes and differences of interest, were committed
to keeping things as they were. Italy deepened its relations with the
neighboring countries (Czechoslovakia, Romania and Yugoslavia)
that had formed the Little Entente expressly to contain Hungary.
Germany was busy with economic reconstruction and stabilizing
its domestic and foreign political position. Hungary unsuccessfully
attempted to weaken the Little Entente through bilateral negotiations
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with its members. Seeking a relationship with Germany founded on
the minority question failed as well. In this way Hungarian foreign
policy in 1921-1927 took the form of an “achievement policy”
designed to seek leverage in the new European order.?

Mussolini, on the other hand, sought to base his efforts as a
Great Power on his policy and alliances in the Danube Basin, with
the result that the Italian-Hungarian Treaty of Friendship of 1927
won the Hungarian prime minister Istvan Bethlen an ally ready
to give support to limited Hungarian revisionist intentions against
Czechoslovakia. Thereafter the Italian connection played a prominent
role in Hungarian diplomacy, even though the collaboration was far
from serene and still less a unilateral commitment. This period saw
the first, still general, reference made by Bethlen in a public speech to
territorial demands by Hungary on the successor states. At about the
same time, the British newspaper owner Lord Rothermere began an
international press campaign calling for fairer borders for Hungary
based on ethnic proportions.®

As early as 1927, Bethlen was also trying to extend ltalian—
Hungarian cooperation to Germany, thus giving it greater
importance. This idea was rejected by the German minister of
foreign affairs, Gustav Stresemann, as a potential danger to the
steadily improving relations of Germany with the Western powers,
which were in his country’s fundamental interest. Nor did he want
to strain relations with the other countries in the region by putting
friendship with Hungary to the fore.

Even in the 1930s, Germany firmly refused to enshrine its
cooperation with Hungary in a political treaty. The idea of German-
Italian—Hungarian—Austrian cooperation returned to Hungary’s
agenda under Gyula Gémbds’s premiership, only to be rejected
by Germany again. For the two countries’ economic and strategic
interests in the region were at variance for a long time. Even in
principle, Nazi Germany would only have been willing to support
Hungary’s efforts at territorial revision in relation to Czechoslovakia,
and it bluntly turned down the suggestion that it try to bring the
German minorities in the successor states to cooperate with the
Hungarians on revision.*
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While seeking allies, the Hungarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs
tried several times to drive a wedge between the members of the
Little Entente, whose efforts were directed mainly against Hungary.
This was certainly a driving force behind the talks with Yugoslavia
in 1926-1927, Romania in 1928, and all three Little Entente countries
in 1937-1938.°

The theoretical possibility of redrawing Hungary’s frontiers
was raised seriously only once in the twenty years up to the Munich
Agreement of September 29-30, 1938, during preparatory talks for
the Four Power Pact of July 15, 1933. The plan drawn up by the
British prime minister, Ramsay MacDonald, and Mussolini in March
1933 raised the questions of the Polish corridor and of restoring to
Hungary the Hungarian-inhabited lands across its borders, but both
points were omitted from the final pact.®

Hungarianviews onterritorial revision seemed united to outsiders.
In practice the closest that they came to consensus was in stating
that the frontier changes had to be peaceful, as the military forces
of Hungary’s neighbors were an order of magnitude stronger than
Hungary’s. But the specific revisionist goals were left vague. Only
the Gombds government went so far as to set concrete revisionist
goals. This secret draft prepared for Mussolini’s benefit weighed
ethnic, economic and strategic criteria when abandoning the idea of
territorial integrity in favor of sharing the disputed territories roughly
half and half with the other states involved. Hungary’s area would
have grown from 93,073 to 195,000 square kilometers, but only 1.65
million of the minority Hungarians would have rejoined their parent
country,” while the proportion of the non-Hungarian minorities in the
total population would have risen from 10.4 to 37 percent. The model
envisaged a peaceful transfer. In fact Gombds himself did not believe
that the frontiers could be altered by negotiation.?

The version of revision most stridently advocated (by social
organizations) was to restore the integrity of pre-1918 “historical”
Hungary, but to diplomatic minds, the idea of revision on ethnic
grounds seemed the most attainable, even if this was drowned out in
domestic politics by the cult of “No, nay, never!” among the general
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public. Experts were thinking mainly of annexing the Hungarian-
inhabited areas just across the border. What was envisaged for
Transylvaniawas a corridor through Cluj and Sélaj districts connecting
the Hungarian settlements around Satu Mare and Salonta with the
Székely Land. Plebiscites were proposed for ethnically mixed areas
and for those where the majority community in the state concerned
formed a minority.°

No comments on such plans came from representatives of
Hungarian political parties beyond Hungary’s borders, whose
programs advocated schemes of national autonomy that cited
motions passed at the unification rallies of 1918 and the stipulations
of the minority protection treaties.”

The main arguments advanced in Hungarian revisionist
propaganda can be grouped under four types. (1) First came the
arguments resting on the geographical and economic integrity of
the Carpathian Basin, backed by age-old historical processes (the
highland/lowland relation and the function of Budapest) and the
economic anomalies that arose after 1918 (2) This covers the
discourse on the historical virtues of Hungarian statehood and
the cultural superiority of the Hungarian people.t? (3) The starting
point here was the geopolitical need to offset the power of Germany
and Russia, which only strong and stable countries such as Poland
and a Hungary that ruled the Carpathian Basin could do.*®
(4) 1t was argued that the new states had been unable since 1918 to
handle the minority question, with the result that the situation had
become less stable and the relations of the various national groups
more inimical than they had been before 1918 under the Austro-
Hungarian Monarchy.*

The propaganda for territorial revision was made by the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and by various social organizations. Several
dozen societies pledged to struggle for the territorial integrity of
Hungary had arisen in 1918. The most active was the Territory
Protection League (TEVEL), which sought to appeal to the patriotic
feelings of Hungarians and win over the former minorities of pre-
1918 Hungary. However, this was dissolved by the government
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under the stipulations of the Treaty of Trianon. Still, TEVEL was
one of the forerunners of the National Federation founded in 1920.
This organization refused to recognize Trianon, so it was suitable
only for domestic propaganda. In April 1920, the Hungarian Society
for Foreign Affairs was founded by a group of foreign policy
experts, intending to raise the awareness of the Hungarian public
about foreign policy issues.’® Scholarly research was specifically
the aim of the Sociographic Institute, founded in 1924 to tackle
social issues in Hungary, as it was of the Political Science Institute
(Allamtudomdanyi Intézet) founded two years later and headed by
Pal Teleki. The latter set out to gather social, economic and political
data on the neighboring countries and their Hungarian minorities
and to provide data based upon which decisions could be made.’®
The newspaper propaganda that strengthened with the campaign
by Lord Rothermere gave rise in April 1927 to the Hungarian
Revisionist League, as an association of more than 500 member
organizations. It set up offices abroad (in London, Milan, Paris,
Amsterdam, Berlin, Washington, Warsaw and Geneva) and by 1940
had published 270 books in various languages (English, Italian,
French and German). In 1931, the League took over the publication
of the foreign policy journal Magyar Kiilpolitika.!

The minority protection efforts of Budapest governments
appeared openly both in revisionist politics and on international
forums, in conjunction with support for the self-organization and
political activities of the minority Hungarian communities. This
policy towards the Hungarian community was represented at the
time by Benedek Jancsé’s idea: territorial integrity had been lost,
but not cultural integrity, which was backed by the minority treaty
and had to be sustained, along with the demographic, economic
and cultural positions, so that use could be made of all this as a
basis at new peace negotiations in the future.®® For this reason,
great emphasis was placed in Hungary’s interwar support policy on
denominational education and maintaining the means of minority
publicity (via the press).
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During the change of sovereignty (1918 to 1920—-1922), Budapest
advised the former elite of officials in Transylvaniato take a politically
passive stance, while in Czechoslovakia it supported restoration
of the old party frameworks. (Uncertainty over citizenship and
political rights remained in Serbia until 1922, when the opting period
expired.) As it emerged that the alteration in international relations
had to be accepted in the longer term and as emphasis shifted onto
consolidation in Hungary (in 1923-1926), Budapest came to support
the idea of integrating minority Hungarians into the politics of the
successor states, through a framework of distinct Hungarian parties.?®
Beyond the organization of Hungarian political activity, Budapest
encouraged cooperation with other ethnic groups in Hungarian-
inhabited regions (Slovaks, Rusyns, Croats, Sokac, Bunjevac or
Germans), as well as with local members of the majority group
(the Romanians of Transylvania), on asserting regional interests
against the nation-state center, and tried to support such programs
(Transylvanianism, or the Slovensko idea and other ideologies of
“indigenousness” in Slovakia and Transcarpathia). It was clear by
the end of the 1920s that this was not working. Hungary could not
supply sufficient political or economic resources to persuade non-
Hungarian regional groups to turn against Prague, Belgrade or
Bucharest.2® Moreover, some of the non-Hungarian regional parties
and some of the minority Hungarian parties joined the government,
to pursue a policy of concluding pacts with the authorities of the
day.? So Hungarian parties everywhere were on the defensive by
the end of the 1920s, pursuing their grievances through appeals to
the League of Nations that were backed by Budapest, while seeking
at home to extricate the minority question from party politics by
persuading the majority parties to introduce some kind of legal
and political regulation. In the 1930s, a period of national drawing
together, government policy in Budapest shifted towards internal
organization and unification of Hungarian minority societies. The
main goal became to maximize the institutional organization of
each such society.?? By the second half of the 1930s, preparations
for territorial revision had become the focus, despite negotiations on



134  Minority Hungarian Communities in the 20th Century

the minority question with the Little Entente and with neighboring
countries individually (Yugoslavia and Romania).

Budapest governments between the world wars saw the
Hungarian political elites of neighboring countries as part of the
Hungarian political class and their parties as pursuing Hungarian
national goals. Although many Hungarian politicians in neighboring
countries stayed loyal to the policy of Budapest, they were also
seeking scope for political integration at home by the end of the
1920s. Later they trusted simultaneously in the prospect of revision
and in gaining acceptance for their minority as a political entity (in
Transylvania, the Southern Region, Transcarpathia or Slovakia) by
building up their own social institutions.

The dominant strand in the overlapping, cross-supporting
arguments of the Hungarian minority elites and of Budapest in its
policy towards those communities was reference back to the minority
protection treaties of 1919, with utilization in the second half of the
1930s of the League of Nations’ minority complaints procedure.
Emphasis went on the language-use problems in Vojvodina, the
absence of the Székely cultural autonomy promised in Romania’s
minority protection treaty, and the failure of Prague to provide the
oft-promised administrative autonomy for Transcarpathia.?

The second line of argument (especially in the 1920s) involved
the post-unification conflicts between central government
and the regions in the new nation states. Hungarian leaders of
Romania sought to ally with advocates of “Transylvania for the
Transylvanians” against the liberal economic and political elite of
Bucharest. With Slovensko and Transcarpathia, they argued against
intrusions of the Czech economy and administrative apparatus and
in favor of the rights of “indigenousness” championed by the Slovak
national movement. In Yugoslavia, Hungarian leaders sought to
magnify regional conflicts between Vojvodina and Belgrade or
between Zagreb and Belgrade to assert the interests of Hungary or
the Hungarian minority.

The third group of arguments consisted of appeals to decisions
made before 1918, at the time of the change of sovereignty, or made
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earlier to promote it. It included (1) calls to new national political
elites over national demands made by movements gaining a majority
after 1918, (2) comparisons of the current situation with stated
political aims at the time of secession from the Monarchy, and
(3) comparisons of the liberal minority policy of pre-1918 Hungary
with current policy towards Hungarians in the successor states.?

The work of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs through the lega-
tions in Prague, Bucharest and Belgrade tied in with that of the Na-
tionalities and Minority Department of the Prime Minister’s Office,
headed by Tibor Pataky from its foundation until 1944.25 The latter
did not deal with the Austrian or Western Hungarian communities,
only those of Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Romania, and non-
Hungarian communities in Hungary. It performed the day-to-day
operative tasks of maintaining relations and mediating in certain
cases, and had advisory powers, preparing summaries on certain
subjects or mediating between persons or social organizations and
the prime minister or Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The latter had
the task of bringing minority problems to the attention of Great
Power governments and to contributing international propaganda.
Hungarian missions in Central Europe began in the later 1920s to
establish close ties with Hungarian minority leaders and to make
regular reports on minority questions. Their mediating role covered
policy and information, and under Bethlen’s premiership they re-
ported only to him. Later the Second Department of the Prime Min-
ister’s Office became the decisive factor. Apart from preparing the
international ground for revision, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
pursued Hungary’s interests through bilateral contacts with neigh-
boring countries and international campaigns for minority rights,
by preparing minority petitions to the League of Nations and man-
aging them in Geneva, secret funding for the European Congress of
Nationalities, and propaganda for minority rights.?

In the spring of 1920, Istvan Bethlen and some confidants of
his of Transylvanian origin — some of whom had taken part in the
peace preparations before joining the Second Department — set up
the Bocskay Association to give support to the “detached Eastern
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Hungarian territories.” This later changed its name to the Populist
Literary Society. Since the relations between the government and
such social organizations were unclear, a government meeting on
August 12, 1921, endorsed Bethlen’s proposal for a Center for the
Association of Social Societies?” (TESZK), headed by Pal Teleki,
with Antal Papp as executive deputy. The government decision
stated that only the prime minister could take action on questions
concerning the Hungarians beyond the borders, having listened to
the requisite minister on each specific question. The task of TESZK
was to coordinate social activity in Hungary to protect and support
the interests of Hungarians abroad. This meant in practice that
during Bethlen’s premiership TESZK dispensed the funding for
Hungarian social institutions, through the Rakoczi Association in
Czechoslovakia, the Society of St. Gellért in the Southern Region
(including the parts of the Banat south of the River Mures ceded
to Romania), and the Populist Literary Society in other parts of
Romania.?®

The allocation for operating the system and forwarding the
subsidies amounted to 0.178-0.443 percent of the annual central
budget in 1921-1931, or 10-35 percent of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs’ allocation. The associations were not funded equally. This
depended not only on the number of Hungarians that they covered,
but also on the projects to fund and the relative lobbying powers of
their officers. The Rakoczi Association (the Association of Upland
Societies?® after 1924) mainly channeled subsidies for political
purposes: operation of the Hungarian parties and infrastructural
support for them. Only 10-12 percent of the total went on cultural
and educational purposes, whereas the Populist Literary Society?°
and the Society of St. Gellért spent the bulk of their funds on Church
(educational) and cultural matters.®

But the task of the associations went beyond channeling
subsidies. They gathered information, published books, and up to
the end of the 1920s, ran hostels for Hungarian students in higher
education from abroad.
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The operation of TESZK falls into three stages. The first (1921—
1925) was one of coordinating the work of the associations abroad
financially and through propaganda for revision. In the next (1925—
1932) it simply organized assistance from Hungary through the
associations, and with the end of the Bethlen era in 1931, its task of
channeling subsidies ceased. The government replaced it in the 1930s
with a new framework that operated through the diplomatic missions
and consulates. Of the three social associations, only the Populist
Literary Society retained a more important role, as it continued to run
the university hostel and scholarship schemes.*

Notes

1 For comprehensive accounts of Hungarian foreign policy at the time,
see Ignac Romsics, Hungary in the Twentieth Century (Budapest,
1999), pp. 191-204. A monographic treatment of the question of
territorial revision: Miklos Zeidler, Ideas on Territorial Revision in
Hungary 1920—1945 (Boulder, CO/Wayne, NJ, 2007).

2 Pal Pritz, “Revizios torekvések a magyar kiilpolitikaban 1920—1935”
[Revisionist Efforts in Hungarian Foreign Policy 1920-1935], in
Miklés Zeidler, ed., Trianon (Budapest, 2008), pp. 810-817.

3 Rothermere’sarticles: “Hungary’s Place in the Sun. Safety for Central-
Europe,” Daily Mail, June 21, 1927. In book form: Lord Rothermere
(Harold Sidney Harmsworth), My Campaign for Hungary (London,
1939), pp. 60-68. See also Ignadc Romsics, “Hungary’s Place in the
Sun. A British Newspaper Article and Its Hungarian Repercussions,”
in Laszlo Péter and Martin Rady, eds., British—Hungarian Relations
since 1848 (London, 2004), pp. 193-204.

4 Ignac Romsics, “Magyarorszag helye a német Dél-Kelet-Eurdpa
politikdban 1919-1944” [Hungary’s Place in Germany’s Southeastern
Europe Policy 1919-1944], Valésdg 35 (1992) 10: 12-39.

5 Magda Adam, “The Little Entente and Issue of the Hungarian
Minorities,” in Ferenc Glatz, ed., Etudes Historiques Hongroises
1990. II. Ethnicity and Society in Hungary (Budapest, 1990), pp.
321-338.

6 On the Anglo-Italian plan for “peaceful revision” and the reactions
of the Danube countries to it, see Maria Ormos, Franciaorszag és a



138 Minority Hungarian Communities in the 20th Century

10

1

12

keleti biztonsdag 1931-1936 [France and Eastern Security 1931-1936]
(Budapest, 1969), pp. 190-203.

The effect of the 1920 Treaty of Trianon had been to reduce the area
of Hungary from 325,111 sg. km to 92,963 sg. km. The population in
the 1910 census was 20,886,487 million (including Croatia—Slavonia)
and in the 1920 census 7,986,875 million.

Miklés Zeidler, “Apponyi Albert, a ‘nemzet tigyvédje™ [Albert
Apponyi, “the Nation’s Attorney”], Europai Utas 12 (2001) 1: 56-58.
A fuller, more professional exposition appears in Odon Kuncz,
Sir Robert Gowerhez [The Need to Revise the Treaty of Trianon.
Memorandum to Sir Robert Gower] (Budapest, 1934). In English:
pp. 18-31.

Laszl6 Szarka, “Autonomia elképzelések a kisebbségi magyar
partok két vilaghaboru ko6zotti politikdjaban™ [Ideas of Autonomy
in Minority Hungarian Parties in Politics between the World Wars],
in Tibor Valuch, ed., Hatalom és tarsadalom a XX. szazadi magyar
torténelemben [Power and Society in 20th-Century Hungarian
History] (Budapest, 1995), pp. 250-254.

This all provided the basis for arguments used in the peace talks at
the end of World War I: “A magyar békedelegacio II. jegyzékének
Osszefoglalé kivonata (Neuilly 1920. januar 14.)” [Summary of the 2nd
Note of the Hungarian Peace Delegation, Neuilly, January 14, 1920],
in Zeidler, ed., Trianon, pp. 110-120. A monograph justification:
Laszlé Buday, A megcsonkitott Magyarorszdg [Severed Hungary]
(Budapest, 1921). On the outlook and activity of the Political Science
Institute that provided the basis for revisionist propaganda and
preparations, see Andras Ronai, Térképezett torténelem [Mapped
History] (Budapest, 1989), pp. 107-192, and Idem, Atlas of Central
Europe (Balatonfiired/Budapest, 1945).

This was advocated internationally mainly by Albert Apponyi:
Zeidler, “Apponyi Albert”; “Address of the President of the Hungarian
Peace Delegation, Count Apponyi, to the Supreme Council, Jan. 16,
1920,” in Francis Deak, Hungary at the Paris Peace Conference. The
Diplomatic History of the Treaty of Trianon (New York, 1972 [1942]),
pp. 539-549. It also dominated in the examinations of the history
of relations between Hungary and its minorities and neighbors,
of which the highest-quality example was Jozsef Deér and Lészlo
Galdi, eds., Magyarok és romanok [Hungarians and Romanians], 2
vols. (Budapest, 1943).



13

14

15

16

17

18

19

Territorial Revision and Minority Protection 139

This defined the foreign policy ideas of Istvan Bethlen and Pal
Teleki.

For a comparative summary, see Andreas [Andras] Ronai,
“Herrschaftswechsel in Siebenbiirgen. Anhang Nationalitatenpolitik
vor Trianon und nach Trianon,” in Jozsef Deér, ed., Siebenbiirgen
(Budapest, 1941), pp. 243-249. A post-war comparative work
compiled in preparation for the post-World War I treaty: Sandor Biro,
The Nationalities Problem in Transylvania 1867-1940 (Boulder, CO/
Highland Lakes, NJ, 1992).

Miklos Zeidler, “A Magyar Kiiliigyi Tarsasag ¢s folyoirata: a Kiiliigyi
Szemle (1920-1944)” [The Hungarian Foreign Policy Society and Its
Journal, Kiiltigyi Szemle (1920-1944)], Kiiliigyi Szemle 1 (2002) 1:
151-176.

Albin Marffy, “A Magyar Statisztikai Tarsasdg Allamtudomanyi
Intézete” [The Political Science Institute of the Hungarian Statistical
Society], in Karoly Martonffy, ed., Kozigazgatisunk nemzetkozi
kapcsolatai [International Relations of Our Public Administration]
(Budapest, 1941), pp. 586-591.

Miklés Zeidler, “A Magyar Reviziés Liga” [The Hungarian
Revisionist League], Szazadok (1997) 2: 303-351.

Benedek Jancso, “A magyar tarsadalom és az idegen uralom ala
keriilt magyar kisebbség sorsa” [Hungarian Society and the Fate of
the Hungarian Minority under Alien Rule], Magyar Szemle 1 (1927)
1: 50-57.

Béla Angyal, Erdekvédelem és onszervezédés. Fejezetek a cseh-
szlovakiai magyar partpolitika torténetébsl 1918—1938 [Interest
Protection and Self-Organization. Chapters from the History of
Czechoslovakian Hungarian Party Politics 1918-1938] (Galanta/
Dunaszerdahely, 2002), pp. 39-55, 75—-89 and 102—111; Nandor Bardsi,
“Az ismeretlen vizmosas és a régi orszagut. Stratégiai utkeresés a
roméaniai Orszagos Magyar Partban, 1923-1924” [Unknown Gully
and Old Highway. Strategic Path-Seeking in Romania’s National
Hungarian Party, 1923-1924], in Nandor Bardi and Csilla Fedinec,
eds., Etnopolitika. A kozosségi, magdn- és nemzetkozi érdekek
viszonyrendszere Kozép-Eurdpaban [Ethno-Politics. The System of
Relations in Communal, Private and International Interests in Cen-
tral Europe] (Budapest, 2003), pp. 153-195; in Hungarian-Yugoslav
relations, neither capital attached much significance to the Vojvodina
Hungarians in reaching diplomatic decisions: Arpad Hornyak,



140  Minority Hungarian Communities in the 20th Century

20

21

22

23

24
25

Magyar—jugoszlav diplomaciai kapcsolatok 1918—1927 [Hungarian—
Yugoslav Diplomatic Relations 1918-1927] (Ujvidék, 2004).

For an account of the Transylvania experiment, see Zsolt K. Lengyel,
Auf der Suche nach dem Kompromiss. Urspriinge und Gestalten des
friihen Transsilvanismus 1918—1928 (Munich, 1991).

The successor to the Transylvanian Romanian National Party that
luliu Maniu led — the National Peasant Party — gave the country its
prime minister in 1928-1930 and 1931-1932. Romania’s National
Hungarian Party concluded electoral pacts with Averescu’s People’s
Party in 1923, with the Liberal Party in 1926, and again in the same
yearwiththe People’s Party. At the center of the Slovak People’s Party’s
program in 1925 was autonomy for “Slovensko”, but it only managed
to win provincial administration when it joined the government
coalition in 1927. The Smallholders’ Party in Czechoslovakia,
headed by Jozsef Szent-Ivany, tried an activist policy in 1926 (aiming
to join the government), but failed for domestic political reasons — a
governing majority was obtained instead by allying with a Sudeten
German party. In the Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom, members of the
Hungarian Party could only gain seats in Parliament on governing
party tickets.

Gyula Popély, “A kisebbségi magyar partpolitika megujulasa a
harmincas évek els6 felében” [Renewal of Minority Hungarian Party
Politics in the First Half of the 1930s], Regio 1 (1990) 3: 97-132;
Idem, “A magyar partok 1936. évi fuzioja Csehszlovakiaban” [The
Merger of Hungarian Parties in Czechoslovakia in 1936], Regio 1
(1990) 4; Franz Sz. Horvéth, Zwischen Ablehnung und Anpassung:
politische Strategien der ungarischen Minderheitselite in Rumdnien
1931-1940 (Munich, 2007), pp. 101-184.

The regular forum for argument and documentation in 1922-1942
was the periodical Magyar Kisebbség (Hungarian Minority), which
appeared also in other languages (Glasul Minoritatilor, Die Stimme
der Minderheiten, La Voix des Minorités). For an overview of
League of Nations publications, see Miklds Zeidler, “A Nemzetek
Szdvetsége €s a magyar kisebbségi peticiok” [The League of Nations
and Hungarian Minority Petitions], in Bardi and Fedinec, eds.,
Etnopolitika, pp. 59-85.

See Note 13.

Ignac Romsics et al., eds., Magyarok kisebbségben és szorvanyban.
A Magyar Miniszterelnokség Nemzetiségi és Kisebbségi Osztalyanak



26

27
28

29

29
30
31

Territorial Revision and Minority Protection 141

valogatott iratai, 1919—1944 [Hungarians in a Minority and in
Isolated Settlements. Selected Documents of the Hungarian Prime
Ministry’s Department of Nationality and Minority Affairs 1919—
1944] (Budapest, 1995).

Zeidler, “A Nemzetek Szovetsége,” pp. 59-83; Ferenc Eiler,
Kisebbségvédelem és revizio. Magyar torekvések az Eurdpai
Nemzetiségi Kongresszuson (1925-1939) [Minority Protection
and Revision. Hungarian Efforts at the European Congress of
Nationalities (1925-1939)] (Budapest, 2007).

Tarsadalmi Egyesiiletek Szovetségének Kozpontja.

For an overall view of the whole subsidy system, see Nandor Bardi,
“*Action Osten’. Die Unterstiitzung der ungarischen Institutionen in
Rumiénien durch das Mutterland Ungarn in den 1920er Jahren,” in
Ungarn-Jahrbuch 1997 (Munich, 1998).

Béla Angyal, “A csehszlovakiai magyarsag anyaorszagi tiamogatasa
a két vilaghaborti kozott [Subsidies from the Kin-state for
Czechoslovakia’s Hungarians between the World Wars], Regio 11
(2000) 3: 133-178.

Felvidéki Egyesiiletek Szovetsége.

Népies Irodalmi Tarsasag.

“Keleti Akcio, a Népies Irodalmi Tarsasag iratai” [Eastern Action.
Documents of the Populist Literary Society], 1930-1943, 12 vols.,
Magyar Orszagos Levéltar (MOL) P 1077.



6. OUTCOMES AND INCONSISTENCIES IN

HUNGARIAN POLICY ON TERRITORIAL REVISION
Laszlo Szarka

The Treaty of Trianon imposed on Hungary on June 4, 1920,
remained a factor in Hungarian public thinking through the
twentieth century — as an act of injustice by the Great Powers,
evidence of unbridled nationalist expansionism in Hungary’s
neighbors, an obstacle to sober consideration of the question, or
populist demands for full return of the lost territory. All appreciable
political and public forces in interwar Hungary saw some revision
of the borders laid down in the treaty as inevitable and essential.

It was commonly held across the political spectrum (for instance
by Albert Apponyi, Miklés Horthy, Gyula Gombds and even
Ferenc Szalasi) that the ultimate aim was “integral revision” — full
territorial restitution. The commonest arguments for this cited
the geographical unity of historical Hungary or reformulated and
updated versions of traditions of a multi-ethnic historical state
ascribed to its founder, St. Stephen of Hungary.! Some, mainly in
the opposition and on the left wing, accepted in part the nation-state
realities of the new Central Europe and sought only the return of
areas with an ethnic Hungarian majority. Yet others (among them
two prominent prime ministers, Pal Teleki and Istvan Bethlen) cited
diplomatic realities, the need for international support for Hungary’s
claims, and maintenance of independence as reasons for asserting
the territorial claims in stages.?

One influential writer of the period, Dezs6é Szabo, took a position
that altered from time to time. Another, Laszl6 Németh, saw a lasting
solution in idealized cooperation among the Danubian peoples,
with gradual extension of minority rights and “spiritualization” of
national borders. A similar view was taken by the émigré Oszkar
Jaszi, who echoed the sentiments of more sober figures in Hungarian
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government, having discovered at first hand, as a member of the
short-lived Hungarian National Council of 1918-1919, the risks of
armed conflict inherent in a policy of territorial revision.?

Ultimately, the chancesdepended notondomestic political debate
in Hungary, but on power relations in interwar Europe.* After Hitler
came to power in 1933, there was increased antagonism between the
Great Powers, divided between those for and those against preserving
the Versailles status quo. The situation prompted Hungary to press
for Great-Power support for its territorial objectives, where possible
seeking peaceful, diplomatic means of attaining them, although this
was only successful for the predominantly Hungarian-inhabited
parts of Czechoslovakia, recovered in the autumn of 1938.5

Britain and France stood back from the problem, which meant
that Hungary’s plans to revise its borders could be furthered
only by Germany and Italy. There was no thought in Berlin of
accommodating Hungary’s claims during the Anschluss of March
13, 1938, either in Burgenland or in Devin and Petrzalka, two
former Hungarian villages in Slovakia annexed at the same time.
At the Kiel talks in August 1938, Hitler offered Hungary the whole
of Slovakia if it would act as an initiator of the dismemberment
of Czechoslovakia. This was rejected by Governor Miklos Horthy
on the advice of Hungarian Minister of Foreign Affairs Kalman
Kéanya and the Hungarian chief of staff. Hitler then went ahead with
stepping up pressure on Czechoslovakia. Britain and France, anxious
to resolve the crisis and avert world war, came to see detachment of
minority-dominated areas of Czechoslovakia as the means to do it,
which prepared the way for the Munich Agreement on September 29,
1938, after four-power negotiations to which Czechoslovakia was not
invited.®

So Hungary’s insistence on “integral revision” had to be aban-
doned (for Slovakia and then Transcarpathia) in favor of the ethnic
principle and a bilateral deal presaged by an addendum to the Munich
Agreement. Czechoslovakia lost the Sudeten German territories, and
after an ultimatum from Warsaw, the mainly Polish settlements in
Silesia and Orava County. On October 6, 1938, Slovakia’s autonomy
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was proclaimed at Zilina? A few days later, an autonomous Trans-
carpathian government formed under Andras Brody (Andrej Brody)
at Khust, and was recognized by Prague two days later.?

Referring to the Munich Agreement, Hungary sought a bilateral
agreement with Czechoslovakia as fast as possible, basing its ethnic
claims on the 1910 census returns. At talks held in Koméarno on
October 9-13, 1938, the Hungarian government delegation was
headed by Teleki and Kénya and the Czechoslovak one by Jozef Tiso,
but these foundered on rival interpretations of the Hungarian and
Czechoslovak census returns, especially as they concerned the four
largest cities in the territory affected: Bratislava, Nitra, KoSice and
UZzhorod. At that point, Italian diplomacy, orchestrated by Mussolini
and Ciano, tended to favor Hungarian arguments, and the Third
Reich’s diplomacy, under Hitler and Ribbentrop, Czechoslovakia’s.
A decision was reached on November 2, 1938, by means of German—
Italian arbitration, as the First Vienna Award. This took the 1910
census returns as its starting point and awarded Hungary two of the
cities: Kosice and Uzhorod.®

The Hungarian politicians of Slovakia and Transcarpathia worked
to ensure a calm atmosphere for the bilateral and international
negotiations. They prepared a memorandum and also gave an oral
report to the British negotiator, Lord Runciman, as well as making
contact with Warsaw and Rome, but this won them no invitations to
the Komarno talks or the Vienna tribunal. On October 3 they formed
a Slovensko Hungarian National Council, and shortly afterwards a
Transcarpathian National Council as well. These two bodies broke
with the earlier autonomy policy and demanded that the borders
be changed. However, the views of the Hungarian minority played
practically no part in either negotiating process.

The territory granted to Hungary by the First Vienna Award
was occupied in the first half of November 1938. After twenty
years of Czechoslovak rule, the “return” was greeted by most of
the population of former Upper Hungary with euphoria, as an act
of historical justice. The rulings of the German-Iltalian tribunal
were given specific form in several bilateral agreements, finalizing
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the new frontier, exchanging certain settlements, dealing with the
Czechoslovak settlers in the reannexed areas and their property,
addressing the minority question, and settling matters such as trade,
and postal and rail services. Britain and France endorsed the First
Vienna Award, with some reservations, although they had played no
part in arbitrating it.

Western assessments of the Czechoslovak question and of
Hungarian border revision changed radically when Hitler invaded
Czechoslovakia on March 14, 1939, thrust qualified independence on
Slovakia, and de facto annexed the remainder of the country to the
Reich as the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia. At the same time,
Berlin concurred with a Hungarian invasion of the Transcarpathia of
Avgusthyn Voloshyn, then known officially as “Podkarpatska Rus.”
The Hungarian forces defeated the Sich Guards of the Voloshyn
government and advanced to the Polish frontier, also annexing 65
settlements along the eastern border of Slovakia.**

Administrative efforts ensued to integrate the reoccupied areas
economically and culturally into the Hungarian state. Despite some
success, this soon precipitated regional differences of interest. The
Hungarians of the returned Upper Hungary had met in the minority
period with the democracy prevalent in Czechoslovakia and did
not feel that they were receiving clear support from Hungarian
officialdom, notably in the case of the Hungarian reversal of the
Czechoslovak land reform and in the parent country’s stance in
administrative political decision-making.'?

The autonomous and then semi-independent Slovakia was
dismayed by the First Vienna Award, as it had lost the city of KoSice
and three islands of largely Slovak settlement in Slovensky Meder/
Surany, Négrad and Gemer. The Slovak legislature began to apply
the principle of reciprocity, placing obstacles to the operation of Janos
Esterhazy’s Hungarian party and infringing Hungarian cultural and
economic interests.®

Hungary’s territorial demands on Romania in Transylvania
were affected by three main factors: the international position of
Romania, especially after the Molotov—Ribbentrop pact of August
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23, 1939; the ethnic topology of the territories ceded to Romania
after Trianon; and the places of both countries in Hitler’s plans for
a second world war. Furthermore, the Teleki government was keen
to ensure at least tacit agreement from the Western powers for its
moves to revise its frontiers, which it could not expect from either
Britain or France in the case of Transylvania.*

The German—Soviet pact proved advantageous to Hungary over
Transylvania in several respects. The German/Soviet occupation
of Poland had made the Soviet Union an immediate neighbor,
and both powers were prepared to support Hungary’s demands in
Transylvania. During the short pre-war period of Soviet—-Hungarian
rapprochement, the Soviet Union stated several times that it had
no objections to Hungary’s revisionist efforts there. Britain and the
United States were prepared to accept limited border changes based
on bilateral agreement. Germany, as it prepared for war on the Soviet
Union, sought the soonest possible end to the Hungarian—Romanian
dispute, by mutual agreement.

The next development was a four-day Soviet military campaign
against Romania, launched on June 28, 1940. The Soviet Union
occupied northern Bukovina and Bessarabia, thereby becoming the
first power to overturn Romania’s territorial settlement under the
Versailles system. Budapest made strong use of the Bessarabian
precedent, but sought to avoid any appearance of cooperating
with the Soviet Union. As Hungary weighed up the risks of armed
intervention in Romania, it was interrupted a second time by joint
German-Italian arbitration. Pressure from Berlin induced the two
countries to hold talks at Turnu Severin in mid-August. The formula
of a German-Italian tribunal was revived after the Romanian
government found Hungary’s alternative territorial proposals
unacceptable.

The Second Vienna Award of August 30, 1940, came out in favor
of a Northern Transylvanian “ethnic corridor” to link Hungarian-
majority areas and other areas with a relatively strong Hungarian
ethnic presence in the Partium, Northern Transylvania and the
Székely Land. The division of historical Transylvania caused grave
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concern and antagonism among the Hungarian and the Romanian
public alike, especially the Hungarian Székelys (Szeklers). For
a time public delight in Hungary at the return of Transylvanian
cities with a mainly Hungarian population and of the Székely Land
overrode the anxieties about new conflicts after the border change.
But the Romanian public was deeply offended by this second almost
immediate infringement of the country’s sovereignty, involving
territory seen as vital to Romanian national development and a
transfer to Hungary of some 1.1 million ethnic Romanians. The
subsequent riots led to the king’s abdication and rapid installation
of the totalitarian Antonescu regime.’®

Based on agreements at Borsa and Debrecen between military
delegations of the two governments, the Hungarian army occupied
the land granted under the Second Vienna Award on September
5-15, 1940. There was a huge welcome for the arriving army from
Hungarian society in Transylvania, after decades of indignities,
persecution and grievances as a minority. Celebrations of the
“return of Transylvania” were remembered by many for the rest
of their lives, and the annexation greatly reinforced the Hungarian
identity of the Hungarians in the reoccupied region. But the ensuing
months of Hungarian military administration brought about many
local conflicts. The bloodiest reprisals for attacks on the army took
place in Salaj County, at Treznea on September 9 and at Ip and
Marca on September 13-14. Altogether 243 people lost their lives in
these brutal reprisals.’

During September and October 1940, the two sides held so-
called liquidation talks to find mutually acceptable solutions for the
Hungarian and Romanian inhabitants of divided Transylvania, but
the initiative was swamped by the waves of refugees and deportees
in both directions and by the related confiscations of property.
From the outset the Antonescu regime with its totalitarian methods
opposed any rapprochement with Hungary, thereby expressing its
refusal to recognize the validity of the Second Vienna Award. This
was underlined by a statement issued by the Romanian government
on March 15, 1941.7
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The Hungarian government sought to consolidate the conditions
in Northern Transylvania and the Sz¢kely Land as rapidly as
possible. Once civilian government had been introduced on
November 26, 1940, attempts were made to address the grievances
of the Hungarians. Major investments were made in education and
culture, transport and infrastructure.t®

The two Vienna Awards left the Hungarian government
strongly indebted and committed to Hitler’s Germany. It had already
subscribed to the Anti-Comintern Pactin February 1939, and it joined
the Tripartite Pact on November 20, 1940. Despite some promising
diplomatic moves, neither Horthy nor the Teleki government was
willing to cooperate with the Soviets, as such action would probably
have led to rapid German occupation.?®

After the German occupation of Poland, the one weak alternative
to alliance with the Axis that remained was Hungarian-Yugoslav
cooperation. Teleki had pressed deliberately for the so-called treaty
of eternal friendship between the two countries, seeking thereby
to preserve Hungary’s neutrality and to encourage confidential
relations with the Western Allies. The treaty signed in Belgrade
on December 12, 1940, simply alluded to the unsettled political
questions between the two countries (concerning territory and the
minorities) and sought to postpone mutual agreement on them.

As the Germans and Italians spread ever more aggressively
through East-Central and Southeastern Europe, the Balkans became
a strategically important region, especially Western-oriented
Yugoslavia. Two days after the latter’s sudden accession to the
Tripartite Agreement on March 25, 1941, there was a coup d’état in
which the now pro-German Regent Paul was replaced by his young
nephew King Peter II and a government headed by Dusan Simovic.
Hitler immediately began to prepare an invasion.

Hungary, indebted to Germany for the Vienna Awards, faced
a grave dilemma. Joining in Germany’s military aggression
irrevocably lost it the goodwill of the Western Allies, and
subsequently any chance of retaining the territorial gains that it
had made. Yet to have rejected Germany’s overture would have
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gone against the revisionist aims pursued through the period,
by precluding the recovery even of territories with a majority of
Hungarian inhabitants, still living in the ignominious state of a
minority. The dilemma appeared in its most extreme form in the
case of Yugoslavia, less than four months after the treaty of eternal
friendship had been signed. Horthy, with an eye to the territorial
claims that Hungary was still making against Yugoslavia, had
assured Hitler on March 28 that there could be Hungarian—German
military cooperation, in view of the “common lot” of the two
countries.

Prime Minister Teleki tried to make Hungary’s military
participation in the invasion conditional on circumstances that
might excuse his country breaching the treaty of eternal friendship.
But participation meant abandoning two basic ideas behind
Hungary’s policy for territorial revision. None of the Western
Allies was prepared to condone Hungary’s attack on Yugoslavia,
and they stated their opposition to Hungary’s pursuing its territorial
objectives by military means. As the German forces began to pass
through Hungary on April 2 to launch the attack, it became clear
that Hungary was now in a dependent position. It can be assumed
from a suicide note, addressed to Horthy, that this moral problem,
or some aspects of it, prompted Pal Teleki to take his own life on the
night of April 3, 1941.2°

Military action by Hungary, commencing on April 11, 1941,
after the formation of the so-called Independent Croatian State,
resulted within three days in the capture of Backa, south Baranja
and Medimurje. Southern Region Hungarians greeted the invaders
as a liberating army freeing them from oppression as a minority,
although there was disappointment that the Banat came under
German military control and part of Medimurje went to Croatia
under a bilateral agreement. In the event only 55 percent of the lands
lost to the South Slav state under Trianon was regained — 11,475
square kilometers, with some 1,300,000 inhabitants, of whom 39
percent were Hungarians.
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The Hungarian army met with no appreciable resistance from the
Serbs before Yugoslavia capitulated on April 17, but the number of
Serb civilian victims rose steadily, due to a spate of charges brought
inthe occupied territories. Serious local incidents proliferated, due to
false intelligence and poor knowledge of local conditions. The worst
of these occurred at Sirig, a village of Serb settlers that belonged
to Temerin, where locals were driven out to greet the Hungarian
forces, who suddenly surrounded them and killed over 100 of them
(470 according to one Serb report).

Cleansing operations began all over Backa on April 18.
During these, several tens of thousands of post-war Serb settlers
(dobrovoljac), Jews, and others labeled unreliable were interned,
and a still larger number of Serbs were deported to German-
occupied Serbia, the Banat and Croatia.?? To replace them the
Hungarian government imported 3,279 northern Bukovina Székely
families (about 13,200 people) into 14 settler villages in Backa in
May and June 1941, under an agreement with Romania signed on
May 11, 1941, whereby the land-starved Székelys (descendants
of eighteenth-century settlers in Bukovina) would evacuate the
villages of Jozseffalva, Istensegits, Hadikfalva, Andrasfalva and
Fogadjisten (now Vornicenii Mici, Tibeni, Dornesti, Maneuti and
Iacobesti respectively).?

Alongside the cleansings and internments that continued
throughout the year, costing many civilian lives, there appeared
signs of Serb and communist partisan resistance. Acts of sabotage
proliferated in October 1941. Martial law and summary trials
were introduced by Lieutenant General Ferenc Szombathelyi,
successor to Henrik Werth as chief of staff, but were approved only
subsequently, on October 28, by the Hungarian government, and
were aimed mainly at diversionary and partisan actions by the Serb
communists.

The incidents in Curug and Zabalj, which had slid into armed
conflict, were followed on January 4, 1942, by a full-scale raid
from the direction of the Sajkas district of south Backa, ordered by
Szombathelyi and led by Lieutenant General Ferenc Feketehalmy-
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Czeydner. The increasingly savage operations aimed at suspected
Chetniks,* partisans and communists, as well as Serbs and Jews
accused of assisting them, spread on January 15 to Stari Becej and
Srbobran and the city of Novi Sad. The three-day raid across Novi
Sad became a pogrom in which innocent Jews of all ages were
massacred by Hungarian forces. Those days in Backa are estimated
to have cost several thousand civilian lives. There was a temporary
lull in the communist and partisan actions against the Hungarian
regime, but they did more damage to Hungary’s international
reputation than any military act before them.?

The four border changes brought Hungary’s area to 172,200
square kilometers at the end of 1941, and brought its population
to 14.7 million. The Romanians, Rusyns, Serbs and Slovaks in
the acquired territories made the country more multi-ethnic: the
proportion of native Hungarian speakers in the population fell to
77.5 percent. So the result was equivocal in terms of an ethnically
based policy of territorial revision.?
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7. MINORITY HUNGARIANS

AND CENTRAL EUROPEAN LAND REFORMS
Attila Simon and Attila Kovacs

The objective of the interwar Czechoslovak, Yugoslav and Romanian
governments, sometimes tacitly, sometimes openly, was to establish
nation states. One method employed was to weaken the economic
power of the minorities and nationalize industry, agriculture and
banking. For economic power brought political power, and a
Hungarian minority shorn of its property became more vulnerable
in political, cultural and educational terms as well. The main vehicle
of the Czechoslovak, Yugoslav and Romanian nationalization
process was land reform, to transfer land ownership to the nation
that constituted the state.

Almost every country in Europe took up the question of
reorganizing land ownership after the First World War. Land
ownership in most of the still mainly agricultural countries of
Central Europe was skewed, most of the farmland being owned by
a few aristocratic landowners, while most villagers owned little or
no land. The land reforms of the 1920s in Romania, Yugoslavia and
Czechoslovakia showed great similarities: (1) Aside from their social
and economic objectives, they were intended to weaken the politico-
economic positions of the Hungarian minority. (2) They were
accompanied by resettlement campaigns that brought Romanian,
South Slav or Czechoslovak colonists into Hungarian-speaking
areas.

Slovakia and Transcarpathia
Land reform was announced in Czechoslovakia in November 1918,

just after the republic had been declared. Apart from its social and
economic intentions, it had the open objective of transferring land
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from German and Hungarian to Czech and Slovak ownership. The
Sequestration Act of April 1919 set upper limits on permissible land
ownership of 150 ha for farmland and 250 ha for other land (forest,
pasture, and so on). Land that exceeded those limits was seized by
the State Land Office against compensation. The area of land seized
in Slovakia and Transcarpathia was 740,000 ha, of which 113,000
ha could be claimed back by its original owners, while the rest was
put up for sale to legitimate claimants under the Allocation Act of
January 30, 1920. Although one objective of the land reform was
to reinforce peasant farming, most of the best sequestered land
was parceled into so-called residual estates of 100 ha for sale to
those close to the government. This created a new, loyal stratum
of middling landowners who were not German or Hungarian, but
Czech or Slovak.

The land reform had a particularly strong effect in the
southern Slovakian region inhabited by Hungarians. On the one
hand that was where most of the large sequestered estates lay, but
on the other more than 60 percent of the inhabitants were earning
their living from agriculture. There were plenty of potential
Hungarian claimants, and the number of landless agricultural
workers and day laborers in agriculture was much greater among
the Hungarians (42 percent) than the national average. Yet the
partiality of the State Land Office meant that only 20 percent of the
land redistributed in the Hungarian-majority districts of southern
Slovakia and Transcarpathia went to local Hungarian people. The
rest went to residual estate owners, settlers and other claimants, or
passed into state ownership. That left large numbers of Hungarian
estate workers and poor peasants without a livelihood and highly
susceptible to communist agitation.!

The national objectives of the Czechoslovak land reform
became clearer during the ensuing colonization campaign, for
claimants under the Allocation Act could also apply for land outside
their place of residence. Using this loophole, the State Land Office
set out to attract tens of thousands of Czech and Slovak claimants
to the southern, Hungarian-inhabited districts of Slovakia and
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Transcarpathia, where they were granted holdings averaging 12 ha
of farmland and received substantial subsidies to buy the holding
and start farming it. The colonies were usually sited so as to break
up the uniform Hungarian character of the district, place a buffer
between the Hungarian-language area and a nearby city (such as
Bratislava or Galanta), or extend the Slovak-language area southward
to the border.

One type of colony consisted of villages founded to defend
the border and populated with legionnaires from the Czechoslovak
foreign legions that had fought in World War 1. These legionnaires
living right by the Hungarian border were still army reservists who
could be mobilized at any time. They were also used to guard railway
junctions. Major legionnaire settlements were sited at Buzitka
(formerly Nograd County), Gertiov (formerly GOmor—Kishont
County) and Solomonovo by the River Tysa in Transcarpathia.

The Czechoslovak colonization program brought over 3,300
Czech, Moravian and Slovak families to 143 communities in southern
Slovakia, and some 300 families to 16 colonies in Transcarpathia.?
The colonists, mainly from the northern mountains, found it hard
to adjust to strange natural and farming conditions, and many had
financial troubles. Furthermore, it was hard to gain acceptance from
local inhabitants, who had been overlooked in the reform, and as a
result there were constant ethnic tensions.

When the Hungarian-inhabited areas of Slovakia and
Transcarpathia were reannexed to Hungary under the First Vienna
Award in the autumn of 1938, over 70 percent of the settlers came
under Hungarian rule. Some 400 families left their colonies before
the Hungarian army arrived, and double that number were deported
by the Hungarian authorities. The remaining 1,200 or so colonists
stayed put throughout the war.®
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Romania

The unusual feature of the land reform in Romania was that separate
arrangements were made for each part of the country (the Regat,
Transylvania, Bessarabia and the Banat). The main reason was
not simply the topographical differences, but the aims of nation-
building policy as well.

The Land Ownership Act of July 30, 1921, that applied to the
annexed territories of Eastern Hungary and Transylvania differed
from the legislation in the Regat in not setting an upper limit to the
total area of land to be sequestered, and it gave greater scope for
expropriating the land of public institutions (schools and churches)
than the legislation in other parts of the country. It also stipulated
that land could be seized without compensation from those who had
resided abroad other than on public business between December
1, 1918, and publication of the act. This affected thousands of
Hungarians who had fled from Transylvania to Hungary for a longer
or shorter period (even a few days) at the time of annexation.

As in Czechoslovakia, the act discriminated against the
Hungarians of Romania in the way in which sequestered land was
reallocated. According to official statistics issued on June 1, 1927,
the land reform in Transylvania benefited 212,803 Romanians,
45,628 Hungarians, 15,934 Saxons and Swabians, and 6,314
members of other minority groups. The losses were especially great
for the largely Hungarian Churches (the Catholics and Reformed),
weakening their ability to contribute to Hungarian education and
culture in Romania.

The land reform in Romania was also accompanied by
colonization campaigns. These brought into being 111 settlements,
mainly in Hungarian-inhabited areas of Transylvania, in which
almost 5,000 Romanian families were settled on altogether 40,000
ha of land.

Application of the Land Ownership Act for Transylvania caused
tensions between Romania and Hungary, as the Romanian state
also seized the estates of those who had moved to Hungary and
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taken Hungarian citizenship, thereby contravening the terms of the
Treaty of Trianon. It affected, for example, former Transylvanian
aristocrats who were prominent in Hungarian politics, including
Prime Minister Bethlen. The diplomatic debate finally ended with
international agreements in the early 1930s.

Yugoslavia

The land reform in the Yugoslav state that came into being after
World War 1 took place under very intricate conditions, mainly
because of the great differences between the territories that were
uniting.

The purpose of the Yugoslav agrarian reform was to apply
the Serbian system of peasant smallholdings to other parts of the
country. So there was support for land reform and for regulations
and acts on colonization that would produce smallholdings. Land
was granted only to the landless and to those with less than 10
cadastral hold (5.7 ha), the latter receiving one 1 hold per family
member, for which they had to pay. Colonists, however, received up
to 8.7 cadastral /old (5 ha), again having to pay, with the exception
of the dobrovoljac, “men of goodwill” or volunteers who had fought
for Yugoslav unity, who had the sum paid for them by the state. The
upper limit before great estates had to be parceled out varied by
region. In Slovenia, estates over 200 ha were confiscated, while in
Vojvodina it was as much as 500 ha. The minorities were entirely
excluded from the redistribution, which was especially unfortunate
for the Hungarians in the northern areas, where the proportion of
Hungarians with no land or less than 10 cadastral zold was highest.
Yugoslavia alone of the successor states first rented out to the
claimants the lands expropriated from the great estates. Only after
the act concluding the land reform had been passed in June 1931 did
the redistributed land pass into the ownership of the claimants.*

The colonization took place in parallel with the Yugoslav land
reform, with settlers of Serb national origin in the main settling in
areas inhabited by the minorities. The authorities used the settlers



162 Minority Hungarian Communities in the 20th Century

to spread Slav influence over the newly acquired territories, to assist
in assimilating the non-Slav population, and in Macedonia’s case, to
forestall the spread of a Macedonian national identity and Serbianize
the inhabitants. The settlements carried out in Yugoslavia between
the world wars were aimed mainly at two regions: Kosovo and the
northern territories. In both cases most colonists were sent to border
communities, where they were supposed to constitute a Slav stratum
unconditionally loyal to the Yugoslav state. These people were used
by the authorities, especially in the 1920s, to keep the minorities
under surveillance and intimidate them.®

The colonization campaign in VVojvodina was concentrated in the
north, where the greatest number of great estates (mainly Hungarian-
and German-owned) were found and there lived populous minority
communities (Hungarians, Germans, Romanians, Rusyns, Slovaks,
and so on). The colonists brought into the plains were mainly
from mountainous areas of the country and were interested in
stockbreeding. Their farming knowledge was woefully inadequate
and they were also short of the tools for farming. At least 20,000
South Slav families with about 100,000 dependants were brought
into the northern areas of Slovenia, Croatia and Vojvodina between
the world wars, setting in motion changes in the ethnic complexion
of those regions, compounded by strong emigration from the
minorities excluded from the land reform.®
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1 For more on land reform and colonization in southern Slovakia,
see Attila Simon, Telepesek és telepitések Dél-Szlovikiaban a két
vilaghabori kézotti idészakban (1918—1938) [Settlers and Settlements
in southern Slovakia in the Period between the Two World Wars
(1918-1938)] (Somorja, 2008).

2 Ibid.

Ibid.

4 For more on interwar land reform in Yugoslavia, see Eri¢ Milivoj,
Agrarna reforma u Jugoslaviji 1918—1941 [Agrarian Reform
in Yugoslavia 1918-1941] (Sarajevo, 1958), and Attila Kovacs,

w



Minority Hungarians and Central European Land Reforms 163

Féldreform és kolonizacio a Lendva-vidéken a két vilaghaboru
kozort [Land Reform and Colonization in the Lendava District
between the Two World Wars] (Lendva, 2004).

Eniké A. Sajti, Kényszerpalyan. Magyarok Jugoszlaviaban, 1918—
1941 [Forced Path. Hungarians in Yugoslavia, 1918-1941] (Szeged,
1997), pp. 93-105.

Kovécs, Foldreform és kolonizdcio, pp. 181-186; Eniké A. Sajti,
Hungarians in the Voivodina 1918—1947 (Boulder, CO/Highland
Lakes, NJ, 2003), pp. 165-170.



8. MINORITY HUNGARIAN SOCIETIES
Nandor Bardi

The positions held by the minority communities in society were
decided in general by their historical and cultural heritage, the
legal and political framework in which they lived, the institutional
scope available to them, and the structural attributes of society. This
section examines how social and economic conditions changed for
the Hungarian communities that became minorities after 1918.
Then there is the separate question of whether these ethno-cultural
communities can be called “minority societies,” although they
certainly saw and proclaimed themselves as such.

Around 1930, the number of Hungarians outside Hungary
but within the Carpathian Basin was 2.6 million. There had been
3.3 million in 1910, and 3.24 million declared themselves so in
1941, after the reannexations. In all the countries of the region,
the proportion of the community constituting the state nationality
increased at the expense of the minorities. The proportion of self-
described Hungarians in Hungary rose from 88.4 to 92.1 percent. In
Czechoslovakia, the proportion of Slovaks and Czechs in the territory
of today’s Slovakia rose from 58 to 72 percent, while the proportion
of Romanians in Transylvania rose from 54 to 58.2 percent. The
population of Trianon Hungary in 1920 was 7.98 million, which had
risen by 700,000 by 1930, and to 9.32 million in 1941, making a
growth of 16.8 percent over the 1920-1941 period.2

164
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Table 1. The number and proportion of those with Hungarian as a
native language (1910) or with Hungarian as a national affiliation
(1930 and 1941) in the areas annexed by successor states®

1910 1930 1941

Slovakia/

. 881,326 | 30.2% 585,434 | 17.6% 761,434 | 21.5%
Czechoslovakia

Trans-

. 185,433 | 30.6% 116,584 | 15.9% 233,840 | 27.3%
carpathia

Transylvania 1,658,045 | 31.7% | 1,480,712 | 25.8% | 1,711,851 | 28.9%

Vojvodina 425,672 | 28.1% 376,176 | 23.2% 456,770 | 28.5%
Croatia 119,874 | 3.5% 66,040 1.7% 64,431
Prekmurje 20,737 | 23.0% 15,050 - 16,510 | 20.1%
Burgenland 26,225 | 9.0% 10,442 | 3.5% 2,076

The 1910-1930 decrease in the recorded Hungarian population
was greatest numerically in Czechoslovakia (295,894) and
proportionally in the new Austrian province of Burgenland (by
about two thirds). The causes of the declines in the numbers of
Hungarians fall into two groups: actual processes and manipulative
census-taking techniques. About 350,000 people moved to Hungary
from lost territories in 1918-1924 (197,000 from Transylvania,
107,000 from the former Upper Hungary, 45,000 from the southern
counties).* Another reduction in the statistical size of the community
came from the many Hungarians of unsettled citizenship: some
30,000 in Czechoslovakia and over 100,000 in Romania counted
as foreigners.®> A big contribution to the change in the national
structure of the regions concerned was made by colonization. Some
of these colonists filled places left by the Hungarian official class.
The colonization connected with the land reform was designed to
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break up the blocs of Hungarian settlement along the borders with
Hungary, for security and social reasons. A total of almost 120,000
Czech officials, workers and colonists moved into Transcarpathia
and Slovensko.® In Romania, 34,000 families were moved into new
villages in the Partium and the Banat,” and in 1930 Transylvania
had 245,000 non-native inhabitants.® In the Southern Region, over
50,000 Slav colonists were moved into the 50-kilometer border
zone during the Yugoslav land reform.® The post-1918 censuses in
neighboring countries treated the Hungarian-speaking Jews as a
separate national group and did not usually group them with the
Hungarian-speakers. In Czechoslovakia, five sixths — 110,000 — of the
Jews declaring themselves Hungarian-speakers in 1910 were treated
separately in later censuses, as were 40 percent — 60,000 — of those
in Transylvania.)*® Similarly, Hungarian-speaking Greek Catholics
were counted as Rusyns in Transcarpathia and as Romanians in
Transylvania. Romaniatreated the Hungarian-speaking Gypsies and
the Csang6 (Ceangdi) in the same way." So the Romanian census of
1930 under-recorded the number of native Hungarian speakers by
about 100,000-120,000.*

In terms of ethnic spatial structure, the Hungarian presence
shrank due to the factors just mentioned and also because many of the
bourgeois in the smaller cities (Bratislava, Nitra, Levice, Komarno,
Lucenec, Rimavska Sobota, KoSice, TrebiSov, Uzhorod, Mukacevo
and Berehovo) had a multiple identity (Hungarian/German/Jewish/
Rusyn/Slovak) and were drawn towards Czechoslovakia, which
meant the assimilation of about 100,000 people by 1930. (There were
786 localities in Czechoslovakia with a Hungarian majority in 1921,
but only 46 in 1930.) A similar process took place in the Partium®®
(Satu Mare, Sighetu Marmatiei, Baia Mare, Carei and Oradea),
except that there was substantial immigration of Romanians. In
Yugoslavia, the land reform was used to replace the native farm
laborers on the Hungarian-, Jewish-, or German-owned estates
with immigrants from southern Serbia. The number of Vojvodina
localities with a Serb majority rose from 203 in 1910 to 258 in 1930,
while the number with a Hungarian majority fell from 134 to 90.
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The area inhabited by Serbs increased in the Backa Topola, Novi
Sad and Veliki Bec¢kerek districts.”* There the number of localities
with a Hungarian majority fell from 139 to 59 in 1931. In Prekmurje
the number fell from 33 to 15.°

The biggest changes of proportion in the urban population
occurred among the multi-identity bourgeoisie of the northern cities.
In 1910, 44 percent of the urban population of the future Slovakia
were Hungarians, but this had fallen to 11 percent by 1930. The
shifts over that period were from 40.5 to 16.1 percent in Pozsony/
Bratislava, 75.4 to 17.9 percent in Kassa/Kosice, 80.3 to 17.7 percent
in Ungvar/Uzhorod, and 73.4 to 22.5 percent in Munkécs/Mukacevo.
In all except the last, this meant the loss of language rights by the
Hungarians, who had to make up 20 percent of the inhabitants to
qualify. The extent of the census manipulations in these cities and
the expedient shift to the majority ethnic allegiance become clear in
a post-1941 resurgence of the Hungarians, when the number of votes
cast for the Hungarian parties exceeded the self-declared Hungarian
population.t

Transylvania was far more rural than the Upland: 83 percent
of the population in 1930 lived in villages, and a third of the city-
dwellers were also involved in agriculture. In 1910, 59 percent
of urban Transylvanians were Hungarian-speakers, 23.1 percent
Romanian-speakers, and 16.2 percent German-speakers. By 1930
the proportion of Hungarians was down to 45 percent, partly
through emigration to Hungary by some 50,000, mainly of the
official class, and by a similar number to villages for reasons of
livelihood. The second reason was that only 2 of the 10 localities
raised to city rank had a Hungarian majority. The third was that
some 120,000 city-dwellers counted in the 1930 census were not
native to Transylvania. Although 32 of the 49 Transylvanian cities
had a Hungarian majority in 1918, the figure was 27 in 1930. The
number with a Romanian majority rose from 8 to 18 and those with a
German majority fell from 9 to 4. (The cities to lose their Hungarian
majorities were Deva, Alba lulia, Lugoj, Beius, Fagaras, Hunedoara
and Ibasfaldu. By 1930, Timisoara had gained a Hungarian plurality
due to a rapidly growing Hungarian working class.)*
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By comparison with Hungary’s 36.3 percent proportion of urban
inhabitants in 1930 (including Budapest’s 16.6 percentage points),
the Hungarians of Transylvania and Slovakia were more urbanized
and those of Transcarpathia and the Southern Region less so.

The employment structure of the interwar Hungarians in
neighboring countries was less favorable than the average in
Czechoslovakia and more favorable in Romania. In the Southern
Region it was worse than that of the majority nations in the region.*
In Czechoslovakia, 65.4 percent of active Hungarians worked in
agriculture and forestry (which accounted for 57.4 percent of the
region’s total employment), but they were underrepresented in
industry (16.9 percent) and commerce (6.30 percent), where the
regional totals represented 18.8 and 10.1 percent respectively. The
proportion of self-employed among the Hungarians and that among
the Slovaks were almost the same (38.7 and 37.8 percent respectively)
and the same applied to the working class (25.2 and 26.8 percent).
Looking at the sectors more closely, it emerges that of the 374,000
working in agriculture, 53,000 (with 210,000 dependants) owned
land and 110,000 did not. But most of those with land (about
38,000) had more than the 10 ha required to make a living. Of the
100,000 Hungarians working in industry, 10,000 were proprietors
(in small-scale industry) and 86,000 were workers. There were
6,000 Hungarians in public employment, and about 10,000 were out
of work. But unemployment was worse than the recorded figure,
especially in the Transcarpathian timber industry.

The Hungarians, like the Germans and the Jews, were
overrepresented in Transylvania’s service sector. While 26.7
percent of the Transylvanian population were ethnically Hungarian
in 1930, that applied to 40 percent of those working in industry
(70-80 percent in small-scale industry), 39.9 percent in credit and
commerce, 33 percent in mining, and 30 per cent in transport.
The proportions in 1910 had been 52.5 percent in industry, 58.8
percent in commerce, 41.2 percent in mining, and 74.2 percent in
transport.® So the continued overrepresentation was coupled with
a sense of retreat in Hungarian society, compounded by the ground
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lost in the professions. The proportion of Hungarian lawyers fell
from 73.1 percent in 1913 to 20.4 percent (542 persons) in 1935. The
case was similar in health care, where only 27 of the 257 physicians
in Cluj were Hungarian by 1930, while the proportions in 1935 were
24 out of 157 in Mures County, 10 out of 34 in Odorhei County,
and 5 out of 64 in Bihor County. Only 10.9 percent of the district
doctors in Transylvania in 1936 were Hungarians. The proportion of
Hungarians in public administration was down to 11.9 percent and
among local notaries it was 2.4 percent.?°

The territories ceded to Yugoslavia after World War | had been
rural, agricultural areas dominated by large estates. Much of the
small urban population had also lived by agriculture. Industry
mainly meant small-scale industry and food processing, and the
middle class meant the staff of state and county offices. Even in
1910, the Hungarian agricultural labor force showed the highest rate
of landlessness (53.2 percent). The Hungarians accounted for 35.5
percent of the landowners in Vojvodina, 43.2 percent of the landless
peasantry, and 48.9 percent of the farm servants. The indicators
for the Germans, Serbs, Slovaks and Rusyns were all better in
this regard.2 The disadvantage was compounded by the fact that
two thirds of the teachers moved to Hungary after the change of
sovereignty.? In the absence of ethnic breakdowns of employment
in the 1931 census returns, it is only possible to compare the ten
Southern Region districts with a Hungarian majority with the
aggregate figures for Backa, the Banat and Baranja. (The 231,737
Hungarians in the ten districts, 53.4 percent of the population,
accounted for 61 percent of the Hungarian population in Yugoslavia
in 1931.) It emerges from the regional figures that the Hungarians in
the districts with a Hungarian majority were underrepresented in all
sectors except agriculture.?®

The Hungarians formed 31.4 percent of Vojvodina’s urban
population in 1931 (and 29 percent of Hungarians lived in urban
localities). That figure and contemporary accounts of Hungarians still
poorer after the land reform seeking work elsewhere in Yugoslavia
yield an estimated 18-20 percent of Hungarians (80,000-90,000)
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as working in industry (small-scale industry).?* The closest to the
1930 position was the employment structure of the Hungarians in
Transylvania. (Comparative figures for Hungary were 51.8 percent
in agriculture, 23 percent in mining and industry, 5.4 percent in
commerce and credit, and 3.9 percent in transport.)

As for educational achievement, illiteracy was a grave
concern in Romania and Yugoslavia. In Slovakia, 88.6 percent of
Hungarians over the age of five could read and write, as could 83.17
percent in Transcarpathia. Czechoslovakia introduced eight years
of compulsory schooling in the 1920s, and illiteracy among the
Hungarian community almost entirely disappeared. In Transylvania,
half of the population could not read or write in 1910, 75 percent
of the illiterates being Romanians (20 percent being Hungarians
and 2 percent Germans). In 1930, 42.9 percent of the inhabitants
of Greater Romania over seven were illiterate, but the proportion
was only 32.6 percent in Transylvania, and it was lowest in Odorhei
and Trei Scaune Counties (14.9 and 15.7 percent), and highest in the
Romanian-dominated Maramures and Somes Counties (61.2 and 51
percent).? The illiteracy rate in Yugoslavia was still 51.5 percent in
the mid-1920s, but the proportion in Vojvodina was 23.3 percent,
and as the social structure of the Hungarians there can be gauged as
average or below average, it must have been 15-20 percent among
them as well.?® In Hungary before World War |, illiteracy among
the agricultural population was about one third, but in Trianon
Hungary it had halved by 1930, just as it had fallen in industry (to
5 percent).

The parts of the school system in the greatest danger were the
secondary schools teaching in Hungarian. The number of state-run
Hungarian-language gymnasia in Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia
was a source of dissatisfaction. There were only five Hungarian-
language middle schools and a single women’s teacher-training
college in the whole Upland and Transcarpathia. There were 5,135
ethnic Hungarian middle school students in 1921-1922, but the
number fell to 4,006 in 1929-1930, of whom only 2,838 were being
taught in Hungarian. So the Hungarians accounted for 4.97 percent
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of the country’s middle school students, which was slightly higher
than their proportion of the population (4.78 percent).?” Only two
gymnasia teaching in Hungarian remained in the whole Vojvodina.?®
In Transylvania, teaching in minority languages was done mainly
in Church schools, and the scope for this was narrowed by the state
through the medium of the baccalaureate examinations. Most of
the vocational training in all three countries was conducted in the
majority language, which presented a serious obstacle to Hungarian
students seeking upward employment mobility in industry.

In higher education, altogether about 500 Yugoslav Hungarians
obtained a university degree during a twenty-year period, mainly in
Zagreb, but also in Belgrade and Subotica, most of them qualifying
as clergy, lawyers or pharmacists. In Romania, most Hungarian
undergraduates attended university in Cluj, where their proportion
rose from 5 percent at the beginning of the 1920s to 15-20 percent.
Nationally, there were 1,434 Hungarian undergraduates in 1935—
1936, of which 550 were studying law, the same number training
to be teachers, and 160 doing medicine. The number of Hungarian
college and university students in Czechoslovakia varied strongly:
1,200 in 1921-1922 and 779 in 1925-1926, but 1,127 in 1929-1930,
when they represented 3.62 percent of the country’s university
students. In other words, the Hungarians were underrepresented in
higher education.?

In terms of economic positions, the land reforms in all three
countries meant that Hungarian individual, collective and Church
estates lost land to claimants of other national groups. In other ways
the role and development of the three regions differed, as did the
consequent economic development of the Hungarian community.
Zitny ostrov was a granary for Czechoslovakia, as was the Banat/
Backa for Yugoslavia, but they differed strongly in their land
ownership structures. Zitny ostrov producers were able to modernize
by changing products (from grain to truck farming to supply the
capital and smaller cities), mechanizing, and forming cooperatives,
but not so the Vojvodina Hungarians, as day laborers or owners of
small or dwarf holdings. Transylvaniawas Romania’s most developed
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region, and the Southern Transylvanian industrial centers (Arad,
Timisoara, Sibiu and Brasov) grew rapidly. The worker supply was
recruited mainly from the increasingly impoverished Hungarian
artisans and surplus labor in the Székely Land. According to the
statistical comparisons made after the reannexations, Zitny ostrov
developed in parallel with neighboring Transdanubia, but eastern
Slovakia, Transcarpathia and Transylvania had only reached the
level of pre-war Hungary. Vojvodina had not even managed that.*®

The Hungarian farmers of Yugoslavia were the most indebted
stratum of all, in a country burdened by high interest rates. Serbian
nation-building at the time was focused on nationalizing agricultural
land and eliminating Hungarian financial institutions and credit
cooperatives. By 1930, Hungary too had stopped subsidizing these,
with the result that Southern Region Hungarian farmers were left
without institutional financial back-up. Furthermore, the region had
the highest taxes.*

Nation-building economic policy in Czechoslovakia was
governed by the interests of heavy industry and the financial sector.
Small-scale and local industry in the Upland and Transcarpathia
failed against competition from large-scale Czech industry, while
agricultural incomes were siphoned off by rapid rises in the prices
of industrial and consumer goods.*

Rapid development of the timber, textile and chemical industries
in Transylvania in the 1920s brought appreciable economic growth.
The state imposed a unitary economic policy mainly at the expense
of newly acquired territories and the minorities. The main features
were the following: land reform (1920-1921); colonization in border
areas (1921 and 1930); nationalization of natural resources to turn
the oil and gas reserves into national capital; nationalization of
corporations by tightening state permits and controls and banning
the use of foreign bank credit; transport tariffs to discourage raw-
material exports; location of new industry away from cities near
the Hungarian border; a taxation policy whereby the tax yield in
counties with a Hungarian majority rose to three times the national
average.®
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The demographic, social and economic positions of all the lost

areas of Hungary deteriorated and fell behind Hungary itself. The
biggest lags developed among the Hungarians in Vojvodina and
Transcarpathia. In every region, the biggest losers of the political
transformation, followed by the economic and social ones, were
the urban middle and artisan classes.

1
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9. MINORITY HUNGARIAN CULTURE,

ART, SCIENCE AND SCHOLARSHIP
Tamas Gusztav Filep

The beginnings of minority life and of minority culture in the strict
sense did not coincide.! This is not just because institutions were
banned, communal forms paralyzed, and a state of emergency
declared after the military occupations of 1918-1919. Before cultural
activity could begin, there had to be awareness of the formation of
political-cum-legal communities, separate by necessity, which had to
assess for themselves their specific problems and find the responses to
them. The position as a minority — there would later be an extensive
theoretical literature on it — decided in practice the character and
purpose of the arts and scholarship and invested them with social
tasks. Members of the public who were prepared to speak out called
on culture to interpret the “minority destiny,” examine its attributes,
and document its experiences. The most important demand by the
fragmented society was for art to help them to survive and preserve
their national identity, language and threatened values. Of course
the values in question were mainly ones that reflected unmistakable
features. The aims were attained where the attributes specific to the
minority could be tied to universal criteria on a theoretical level. That
was the basis for more or less effective Hungarian minority ideologies
in the successor states, such Transylvanianism, or the local-color
theory in the Southern Region.? Respect for regional values meant
in principle denying provincialism. That was also the origin of the
oft-heard theory in Upper Hungary that the urbane tradition of the
region’s rich ensured close contact with Western Europe.®

One constant attribute of minority intellectual life was its
truncated, partial nature; its viable elements performed a kind of
supplementary, gap-filling purpose. An especially large number of
functions fell to literature (and its background areas).* It is typical
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to find permeability between forms of consciousness and expertise:
journalism, literature and scholarship were often blurred together
by the higher social functionality expected of them. Later it became
generally accepted in Hungarian intellectual life that Hungarian
literature and Hungarian culture were universal, but they were
organized into separate centers because of the political disunity.
The aim was for the parts to cooperate and build relations.> The
early period brought an extraordinary expansion of the press, which
became rich and varied, and was increasingly divided by political
trends, areas of knowledge, occupationsand religious denominations.
The previous readerships of the small, localized papers multiplied,
and new papers were founded with the aim of influencing public
opinion. This role was retained by the press until the end of the
period, although many papers died or dwindled in the meantime.
On the other hand, a system of minority cultural institutions grew
up to some extent.

The detached minorities, naturally, saw themselves as part of the
global Hungarian community and its common spirit. However, when
the intellectual barriers finally came down, the Czechoslovakian,
Romanian and Yugoslavian Hungarian communities proved capable
of supporting cultural life, if not their own culture. But the required
edifice lacked foundations.

Many provincial cities at the turn of the century had been calling
for culture to be decentralized,® for institutions to be shared between
the capital and provincial centers. Furthermore, the period had
seen many modern centers of culture begin to emerge — the most
important being Nagyvarad, which had launched the generation of
the poet Endre Ady — but the critical weight would not have been
reached: the necessary figures would have been lacking, had many
of the participants in the 1918 bourgeois revolution and the 1919
proletarian dictatorship not withdrawn into territories occupied by
the successor states.” One of the period’s most influential Hungarian
editors in Czechoslovakia, Pal Szvatko, referred to the first phase in
Czechoslovakian Hungarian literature as one of struggle between
the émigrés and the dilettanti,® a comment that could apply largely
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to Romania and Yugoslavia too. The difference is more that the
frontlines were not equally sharp, and the modernizers did not have
equal chances of integrating into the new environment. It depended
on the structure and proportions of the minority political forces, on
the effectiveness with which the advocates of a bourgeois democratic
“people’s republic” took part in establishing Hungarian party politics
there. Nor did the generations raised in the minority situation identify
completely with their modernist or conservative elders, aiming rather
to build on and synthesize the various effects. In the literature® and
borderline areas of all three emerging minority cultures, there was a
conspicuous advance by avant-garde groups, associated partly with
bourgeois radicalism® and partly with the labor movement,** against
which more conservative circles could not bring appreciable forces to
bear, although the latter had greater chances of reaching a mass public.
The most important members of the groups whose ideas developed
the népi schools of thought'? tended up to the 1930s to cooperate with
the bourgeois humanists, with regional groups still connected with the
world trends, and to establish creative community with them. Then in
the 1930s, younger members gained steadily more interest in “reality
literature” based on knowledge of the people and “sociographical” or
even sociological matters, which became the basis for a new concept of
the collective.®® The respect for value-based literature that seemingly
consolidated during the decade was shaken by an increasing number
of more or less scientifically conducted pieces of social research. The
demand for culture shifted from literature towards social research.*
The development of literary and scholarly life was impeded by the
inadequate system of institutions: there was a want of well-capitalized
publishers, scientific establishments, or institutes of higher education,
where scientific and scholarly thinking might develop and thrive.
Higher education in Hungarian for the leading intelligentsia ceased,
except in theology. Every field of culture and scholarship suffered
from a shortage of state and municipal (city, village) subsidies. Books
most often had to be published privately, in editions from periodicals
and enterprising local printers (who soon failed), under the auspices
of local literary societies, or with a covert subsidy from the Hungarian
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state.!> The space that the supplements of the daily papers and the
periodicals were prepared to give to scholarship and literature
meant that they preferred methods appealing directly to the public,
rather than scholarly immersion. But the focus on news also gave
rewards: the newspapers took literature and literary journalism to a
relatively wide readership. Some papers that played such a role, in
some periods and some regions, included Kassai Naplo (Kosice),
Pragai Magyar Hirlap (Prague), Ellenzék and Keleti Ujsag (Cluj),
Bdcsmegyei Naplé (Subotica) and Reggeli Ujsdg (Novi Sad). Apart
from some fleeting periodicals, they were the sites where there began
to appear regularly, alongside the literature and the journalism with
a basis in social science, the scientific studies needed for informed
discussion of minority social problems.’* Many researchers were self-
taught, or dealt with subjects that drew on local knowledge.r” There
were some experts in minority law, and one respected publication
commanding attention throughout the language area: Magyar
Kisebbség (“Hungarian Minority”), edited by Elemér Jakabffy and
published in Lugoj.® Only in the second decade did sociological and
psychological works begin to appear, mainly from researchers now
socialized into the minority situation. That was when life’s work
of permanent value appeared: in Transylvania, for instance, from
archivist Lajos Kelemen, philologist Attila T. Szabd, jurist Artar
Balogh and sociologist Jozsef Venczel;* in Czechoslovakia from
historian Andor Sas® and educationalist and social psychologist
Jen6 Krammer.?* Only in Transylvania was there a longstanding
tradition of scholarship. Drawing on a background of Kolozsvar’s
Francis Joseph University of Sciences, the turn-of-the-century
school of philosophy surrounding Karoly Béhm, espousing the
neo-Kantian theory of value, had several members who continued
their careers in Hungary after World War 1, but many others
remained in Transylvania. The most important philosophers to have
studied at Kolozsvar were the Reformed Bishop Sandor Makkai,
also a theologian, prose writer and apologist for Endre Ady, and
the Unitarian Bishop Béla Varga. The most interesting experiment
was associated with the Kolozsvar/Cluj philosopher and theology



182  Minority Hungarian Communities in the 20th Century

professor Sandor Tavaszy, who sought to develop a new philosophy
out of Kantian ethics, theory drawn from his experience of the
minority way of life, and new recognitions of the existentialism that
began with Kierkegaard. Tavaszy was among the first to bring to
public attention in Hungary the ideas of the existentialist Martin
Heidegger, one of the most influential thinkers of the twentieth
century.?? He played a similar pioneering role in introducing into
the Hungarian-speaking world, through the Transylvanian Church,
the main strand of new Protestant theology: the dialectic philosophy
of Karl Barth.2® The neo-scholastic theologian Cecil Bognar was
among the Hungarian scholars in Czechoslovakia to contribute
several important works.?*

The importance of literature grew immeasurably, but the
frames for this were only created to a limited extent, at a cost of
great efforts.

Contemporaries stressed the importance not only of arranging
book publication, but of setting up regular literary and cultural
forums, having journals and literary workshops based on criteria
of quality not ideology, and, where possible, collaboration between
societies, periodicals and publishers. This had lasting results only
once, in Transylvania, where in 1926 Baron Janos Kemény set up
at his mansion in Brancovenesti the Helikon literary society, which
from 1928 to 1944 published the Erdélyi Helikon, the period’s
leading literary paper, alongside an earlier publishing company,
the Transylvanian Arts Guild.® The bourgeois democratic, liberal,
conservative liberal and Transylvanian népi writers were still working
together at that time.?® Discounting some private initiatives, the Guild
published most of the literary work that still has validity and become
symbolic of the Transylvanian community in the period: the prose
of Aron Tamasi, Karoly Kés, Miklos Banffy and Bené Karacsony,
the lyric poetry of Lajos Aprily and Sandor Reményik, exploring
the symbols of standing one’s ground, and the verse of Jend Dsida,
the poet of modern neo-Catholicism. Later the Guild co-published
several series with Révai in Budapest, sometimes reaching six-figure
sales in Hungary, although the sales were not always proportionate
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to literary worth, having more to do with adept promotion. Still,
many were expecting a renascence of Hungarian literature to come
out of Transylvania, in the light of major achievements around the
turn of the 1920s and 1930s.?” This coincided partly with a growing
demand for literature dealing with communal and social problems.
The radical left wing congregated around the Marxist periodical
Korunk.® Pasztortiiz overlapped strongly with Erdélyi Helikon in
its authors and editors;? the latter was a more traditional journal of
the middle class, taking on board the achievements of the influential
Hungarian journal Nyugat, but without breaking off relations with the
old conservative authors who had founded the Transylvanian Literary
Society®® and its paper the Erdélyi Irodalmi Szemle. An institution
operating more traditionally was the Transylvanian Museum
Society,® whose periodical the Erdélyi Miizeum was revived in the
1930s.32 The generation growing up in the 1930s (some having split
off from the Helikon) showed a strong will to influence public life
and share knowledge of the common people in their journal Erdélyi
Fiatalok, as did a still younger generation in theirs, Hitel.** The last
three journals no longer found room for literature.

The landowning politician Jozsef Szent-Ivany attempted to form
a united Hungarian literary front in Czechoslovakia, by inviting to
Liptovsky Jan in 1930, 1931 and 1932 a number of writers without
reference to their world outlooks, but either the right or the left would
stay away. The fragmentary program that came out of the gatherings,
known as the Szentivan Curiae, was not applied, for want of funding
and for lack of interest. The Kazinczy publishing company, formed
after earlier efforts at unity, brought out a three-volume publication,
only to have it confiscated, which took the company to the brink of
failure, with the result that it only vegetated after that, failing even
to support a periodical throughout the whole period.

The role of a central literary periodical was taken by Magyar
Irds and at the end of the period by Tatra, under the auspices of
the Czechoslovakian Hungarian Literary Association,® with which
talented prose writers such as Mihaly Tamas, Istvan Darko6 and Pal
Neubauer were more closely or loosely associated, as was the poet
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Dezs6 Vozari. The novelist and short story writer Piroska Szenes
was more directly connected with forums in Hungary. Partly due to
connections with the lively Czech intellectual scene, many outlooks
opposed to the cult of minority survival also had advocates among
Czechoslovakian Hungarians, but the most popular body of poetic
work proved to be that of Dezsé Gyory, who managed to proclaim
in publicist form the emotions of the first generation of Hungarians
to grow up as a minority.® Neither the dogmatic Marxists (with
the poet Imre Forbéath to the fore) nor the new generation’s Sarlo
movement®* managed to launch a periodical comparable to Korunk
in Transylvania, but the neo-Catholic youth group succeeded in
carrying their periodical Uj Elet over into the new period. One
feature of the situation was that the government and president
launched what was intended to be a central organization, the
Hungarian Scientific, Literary and Art Society (known colloquially
as the Masaryk Academy), although it operated in practice only for
a few years.¥

Both Erné Ligeti in Transylvania and Pal Szvatkoé in
Czechoslovakia set up papers that gathered together the value of the
bourgeois, non-totalitarian world view and included contributions
from writers, scholars and public figures: Fiiggetlen Ujsdg and Uj
Szellem respectively.®

The work of building up a strong Hungarian cultural presence
in Czechoslovakia was impeded by a small potential readership
and absence of the kind of patrons found in Transylvania. In the
Southern Region, almost everything was lacking, including local
cultural traditions.®® There it was for the longest time that newspaper
columns, supplements and anthologies had to make up for the
absence of literary journals. Not until 1928 was there a meeting of
writers with a view to founding an overall body, and in the event,
there was no continuation of the Helikon meeting at Becej. Several
short-lived literary reviews appeared (the poet Zoltan Csuka being
the main organizer), but not until 1932 did the periodical Kalangya*
appear, focused on the theory of local color. This was edited by
Kornél Szenteleky and survived until 1944. Szenteleky, an exponent
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of three genres, was criticized by many for seeing local color not as a
set of external, random constituents, but as the depiction of minority
life. As an organizer of literary activity, he hardly got beyond the
stage of calling together writers of varying talent. After Szenteleky’s
death in 1933, the task of running Kalangya passed to the prose
writer Kéroly Szirmai, under whom it really became a periodical
that mapped the reality for Hungarians in the Southern Region.
Kalangya was also involved in some successful book publishing.
Two other careers to mention are those of the prose writers Janos
Herceg and Mihaly Majtényi. In addition to Kalangya, there appeared
a Marxist publication entitled Hid,** which was mainly devoted to
disseminating factual knowledge, and so was not associated with
any appreciable literary initiatives.*

Theater, closely related to literature,”® was hampered by bans
and systematic state control in Czechoslovakia and Romania, along
with a lack of state or municipal subsidies, problems of recruitment,
restriction of the theater season, and arbitrary limits on the number
of venues. Some theaters were requisitioned by the state (for instance
in Bratislava, Cluj and KoSice). Concessions to run theaters often
went to those thought to be sufficiently loyal. Here as in other areas
of the arts, the politically motivated state controls led to a fall in
standards. (In Transylvania, most theater companies dwindled or
merged into weaker groups.) Impoverishment of the theater-going
public encouraged artistically undemanding programs. The theater
directors who stood out were in Transylvania Jend Janovics in
Cluj, and in the Upland Odon Faragé. Janovics spiked his program
of classical drama and opera with work by Romanian Hungarian
playwrights, and even encouraged drama to spread in Transylvania
by running competitions. By the end of the 1920s his company was
providing seasons in Oradea and Timisoara as well. (Janovics was
also a pioneer of Hungarian film production, making movies in
Transylvania up to the end of the 1920s, in a studio established at
the beginning of the century.)** Odon Faragd’s programs and artistic
objectives were outstanding as well. He too strove to incorporate
local dramatists. Eventually his budget became so overburdened
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by extra assignments that he was forced to hand matters over to
Imre Kadar in 1934-1935 and leave for Hungary. Although he
returned several times, he could never make the company pay.
Both countries spawned voluntary societies to support drama. The
Theater Patrons’ Association was founded in Romania in 1922,
the Slovakian Hungarian Theater Patrons’ Association in 1925,
and the Transcarpathian Rusyn Theater Patrons’ Association in
1926.%° Professional theater companies were banned in Yugoslavia
in 1920. Not one professional performance of a Hungarian play was
given in the period up to 1941. Nor were companies from Hungary,
Romania or Czechoslovakia allowed to appear, and even amateur
theater was banned in the sensitive border city of Subotica. Without
professionals, the already depleted traditions became confined to
nineteenth-century popular peasant plays and operettas. In other
fields, efforts to save the arts were made by denominational, local,
youth, and many other societies and groups, which sponsored
performances and evenings that took more traditional forms, or
followed the new ideological trends, but even so, often did good
service among an audience deprived of more organized and expert
cultural manifestations or indifferent to them. In many localities, the
choral society or the farmers’ union was the one basis for preserving
cultural values. In Yugoslavia, for instance, the People’s Circle
in Subotica organized shows and literature courses throughout
Vojvodina, in the absence of professional bodies to do so, and it was
not until 1940-1941 that the Southern Region Hungarian Education
Association was formed.*® The main integrating, and to some extent
representing, role in Czechoslovakia was played by the Hungarian
Cultural Associations in Slovensko and Transcarpathia,*” but by the
end of the period some use was being made of the state-instituted
district public education boards as well.*
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[Minority/Ethnic  Group Literature], in Idem, Vilaszutak.
Tanulmanyok [Dilemmas. Studies] (Budapest, 1983), pp. 431-444.
See the “Schism Trial” papers: Erdélyi Helikon (1928) 1: 55-58 and
2: 146-150.

A concise account of pre-war cultural centralism: Marcell Benedek,
“Azerdélyi magyar irodalom” [ Transylvanian Hungarian Literature],
Szazadunk (1926) 1: 52-54.



188 Minority Hungarian Communities in the 20th Century

7

10

11

12
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irok ¢és ujsagirok Csehszlovakiaban” [Unusual Writers” Group.
Hungarian Emigré Writers and Journalists in Czechoslovakia], in
Idem, Arcképek és emlékezések [Portraits and Memories] (Bratislava,
1997), pp. 164—-195; Lajos Jordaky, “A Magyar Tanacskoztarsasag
emigransainak szellemi tevékenysége Romanidban” [Intellectual
Activity in Romania of Emigrés of the Hungarian Soviet Republic], in
Idem, 4 szocialista irodalom utjan [On the Path of Socialist Literature]
(Budapest, 1973), pp. 209-217; Ferenc Mék, “A baranyai kdztarsasag
délvidéki menekiiltjei — Emigransok a vajdasagi kozirasban 1920
utdn” [Southern Region Refugees from the Baranya Republic —
Emigrés in Vojvodina Journalism after 1920], Aracs (2008) 1: 27-35.
On the author, see Tamas Gusztav Filep and Laszl6 G. Kovacs, “Egy
europai polgar emlékezete...” [Memoir of a European Citizen...],
in Szvatko, ed., 4 vdltozas élménye, pp. 7-26. Study cited: Szvatko,
“Szlovenszkoi magyar irodalom” [Slovensko Hungarian Literature],
in ibid., pp. 138-148.

Lajos Kantor and Gusztav Lang, Romdaniai magyar irodalom 1944—
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1973), pp. 5-24.
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transzszilvanizmusrol” [Lessons of a Self-Identification. Notes
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[Emigrant Literature. Experiments] (Kolozsvar, 1998), pp. 5-26.
See for example Imre Jozsef Balazs, Az avantgard az erdélyi magyar
irodalomban [ The Avant-Garde in Transylvanian Hungarian Literature]
(Marosvésarhely, 2006).
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and thinkers of the interwar period sought the sterling qualities of
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made efforts to encapsulate these in lengthy, detailed, description of
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lines of argument bore some resemblance to those of Tolstoy or the
early volkisch movement in Germany. For a brief outline, see Lorant
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to the Mid-1970s, Ch. XXII, at http:/mek2.niif.hu/02000/02042/
html/index.html. Last accessed: June 24, 2009. On the beginnings of
this, see Ferenc Balazs, “Erdélyi magyar irodalom” [Transylvanian
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Hungarian Literature], and “Székely mitologia” [Székely Mythology],
in Idem, ed., Versek — elbeszélések — tanulmanyok tizenegy fiatal
erdélyi irotol erdélyi miivészek rajzaival [Verses, Stories, Studies
by 11 Young Transylvanian Writers, Drawings by Transylvanian
Avrtists] (Cluj, 1923), pp. 7-20.

See the new edition of a scholarly work of his and accompanying
study: Imre Miko, ed., Az erdélyi falu és a nemzetiségi kérdés [The
Transylvanian Village and the Minority Question] (Miercurea-
Ciuc, 1998); Nandor Bardi, “Egy magyar girondista Erdélyben”
[A Hungarian Girondist in Transylvania], in ibid., pp. 5-33; Pal
Szvatko, “Bata-cipés magyar ifjusag; 0j szellem Szlovenszkon”
[Hungarian Youth in Bata Shoes. New Spirit in Slovensko], in Idem,
ed., 4 valtozas élménye, pp. 117-125 and 196-205.
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(A Gusti-iskola és a romaniai magyar szociogrdfia) Kritikai
tanulmdany [Sociology and National Self-Awareness (The Gusti
School and Romanian Hungarian Sociography). A Critical Study]
(Bukarest, 1979).

Istvdn Monoki, compiler, Magyar konyvtermelés Romdnidban
(1919-1940). 1. Konyvek és egyéb nyomtatvanyok [Hungarian Book
Production in Romania (1919-1940). I: Books and Other Printed
Matter] (Kolozsvar, 1997).

Only one was the subject of a monograph: Lajos Gyure, Kassai
Naplo 1918—1929 [Kassa Diary 1918-1929] (Bratislava, 1986). The
best newspaper history: Miklos Hornyik, “Az orszagfold 6rz6i”
[Guardians of the Land], in Idem, Hatdrsértés. Vilogatott és uj irdsok
1965-2001 [Border Encroachment. Selected and New Writings
1965-2001] (Budapest, 2002), pp. 9-130.

Jozsef Liszka, Magyar néprajzi kutatas Szlovakiaban (1918—1938)
[Hungarian Ethnographic Research in Slovakia (1918-1938)]
(Pozsony, 1990).

Séndor Balazs, Lugosi tizenet [Message from Lugoj] (Szatmarnémeti,
1995).

New editions: Artur Balogh, A4 kisebbségek nemzetkézi védelme.
A kisebbségi szerzddések és a békeszerzédések alapjan [International
Protection of Minorities. Based on the Minority Treaties and Peace
Treaties], 2nd rev. ed. (Csikszereda, 1997); Idem, Jogdllam és
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kisebbség [Constitutional State and Minority] (Budapest/Kolozsvar,
1997); Jozsef Venczel, Az dnismeret utjan. Tanulmanyok az erdélyi
tarsadalomkutatas korébdl [On the Road to Self-Awareness. Studies
in Transylvanian Social Research] (Bukarest, 1980).

Antal Parkéany, Sas Andor helye a csehszlovdkiai magyar kulturdlis
¢életben [The Place of Andor Sas in Czechoslovakian Hungarian
Cultural Life] (Pozsony, 1975), with bibliography (pp. 158-170).
Tamas Gusztav Filep, “A humanista voksa. Krammer Jend
szlovakiai palyaszakaszahoz” [Humanist Voice. The Slovak Period
in Jené Krammer’s Career], in Idem, 4 humanista voksa. Irasok a
csehszlovakiai magyar kisebbség torténetének kérebol 1918—1945
[Humanist Voice. Writings on the History of the Czechoslovakian
Hungarian Minority 1918-1945] (Pozsony, 2007), pp. 65-120.
Sandor Tavaszy, 4 [ét és valosag. Az exisztencidlizmus filozofidjanak
alapproblémdi [Existence and Reality. Basic Problems of the
Philosophy of Existentialism] (Cluj, 1933). Selected earlier work:
Idem, Vilogatott filozdfiai irdasok [Selected Philosophical Writings]
(Kolozsvar/Szeged, 1999).

On major members of the Cluj School: Tibor Hanak, Az elfelejtett
reneszansz. A magyar filozofiai gondolkodas szazadunk elsd felében
[Forgotten Renaissance. Hungarian Philosophical Thinking in the
First Half of This Century] (Budapest, 1993), pp. 131-152.

A more recent edition of work on him and by him: Erzsébet Hasz,
ed., Bogndar Cecil [Cecil Bognar] (Budapest, 2002).

Erdeélyi Szépmives Céh.

See Ildiké Marosi, ed., 4 Helikon és az Erdélyi Szépmives Céh
levelesladdja (1924—-1944) [Helikon and the Letterbox of the
Transylvanian Arts Guild (1924-1944)], 2 vols. (Bukarest, 1979).
The latter were connected only loosely to the later political népi
movement.

On problems of regionalism and the value system in Transylvanian
literature at the time, see Mihaly Babits, “Erdély” [Transylvania], in
Idem, frék két habori kozt [Writers between the Two World Wars]
(Budapest, 1941), pp. 155-163 and 261-266.

Zador Tordai and Sandor Toth, eds., Szerkesztette Gaal Gabor 1929—
1940 [Edited by Gabor Gaal 1929-1940] (Budapest, 1976) — fictitious
1976 issue of the journal Korunk; Lorant Kabdebo, ed., 50 éves a
Korunk. Az 1976. mdjus 20-21-i emlékiilés [50 Years of Korunk.
Memorial Session on May 20-21, 1976] (Budapest, 1977).
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Maria Palotai, Pdasztortiiz (1921-1944). Egy erdélyi irodalmi
folyéirat  torténete [Pasztortiiz  (1921-1944). History of a
Transylvanian Literary Periodical] (Budapest, 2008). Covering a
later period of Pdsztortiiz, Erdélyi Helikon and Hitel, but also looking
at antecedents: Julia Vallasek, Sajtotorténeti esszék. Négy folyoirat
szerepe 1940—1944 kozott az észak-erdélyi kulturalis életben [ESsays
in Press History. The Role of Four Journals in the Cultural Life of
Northern Transylvania in 1940-1944] (Kolozsvar, 2003).

Erdélyi Irodalmi Tarsasag.

Erdélyi Muzeum Egyesiilet.

Gyorgy Lajos, ed., Az Erdélyi Muzeum-Egyesiilet hdrom-
negyedszazados tudomadnyos miikodése 1859—1934 [Three Quarters
of a Century of Scholarly Work by the Transylvanian Museum
Society 1859-1934] (Cluj, 1938).

Ferenc Laszlo and Péter Cseke, eds., Erdélyi fiatalok. Dokumentu-
mok, vitak [Transylvanian Young People. Documents, Debates]
(Bukarest, 1986); Eva Zahony, ed., Hitel. Kolozsvir 1935—1944
[Hitel. Kolozsvar 1935-1944] (Budapest, 1991).

Csehszlovakiai Magyar Irodalmi Szovetség.

Monographs on interwar Czechoslovakian Hungarian literature:
Gabor [G.] Kemény, fgy tiint el egy gondolat. A felvidéki magyar
irodalom torténete 1918—1938 [How an Idea Disappeared. History of
Upland Hungarian Literature 1918-1938] (Budapest, 1940); Zoltan
Fonod, Uzenet. A magyar irodalom torténete Cseh/Szlovikidban
1918-1945 [Message. The History of Hungarian Literature in
Czechoslovakia 1918-1945] (Pozsony, 2002). On the broader context:
Lajos Turczel, Két kor mezsgyéjén (A magyar irodalom fejlédési
feltételei és problémai Csehszlovikiaban 1918 és 1938 kozott)
[Between Two Periods (Development Conditions and Problems of
Hungarian Literature in Czechoslovakia 1918-1938)] (Pozsony,
1983).

“Sickle.” Jené Krammer, 4 szlovenszkoi magyar serdiilok lelkivilaga.
Szocidlpszicholdgiai tanulmdany [The Psychological World of
Slovensko Hungarian Adolescents. Social Psychological Study]
(Budapest, 1935); Sandor Laszlo, ed., Ez volt a Sarld. Tanulmadnyok,
emlékezések, dokumentumok [That Was Sarlo. Studies, Memoirs,
Documents] (Budapest, 1978).

Its history: Gyula Popély, 4 Csehszlovakiai Magyar Tudomanyos,
Irodalmi és Miivészeti Tarsasag [Czechoslovakian Hungarian
Scientific, Literary and Arts Society] (Pozsony, 1973).
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Ligeti, Suly alatt a palma, pp. 271-274; 11diké Marosi, “A fedél-
zetkozi utas palackpostaja” [Below-Decks Passenger’s Message in
a Bottle], in ibid., pp. 307-314; G. Kovacs, “Az Uj Szellem avagy
a csehszlovakiai magyar »egységfront« megteremtésének kisérlete”
[The New Spirit, or an Attempt to Form a Czechoslovakian Hungarian
“United Front™], Kalligram (1993) 3: 25-31.

See the relevant chapters of Imre Bori, A jugoszlaviai magyar
irodalom torténete [The History of Yugoslavian Hungarian
Literature] (Novi Sad/Belgrade, 1998).

“Stook” [of corn]. Csaba Utasi, Irodalmunk és a Kalangya [Our
Literature and Kalangya] (Novi Sad, 1984).

“Bridge.”

An anthology of articles from it: Janos Kovacs, ed., Hid 1934—1941
[Hid (“Bridge™) 1934-1941] (Novi Sad, 1964).

Tamas Bécsy, Tamas Gajdo and Gyorgy Székely, eds., Magyar
szinhaztorténet I11. 1920—1949 [Hungary Theater History 111, 1920—
1949] (Budapest, 2006); Laszlo Toth, “A (cseh)szlovakiai magyar
szinjatszas nyolcvan éve 1918-1998” [Eighty Years of (Czecho)
Slovakian Hungarian Theater 1918-1998], in Idem, Koz — Miivelodés —
Torténet. Harom tanulmdany [Public — Education — History. Three
Studies] (Budapest, 2000), pp. 95-153.

Lajos Jordaky, Az erdélyi némafilmgyartas térténete (1903—1930)
[The History of Transylvanian Silent Film-Making (1903-1930)]
(Bucharest, 1980).

Szinpartolo Egyesiilet; Szlovakiai Magyar Szinpartolo Egyesiilet;
Podkarpatszka Ruszi Szinpartolo Egyesiilet.

Délvidéki Magyar Kézmiivelddési Szévetség. On Yugoslavian
Hungarian public education in the period, see Janos Csuka, A
délvidéki magyarsag torténete 1918—1941 [The History of Southern
Region Hungarians 1918-1941] (Budapest, 1995), pp. 28-136, 232—
244,391-398, 411-413, 428-429, 479-481 and 494-499, and Gyula
Kramer, “A Délvidéki Magyar Kézmiivelédési Szovetség feladatai
és munkaja” [Tasks and Activity of the Southern Region Hungarian
Public Education Association], in Zoltan Csuka, ed., 4 visszatért
Délvidék [The Returned Southern Region] (Budapest, 1941), pp.
43-46.

Szlovenszkoi Magyar Kulturegyesiilet and Podkarpatszka Ruszi
Magyar Kulturegyesiilet.
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48 On this and overall educational chances for the Czechoslovakian
Hungarian minority, see Imre Molnar, “A szlovenszk6i magyar
koézmiivel6dés meghatarozo osszetevdi 1920-1945 kozott” [Decisive
Factors in Slovensko Hungarian Education 1920-1945], in Laszlo
Toth and Tamas Gusztav Filep, eds., 4 (cseh)szlovikiai magyar
miivelddés torténete 1918—1998 [The History of (Czecho)Slovakian
Hungarian Education 1918-1998], Vol. 2 (Budapest, 1998), pp. 179-
233.



10. CASE STUDIES

Romania (Ndndor Bardi)

The policy of interwar Bucharest governments towards the
Hungarians can be seen mainly in terms of a centrally directed
homogenization process for the regions at various levels of
development (Transylvania, Bukovina, Bessarabia) and of
international relations between Romania and Hungary. The pattern
for the Romanian model envisaged was a homogeneous nation state
such as nineteenth-century France. Attainment of this was envisaged
differently by the Romanian National Party in Transylvania and by
the Bucharest politicians. The former sought individual integration
of the minorities, or state reinforcement of the Romanian national
(ethno-cultural) community, while the then dominant Liberal Party
wished to continue the assimilatory, discriminatory national policy
of the pre-war period, which had been successful for the Romanian
nation in Dobruja and Moldavia.! The underlying question in the
period was how the Romanians of Transylvania, having gained
political power, could make headway against the dominant Germans,
Jews and Hungarians in the economic, cultural and social fields.
The 1918-1921 period — of the Sibiu Governing Council and
the first governments led by Alexandru Vaida-Voevod and by
Alexandru Averescu — saw the transfer of the institutional system,
removal of Hungarian officials, and implementation of a land
reform that weakened the Hungarian landowners. The Governing
Council’s policy on the Hungarians, decisively influenced by the
Transylvanian Romanian National Party, took as its starting point
Hungary’s minority policy before 1918: leaving education to the
religious denominations, and obstructing minority self-organization.
The succeeding Liberal government led by lon I. C. Bratianu took
the view that Hungarians should exercise their political rights

194
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individually within the existing Romanian party structure. This
was rejected by the Saxons, with their long traditions of minority
politics, and by the rapidly organizing Hungarians, with their strong
urban bourgeoisie.

During the rule of the Liberal Party in the 1922—1926 period, the
means employed to erect a homogeneous, unified nation state were
rooted in a discriminatory model determined by lon and Vintila
Bratianu, which gained precedence over the integration techniques
advocated by luliu Maniu. This discriminatory strategy contained
two strands: on the one hand, it involved Hungarian industrial cor-
porations and financial institutions being nationalized and smaller
Hungarian banks and artisan industry suffering systematic econom-
ic discrimination, and on the other an education policy devised by
Minister Constantin Angelescu that became institutionalized in the
limitation of language rights and self-determination (the act on pri-
vate education, the baccalaureate system, cultural zones, and so on).

The third period, between 1927 and 1931, brought relative peace
and prosperity under the government by the National Peasant Party
and Maniu. Policy on the Hungarians focused on individual rights
such as the pensions of former public officials who had not taken the
oath of allegiance to Romania. But antagonism towards minorities
remained a feature of party political competition, meaning that little
was achieved.

The 1931-1934 period was marked by economic crisis. The
Hungarians received no government support of any kind, and lost
their gains from the period of economic prosperity. New Romanian
worker and clerical strata produced by the national school policy of
the 1920s appeared and demanded jobs, further reducing the scope
for Hungarians on the labor market.

What marked the 1934-1938 period were anti-revisionist
movements. One reaction to the changed international situation was
for Romanian governments to regard the Hungarians as hostages
against Hungary’s territorial ambitions. So the economic and
language-rights positions of the Hungarian minority continued to
narrow.
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The likelihood of territorial revision increased in 1938-1940,
prompting three defensive moves. Bucharest’s Minority Statute was
meant to show the world that the minority Hungarian question had
been settled legally. At the same time, measures of labor, language
and economic discrimination continued. Yet the period of royal
dictatorship gave rise to a Hungarian branch of the National Front for
Rebirth — the Hungarian People’s Community? — which undertook
effective work of building up society and organizing the community
among the Hungarians.®

Romanian government policy on the Hungarian community
took the form of legal and economic measures. There were five
available sources of legitimacy for minority demands in interwar
Romania. The only part of the Gyulafehérvar (Alba Iulia)
Resolutions of December 1918 to be adopted as legislation was the
union of Transylvania with Romania, and thus this did not count as a
constitutional source. The Minority Protection Treaty of December
1919 was ratified, but as an international treaty it ranked lower than
domestic legislation. The official Romanian policy was to claim
that the autonomy obligations towards the Sz¢kelys and Saxons had
been met through the system of Church institutions. Both the 1923
and the 1938 Constitution only recognized the concept of a religious
minority, but not that of a national minority (on a racial or linguistic
basis). The Minority Statute of 1938 set up a minority government
commissionership to show the world that efforts were being made to
handle the minority question, but gave it no decisive powers, while
the Council of Ministers minutes that spelled out the minority rights
did not count as a legal regulation.*

The discrimination that most affected Hungarians in their daily
lives concerned citizenship. The 1924 Nationality Act prescribed
domicile (four continuous years of residence and certified payment
of local dues), not just place of residence, as the criterion for
Romanian citizenship. So even in 1939 there were tens of thousands
of Hungarians in Romania whose citizenship was unsettled. On the
labor market in the 1930s, there were regulations stipulating that 80
percent of a firm’s employees and 50 percent of its managers were to



Case Studies (1921-1938) 197

be of Romanian nationality (ethnicity), while use of the Romanian
language became compulsory in the judiciary, commercial
bookkeeping, the postal services, and city and county public offices.
In the second half of the 1930s it became illegal for the Hungarian-
language press to use Hungarian names for geographical features
and places in Romania.®

The most important change in the economy was the land reform.
Four separate land reform acts were introduced for the country’s
four big regions, of which the legislation for Transylvania was the
most radical, although it had the least unequal ownership structure.
The expropriation in Transylvania covered whole estates, whereas
in the Regat it included only cultivable land. Also expropriated were
the lands of those who had been abroad between December 1, 1918,
and the summer of 1921, and the same applied to the lands of those
who had opted for Hungarian citizenship. Altogether 3,192,508 %old
(1,819,730 hectares) in Transylvania were redistributed, 24.9 percent
to applicants for ownership and 65.6 percent for public pasture
and forest to strengthen the position of local Romanians. The
beneficiaries up to 1927 were 212,803 people of Romanian, 45,628
of Hungarian, 15,934 of German, and 6,314 of other ethnicity.

Also discriminatory was the expropriation of the estate of the
Ciuc Border Guard (62,000 Aold mainly of forest and other valuable
pieces of real estate), while that of the Romanian-recruited Nasaud
Border Guard of similar origin remained in communal ownership.
The compensation was paid as an annuity bond after the 1913 price
had been converted into lei, which meant that the estates were
valued at next to nothing. The biggest institutional sufferers by the
land reform were the Hungarian Churches, which were deprived
of 84.5 percent of the 372,000 %old used for educational and other
public purposes.t

There was economic discrimination also in the fiscal system.
The amount of tax levied on Transylvania in the mid-1920s increased
twice as fast as the national average increase, and the tax collection
results in the Hungarian counties was far more effective than in the
Romanian counties (96.8 percent in Ciuc County, 99.9 percent in
Mures-Turda, and 100.2 percent in Trei Scaune).’
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Interest assertion specific to the Romanian Hungarians can
be distinguished in party political and social policy strategy.®
The former encompassed four kinds of political stance: a pact
policy, formation of a minority bloc, separate political activity
by Transylvanian Hungarians, and integration into the royal
dictatorship. By social policy is meantinternal construction of society
and institutions. Romania’s National Hungarian Party concluded
three pacts with Romanian parties in 1923-1926, thus integrating
itself into the Romanian political system and obtaining seats in the
legislature. But much of the Hungarian community was not even
on the electoral roll, and it was always the government supervising
the elections that won them, through substantial ballot rigging, an
agreement had to be reached with the party expected to govern in
the future. The Liberal Party, however, denied the need for any
separate minority party, while the National Party in Transylvania
feared for its regional urban votes, which left Averescu’s People’s
Party as the sole possible ally, as it needed Transylvanian votes. The
secret Ciucea Pact with it in 1923 envisaged revision of the electoral
rolls and settlement of minority grievances, not just parliamentary
representation.’

The Liberal Party held negotiations on a pact with the National
Hungarian Party before the local elections of 1926, to prevent the
National Party from gaining exclusive positions. This was never
signed, although local organizations cooperated, and the largely
Liberal Party lists supported by the National Hungarian Party won
30 of the 49 cities in the province, while Hungarians were added
to the electoral rolls and the National Hungarian Party became a
nationally accepted political force. However, the king appointed
Averescu to form a government, and parliamentary elections were
called in May. This put the 1923 pact with the People’s Party back
on the agenda. Istvan Ugron (having dissolved the pact a few weeks
earlier in favor of one with the Liberal Party) stepped down as
National Hungarian Party leader in favor of Gyorgy Bethlen, who
renewed the earlier pact almost unchanged and gained his party
14 seats in the Lower House and 12 in the Upper House. But the
promised redress of the minority grievances came to nothing, as the
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Romanian parties vied for two decades to accuse the government of
the day of betraying the Romanian nation if it proposed changing
the disadvantageous position of the Hungarians. In 1927, the Liberal
Party returned to power, but offered the National Hungarian Party
only seats in the Parliament in that summer’s elections.

Electoral law stated that a party had to poll 2 percent of the vote
nationally or an absolute majority in one county to qualify for seats.
This prompted the leaders of the German and Hungarian parties to
form a joint minority bloc, for fear of electoral fraud (1927). The 15
seats obtained were divided 8:7 between them, although there were
twice as many Hungarians as Germans in Romania. Such political
arrangements worked well elsewhere in Europe, but not in Romania,
owing to the size of the Hungarian minority, its regional weight, the
kin-state’s open aim of territorial revision, and the conflict between
Hungarian/Jewish and Hungarian/German dual identity as opposed
by separate Jewish and German parties."*

Another problem was the German minority insistence (ever
since the Austro-Hungarian Ausgleich of 1867) on concluding a
pact with the government parties of the day, and cooperation was
offered also to luliu Maniu when he took power in November 1928.
This would not work for the Hungarians, because the National
Peasant Party (successor to the Romanian National Party in
Transylvania) was threatening further land reform at Hungarian
expense. So thereafter the National Hungarian Party stood alone
in elections,!? during a decade of separate political activity from
1928 to 1938. Apart from its parliamentary presence, the National
Hungarian Party represented the Hungarian cause before local and
ministerial bodies, transmitted the Hungarian standpoint to the
Romanian public, and helped to run Hungarian social organizations.
Furthermore, it worked internationally, for instance in the European
Congress of Nationalities, where Elemér Jakabffy, Artur Balogh
and other National Hungarian Party politicians were active.®
On 54 occasions it made complaints on behalf of the Romanian
Hungarians to the League of Nations, with little success.** The
minority policy of Maniu’s National Peasant Party in 1928-1931,
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although representing a community that had itself been a minority
up to 1918, was a big disappointment. As the international situation
changed and the anti-Hungarian mood in Romania increased, in
1934 the National Hungarian Party recommended accepting the
Romanian Parliament’s inter-party agreement on the minority
issue, but eventually this was rejected by the other parties. The
main achievement in this period was to keep the Hungarian political
community together and obstruct some of the anti-minority measures
that were mooted."

All political parties and associations were dissolved by royal
decree on March 31, 1938. The National Front for Rebirth brought
into being by the royal dictatorship managed to win over the entire
organized Hungarian community after talks with the former leaders
of the National Hungarian party, the Hungarian bishops, Miklos
Banffy (former Hungarian minister of foreign affairs (1921-1922)
who had returned to Transylvania), and Pal Szasz (president of
the Transylvanian Hungarian Agricultural Association).’® Under
the January 1939 agreement, special departments were set up in
Hungarian settlements and their trade associations admitted into
corporatist national trade bodies. Banffy was the man that the king
appointed to head the comprehensive economic, social and cultural
institution known as the Hungarian People’s Community, which
took over the tasks carried out hitherto by the National Hungarian
Party and worked intensively in the social field. However, much of
its work after the First Vienna Award shifted to offsetting or diluting
the mounting anti-Hungarian campaigns and measures in the parts
of Transylvania that remained under Romanian control.t

The most extensive system of institutions among the Romanian
Hungarians consisted of the Churches and their school system. It was
mentioned in Section 2.3 that teaching in Hungarian became largely
confined to denominational schools unsupported by the state. These
numbered, in 1930-1931, 483 maintained by the Reformed Church,
297 by the Catholics, 36 by the Unitarians, and 6 by the Evangelicals.
In fact 57.6 percent of the Hungarian children for whom school was
compulsory (76,255 pupils) attended a denominational school. The
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number of state schools teaching in Hungarian had fallen to 112
by 1934-1935. There were 23 Hungarian-language denominational
middle schools (17 lyceums, 7 teachers’ training colleges, 4 upper
commercial schools, and 4 winter commercial schools) provided
native-language teaching for 54 percent of Hungarian secondary
students. Some 6—7 percent of those receiving university degrees
were of Hungarian ethnicity. There was no separate Hungarian
institution: university education was attempted in jointly run Church
colleges set up in Cluj, providing separate Hungarian-language
teaching in each major subject. The broadest Church organizations
in society were the women’s associations.®

The long-established Hungarian cultural associations in Transyl-
vania confined themselves in this period mainly to preserving what
they had accomplished in the past. The library and collections of
the Transylvanian Museum Society*® were used by the University of
Cluj, but no rent was paid for that?® and the Society was not recog-
nized legally until 1926. The funds for the Hungarian Cultural Asso-
ciation of Transylvania? all but dried up after the transfer of power.
Its statutes were not recognized until 1935 and its interwar activ-
ity was negligible. The Transylvanian-Hungarian Economic Asso-
ciation (Erdélyi Magyar Gazdasagi Egyesiilet, EMGE), founded in
1844, had no village branches until Pal Szasz took over as president
in 1936. Thereafter it began widespread work of information and
organization in support of small provincial farmers and managed
to attract almost 40,000 members within a few years.?? There was
intensive organization of choral societies, with 150 of them affiliated
to the Romanian Hungarian Singers’ Association by 1930.%

Public opinion among the Hungarians of Transylvania was
shaped by the political newspapers and periodicals and by a variety
of “internal parliaments” (general assemblies of the National
Hungarian Party, and meetings of the executives of the Roman
Catholic Status* and the Transylvanian Reformed Church District).
Some 25-30 Hungarian-language newspapers appeared in Romania
between the world wars, of which the most influential were the
Keleti Ujsdg, Ellenzék, Erdélyi Lapok and Brasséi Lapok. The
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periodical with the largest circulation was Magyar Nép. Other
influential periodicals were the internationally recognized journal
of the minorities Magyar Kisebbség, and the standard-bearer of
conservative literature in Transylvania, Pasztortiiz. Miklos Banfty
was instrumental in launching the most prestigious literary journal
in the province: Erdélyi Helikon, which published the pick of the
literary output in that period. The periodicals and movements of
most importance in the field of social policy were Erdélyi Fiatalok,
Hitel and Korunk.?®

The Hungarian minority in interwar Romania strove to establish
its own national minority institutions, to oppose the efforts to build
a uniform Romanian nation state. In a situation where the state
support for building the Hungarian nation had ceased, and against
the intentions of both the Bucharest and the Budapest government,
the Hungarians began to protect their positions by building up a
separate regional and political community.

Czechoslovakia: Slovakia (Attila Simon)

Itis important to note, when examining the policy, culture and public
life of Slovakian Hungarians, that they had never had traditions of
their own (unlike the Transylvanians): Kassa, Pozsony, Komarom,
and so on had looked to Budapest for examples. It was some time
after the change of sovereignty before the Slovakian Hungarians
could build up a system of institutions from scratch and establish
their own traditions, although the democracy prevalent in interwar
Czechoslovakia assisted them in doing so in the 1920s.

The scope available to the Slovakian Hungarians was decided
largely by Prague’s minority policy, which was inconsistent, despite
the country’s democratic system and the broad rights that it ensured
for its minorities. For instance, there was insistence throughout
the period on building up the Czechoslovak nation state. Plans for
German, Hungarian and even Slovak autonomy were rejected mainly
due to fear of possible efforts by the Sudeten Germans to secede. On
the other hand, Prague generally made broader concessions to the
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Sudeten Germans than to the Hungarians, for reasons that included
the greater numbers of the former, the greater flexibility of minority
German policy (the role of the activist school), and the greater
respect felt for Germany.

There were three main political strands among the Slovakian
Hungarians. The strongest gave electoral backing to the right-
wing opposition Hungarian parties, which trimmed their policies
to Budapest’s expectations. They insisted throughout on self-
determination for the Hungarian minority, being prevented by
Czechoslovak law from stating their real aim of peaceful revision
of the borders. The deciding figures in the mainly Christian
Socialist Party?® were Jend Lelley, then Géza Sziill6, while the
Hungarian National Party,?” popular mainly among Reformed
Church members, was led by Jozsef Szent-Ivany. Despite several
initial conflicts, the two parties managed steadily to consolidate
their cooperation. By the 1930s, they had a joint parliamentary
club, and they merged in 1936 as the United Hungarian Party,?®
whose national president was Andor Jaross and executive president
Janos Esterhazy.

Support for the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia, affiliated
to the Third International, was much higher among the Slovakian
Hungarians (20-25 percent) than it was among the majority Slovaks
(12-14 percent). This was due partly to its attitude on the minority
question and the influence of its social rhetoric on the Hungarian
agricultural workers excluded from the land reform. Hungarians
played important roles in the communist movement in Slovakia,
notably Jené (Eugen) Fried® in the national leadership and Istvan
Major in minority public life in Slovakia.

The third strand of Hungarian minority politics, Activism,
was less successful. It mainly took the form of Hungarian sections
within the two main Czechoslovak parties, the right-wing Agrarians
and the Social Democrats. What it lacked was the strong economic
motivation that made it popular among the Sudeten Germans.
The groups headed by the Agrarian Istvan Csomor and the Social
Democrat Ignac Schulcz could hardly point to any autonomy within
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their parties or political results. Although the example of the Sudeten
Germans seemed to justify Activist politics, it was vehemently
opposed by Budapest: Slovakian Hungarian activists were often
branded as traitors to their nation.

The authorities may have eliminated Hungarian-language
teaching in the cities beyond the linguistic border, but it was
profoundly important to the identity of Slovakian Hungarians that
Hungarian-language elementary schooling largely remained in the
districts where they predominated. Still, there was no Hungarian
higher education in Czechoslovakia, while the Germans had their
own universities in Prague and Brno.

The Hungarian-language press was extensive and varied. The
total of more than 500 Hungarian papers of various kinds that
appeared for longer or shorter periods in interwar Slovakia included
plenty of political and popular dailies, cultural magazines, and even
sports papers. The foremost daily was the Pragai Magyar Hirlap,
a mouthpiece of the opposition, but the Kassai Naplo in KoSice and
the moderate pro-government Magyar Ujsdg of the 1930s were of a
high standard as well.

Cultural life was as divided as politics, each institution being
tied to some party or political trend. The main national body was the
Hungarian Cultural Association in Slovensko,* closely associated
with the opposition. This had broadly active branches in every
region, maintaining drama and folklore groups, and holding lectures
and celebrations. The main regional bodies were the Kazinczy
Society (Kazinczy Tarsasag) in KoSice, the Toldy Circle (Toldy Kor)
in Bratislava, and the Jokai Cultural and Museum Society (Jokai
Kozmiivelédési és Muzeum Egyesiilef) in Komarno, but there were
many reading circles, boys’ brigades, Church groups, workers’
academies and middle-class clubs that played a crucial local role.
A donation from President Masaryk prompted the formation in 1931
of the Czechoslovakian Hungarian Scientific, Literary and Artistic
Society® (known colloquially as the Masaryk Academy), to act as
a kind of academy of sciences for the Hungarian community, but
it foundered on the hostility of opposition Hungarians and fell into
dilettantism.
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Slovakian Hungarian youth was organized initially into the
Scout movement and the Association of Czechoslovakian Hungarian
Academics,*?whichencompassed university students, butideological
and political polarization had invaded by the end of the 1920s. The
more left-wing Sarlo (Sickle) movement in Slovakia was inspired by
the rural researchers and folksong collectors, while the Prohaszka
Circles® were focal points for Catholic young people. But Slovakian
Hungarians growing up after Trianon shared an acquaintance with
Czech and Slovak culture, to which they were more open than their
elders. They saw the solution to the minority question primarily in
cooperation among the nations of the Carpathian Basin.

Sports in interwar Czechoslovakia were organized on a national
basis as well, so that the Hungarians and other minorities had
autonomous sports institutions, in the former case the Czecho-
slovakian Hungarian Physical Education Association.®* This ran
championships in association football, tennis, athletics, swimming,
water polo and even ice hockey.

Despite the relative comprehensiveness of minority life, the
Hungarian minority in Slovakia had numerous grievances, mainly
to do with the efforts in Prague to build up a Czechoslovak nation
state. The Hungarian parties criticized not only the 1920 Language
Act, but also the failure of the authorities to observe its terms. The
Hungarians lost by the reform of public administration, which
replaced the traditional system of counties and restricted local self-
government. Particularly detrimental was the conduct of the land
reform, in which the Slovakian Hungarians were hardly included at
all, while thousands of them were left jobless by the break-up of the
great estates. Another recurrent complaint was over the expulsion of
Slovakian Hungarians from state offices and public administration.
The authorities treated all Hungarians as unreliable from the
state’s point of view, with the result that they were almost entirely
eliminated from central and district state offices, and even from the
post office and the railways, where they no longer made up even
one percent of the workforce.® The lack of Czechoslovak generosity
towards the minorities appeared also in the legislation that banned
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public use of Hungarian national symbols or public celebration of
Hungarian national feasts. The authorities discerned irredentism
in anyone who wore or hung out a flag in the Hungarian national
colors, or sang the Hungarian national anthem. Prosecution would
follow any infringement of these regulations.

Prague’s attitude to the minorities changed in the second half
of the 1930s, when the actions of Hitler brought radical changes
in international relations and placed Czechoslovakia in direct
danger. In the spring of 1938, in the shadow of the German/
Austrian Anschluss, Prime Minister Milan Hodza tried to rescue
his fragmenting country by abandoning nation-state ideology
and preparing a so-called Nationality Statute. This promised to
eliminate national grievances, accord equal rights to the languages
of the minorities, and grant them cultural and educational autonomy;,
but it was never introduced, due to the heightening antagonism
between the government and the Sudeten Germans, who wished
to join the German Reich. The imminent threat of world war was
lessened by the four-power Munich Agreement between France,
Britain, Germany and Italy concluded on September 29-30, 1938,
but the areas of Czechoslovakia with a German-speaking majority
were incorporated into Germany. The Hungarian minority initially
hoped that the talks on the Statute would improve the situation
in Czechoslovakia,* but the United Hungarian Party reacted to
the changed conditions by issuing a statement on September 17
demanding rights of self-determination. The Hungarians in many
Hungarian-inhabited areas held demonstrations after Munich,
in the early days of October, calling for annexation to Hungary.*
On October 7, Hungarian representatives and senators formed a
Hungarian National Council®® aimed at ensuring that the return to
Hungary took place peacefully, without disorderliness. Although
the Hungarian communists in Czechoslovakia had initially given
support for the integrity of the country, Slovakian Hungarian
politics became united after Munich, as they and the Activists fell
in behind the Hungarian National Council and the aim of peaceful
revision of the borders. Of course the choice made by the Slovakian
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Hungarians facilitated in residual Slovakia, which had gained
autonomy from Prague, the arrival of a regime headed by Jozef Tiso
that was intolerant of all differences (Jews, Gypsies, Hungarians or
Freemasons) and intent on imposing a Fascist model of state.

Czechoslovakia: Transcarpathia (Csilla Fedinec)

After the first Transcarpathian governor, Gregory Zhatkovych,
resigned, his successors — Anton Beszkid (Anton Beskyd) (1923-
1933) and then Konstantin Hrabar (1935-1938) - were still
appointed by Prague. Fulfillment of the repeated promise that this
was a temporary arrangement until autonomy continued to be
postponed. Transcarpathia was needed mainly for strategic reasons
of access to the other Little Entente countries (Romania and thereby
Yugoslavia), it being in the Little Entente’s interest to keep Hungary
surrounded.

Thegovernorshipwastheonlydifferenceinpublicadministration
between Transcarpathia and the rest of Czechoslovakia, after it had
been declared a province of the republic in 1928. Elsewhere there
was a uniform two-tier system of local and district offices, but in
Transcarpathia there remained a governor’s office, attached to the
provincial governor (known colloquially as the national governor).*
The head of the National Office was Antonin Rozypal from 1928
to 1937, after which the post was left vacant due to the “imminent
introduction” of autonomy, and the regular tasks were carried out
by the national vice-president, Jaroslav Meznik. Uzhhorod (Slovak:
Uzhorod; the center of the territory) and Mukacheve (Slovak:
Mukacevo) retained the rank of incorporated cities, but Berehove
(Slovak: Berehovo), the one Transcarpathian city to keep its
Hungarian majority throughout the century, was demoted to a large
civil parish. According to the 1930 census returns, the population
of Transcarpathia exceeded 750,000, of whom almost 450,000 were
Rusyns (Ukrainians or Russians), about 110,000 were Hungarians,
and 91,000 were Jews. In their religious affiliation, about 50 percent
were Greek Catholic, 15 percent Orthodox, 15 percent Jewish, 10
percent Reformed, and 10 percent Roman Catholic.*
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The first practical move towards the promised autonomy came
in 1937, with an act defining the powers of the governor.* The
autonomy act followed on November 22, 1938,*? but its form was
affected by the war situation, with the public demanding autonomy
on national lines, in other words demanding that Transcarpathia
should be declared a Rusyn autonomous area.

The official explanations for postponing autonomy usually cited
the territory’s backwardness and poverty. An attempt to alleviate
the poverty had been made at the turn of the century in a so-called
Highland Economic Campaign headed by Ede Egan. Transcarpathia
certainly was the most backward corner of pre-1918 Hungary and
then of the whole East-Central European region. It remained so
despite success in the Czechoslovak period in reducing illiteracy.
The land reform, on the other hand, did not have the desired results.
The stratum of officials consisted almost wholly of immigrant
Czechs. “Czech settlements” were placed on the old great estates.
Almost 70 percent of the population worked in agriculture and
forestry, with hardly any small or large-scale industry (about 10
percent) or commerce (about 5 percent). There was a long tradition
of winemaking and beekeeping. Flooding was a constant problem,
especially in 1933.

The most obvious changes after Transcarpathia’s annexation
to Czechoslovakia were in infrastructural development and
construction. Paved roads and bridges were built, and there
were extensive water regulation works, along with several
construction projects in cities. The Galagd district was added to
Uzhhorod/Uzhorod in Czech constructivist style. Hospitals went
up in Mukacheve/Mukacevo, Berehove/Berehovo and Vynohradiv
(Slovak: Sevl'us), and a gymnasium (high school) was built in Khust
(Slovak: Chust). Solotvyno (Slovak: Slatinské Doly) underwent
planned development.*

The Hungarian parties in interwar Transcarpathia got little
further than defining themselves and establishing relations with
each other. After 1927, there were no exclusively Transcarpathian
parties, as they operated only as district organizations of national
(Czechoslovak) parties up to the turn of events in 1938, when
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there was a ban, followed by conversion into the “Highlands.”
The two exclusively Transcarpathian parties in the 1920s were the
Hungarian Party of Law (1920-1922, chaired by Endre Korlath,
publishing the Ruszinszkéi Magyar Hirlap and later the Ungvdri
Kozlony)** and the Autonomous Party of the Indigenous (1921-
1927, chaired by Akos Arky, publishing the Ruszinszkéi Magyar
Hirlap).®® The other parties operated as Transcarpathian branches
of so-called national parties, which sought to maintain vestiges of
a separate political complexion, mainly for reasons of financing.
These were the Christian Socialist Party (1920-1936, chaired by
Istvan Kerekes, publishing the Kdrpati Naplo, later the Hatdrszéli
Ujsag), and the Smallholders’, Artisans’ and Agriculturalists’ Party
(1921-1926, after which it became the Hungarian National Party,
chaired by Ferenc Egry, publishing the Beregi Hirlap and later the
Karpati Magyar Gazda).*® From 1920 to 1936, the Hungarian parties
operating in Transcarpathia were grouped in the Hungarian Party
Association chaired by Endre Korlath (publishing the Ruszinszkéi
Magyar Hirlap, later the Kdarpati Magyar Hirlap). This lost its
function when the Christian Socialists and the Hungarian National
Party merged as the United Hungarian Party in 1936. On March
15, 1940, the United Hungarian Party was declared to be dissolved,
or rather subsumed into the Hungarian Party of Life (established
by Pal Teleki in 1939 and in government in Hungary until March
1944).4

The Hungarian parties in Transcarpathia cooperated closely with
the eponymous Hungarian parties in Slovakia, but as separate entities,
not parts of a uniform national organization. The Hungarian parties
made an electoral alliance with the German parties of Slovakia. The
main figures in Hungarian politics included Endre Korlath, Ferenc
Egry and Karoly Hokky (Charles J. Hokky). The public role of Egry,
a respected senator and a famous bell-founder, was enhanced, as
many church bells had been melted down to make guns in the war,
and he could use the social occasion of consecrating new ones to
make speeches encouraging people to take heart. These Hungarian
parties and the Rusyn ones pressing strongly for autonomy received
regular financial support from official sources in Hungary.
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An appreciable part was also played by the Communist Party of
Czechoslovakia, which opposed autonomy but made strong social
demands. It set up youth organizations and “red” trade unions,
organized hunger strikes in the early 1930s, and began in the mid-
1930s to campaign strongly against fascism. It came to the republic’s
defense during the crisis of 1938, as the only party to embrace all
ethnic groups, and oriented itself towards the Soviet Union. Its
Hungarian-language paper was the Munkds Ujsdg.

Election results in the 1920s show that some 70 percent of voters
in Transcarpathia supported the working-class parties (as opposed
to about half nationally). The centralist parties had more support
than those demanding autonomy, and this stayed largely unchanged.
The Communists consistently polled more votes in Hungarian-
inhabited districts than the Hungarian parties did.“® However,
irredentist movements gained strength during the depression at
the turn of the 1920s and 1930s. Official Hungarian government
support for Hungarian politics in Transcarpathia came through the
Center for Alliance of Social Associations* or directly through
the Prime Minister’s Office or the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
Separate support went to the autonomist Rusyn parties, notably the
Autonomous Agriculturalists’ Association®® headed by Ivan Kurtyak
(Tvan Kurtiak) and then Andras Brody (Andrej Brody).* The united
indigenous demands for autonomy were broken in 1938 by the idea
of Hungarian national autonomy, whose main exponent was the
Hungarian National Party, although the same politicians rejected all
forms of autonomy after Hungary overran Transcarpathia in 1939.
There were several Hungarian papers appearing in Transcarpathia
during the Czechoslovak period, including the Ruszinszkoéi Magyar
Hirlap (\ater Karpdti Magyar Hirlap), Hatdrszéli Ujsdg, Az Oslako,
Karpatalja, Karpati Hirado, Karpati Magyar Gazda and Munkds
Ujsag, almost all with clear political affiliations.

Most Hungarians in Transcarpathia belonged to the Reformed
Church, with some Roman and Greek Catholics,* the latter
being organized into the Greek Catholic Diocese of Mukacheve/
Mukacevo. Under an agreement between the Czechoslovak
government and the Vatican, that and the Diocese of Presov were
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removed from the Province of Esztergom, to which they had belonged
since September 1918, and temporarily placed directly under the
Apostolic See, although the former was returned to Esztergom in the
summer of 1939. In 1921, the twelve parishes of the former Diocese
of Ung remaining in Transcarpathia expressed a wish to split off
as a separate Diocese of Transcarpathia. On October 31, 1922, the
formation of the Transcarpathian Reformed Diocese was declared,
and it was recognized soon afterwards by the first legislative synod
of the Combined Reformed Church of Slovakia and Transcarpathia.
This was followed on December 16, 1925, by the first ordination of
Reformed clergy to have taken place in Transcarpathia since the
war. The diocese received official state recognition in 1932.

Authority over Roman Catholic parishes in this part of
Czechoslovakia was exercised by the bishop of Satu Mare in
Romania. A movement began in Transcarpathia in 1928 to have
a separate Roman Catholic bishopric for the territory. In 1929 the
Holy See concluded a concordat with Romania whereby the ordinary
authority of Satu Mare over the Transcarpathian parts of the diocese
ceased, and in 1930 it ended the authority of Satu Mare, passing it to
a Transcarpathian Roman Catholic Apostolic Governorship.

The Czechoslovak Republic inherited in Transcarpathia
elementary schools (with wvarious languages of instruction),
three gymnasia (in Uzhorod, Mukacevo and Berehovo, teaching
in Hungarian), a vocational middle school, and three teachers’
training colleges (two in UZhorod and one in Mukacevo, teaching
in Rusyn and Hungarian). These were under the authority of the
schools department in UZzhorod, although the governor had certain
powers of appointment and administration. The elementary system
was left largely unchanged. The civil schools were expanded but
parallel classes teaching in Hungarian remained only in UZhorod and
Mukacevo, and the time spent in such schools was reduced from
four years to three in the 1930s, although an additional fourth year
was made available in some places. The Hungarian classes were
steadily run down in the Czechoslovak system’s real gymnasia
(the more practically oriented type of gymnasium, the other being
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the human gymnasium) in Uzhorod and Mukacevo, until the
Hungarian language of instruction remained only in one place: the
parallel classes of the bilingual real gymnasium in Berehovo. In
addition, a bilingual Rusyn—-Czech gymnasium opened in Khust,
as well as a Jewish gymnasium in Mukacevo and, in the 1930s, a
Hebrew gymnasium in Uzhorod. Many Hungarian teachers lost their
positions and their citizenship after the change of sovereignty. The so-
called Small Schools Act stated that pupils in educational institutions
were not obliged to attend religious education. The Library Act, on
the other hand, had a beneficial effect, ensuring good supplies of
Hungarian books to village and city public libraries.®

Transcarpathia had no prominent regional literary traditions.
This was the region where literary thinking veered furthest away
from the development path of Hungarian literature as a whole, into
regional frames. Despite attempts to raise the literary standard, the
regional awareness behind them remained a literary standard as
such. It is not possible to draw a sharp line between Transcarpathian
and Slovakian Hungarian literature in the 1920s and 1930s, apart
from pointing to the peripheral state of the former. Yet it is not
possible to omit this from the history of Hungarian literature, as
it was an indispensable part of Transcarpathian awareness. The
foremost writers included Arpad Fiilop, Pal Ilku, Margit Prerau,
Pal Racz, Laszl6 Safary, Menyhért Simon and Mihaly Tamas. But
Transcarpathia accounted for only a tiny proportion of over 2,000
Hungarian-language books published in Czechoslovakia. The main
source, with about 25 publications, was the Kalvin Press in Berehovo,
which belonged to the Transcarpathian Reformed Church.>

In the arts, the general opinion today is that the self-organizing
activities of the local Hungarians under the Czechoslovaks were
directed from Kosice and other Slovakian cities. But the social
and cultural organizations of Transcarpathia resembled the
parties in emphasizing their autonomy and objected to attempts
to incorporate them or influence them from Slovakia. There was
an independent dramatic society in the 1920s that was merged
in the 1930s with that of East Slovakia, to constant protests in
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Transcarpathia. An independent Transcarpathian Hungarian Drama
Patronage Society® was formed in Mukacevo in 1926. This ran
acting courses and published a drama periodical for long or short
periods (the Szinhdzi Ujsdg, later Ruszinszkéi Szinhdzi Elef). The
members of the Transcarpathian Hungarian theater company often
appeared in Budapest as unemployed actors looking for parts. The
amateur societies presented work by local playwrights that later
appeared in print. Interestingly, the press reports of the time suggest
that amateur theatricals were important social occasions, arousing
more momentary interest than the professional performances did.
The commercial survival of the theater companies depended on the
fluctuating audiences. The breakthrough often came by appealing to
the national sentiments of the audience or by suggesting that these
might be waning. So consumption of Hungarian culture became a
means of professing one’s ethnicity.%

The most successful of the Transcarpathian Hungarian
cultural groups was the Mosaic Cultural Society, which became
the Transcarpathian Hungarian Cultural Society in the 1930s, then
the Literature and Drama Society in Berehovo.”” There were also
several larger and smaller local societies organizing innumerable
events, evenings, commemorations, readings, evening classes and
other occasions, even ice-cream afternoons. The most prestigious
event on the Hungarian calendar was the Hungarian National Ball in
Berehovo. There was mass participation in the gymnastics and sports
associations, which were prominent cultural events as well. The
Athletics Club in Uzhorod started a flower carnival and election of a
rose queen in 1926, long before Debrecen did. It was a matter of pride
foracommunity to supportasinging circle, and there was a “national”
(Transcarpathian) review of them. These were hosted by Sevl'us,
Berehovo, Mukacevo and Uzhorod in the 1930s, while a children’s
song contest was held in Vylok (Slovak: Ujlak) and Berehovo.
Beauty queen contests were already being held in the 1930s. In 1935
the Three Borders Community organized a march of several thousand
to the Rakoczi Memorial Column in Tiszabecs, which was revived in
the 1990s by the Transcarpathian Hungarian Cultural Association,
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although it is now held at the restored Turul Statue in Vylok, which
was destroyed in the 1920s. Young people were brought together in
the Scout movement, the Transcarpathian Scout Federation founded in
1920 having Czech/Slovak, Rusyn/Ukrainian, Jewish and Hungarian
sections. The latter was set up in 1923 by Ferenc Haba. There was
another association for Transcarpathian students in higher education.
There were freemasons’ lodges in Uzhorod and later (known as Pro
Libertate) in Berehovo.%®

One important arts event was the establishment in 1921 of the
Artists’ Club in Mukacevo (or Transcarpathian Painters’ Club)
under the painter Gyula Viragh. Then in 1931, Jozsef Boksay, Béla
Erdélyi and the Czech painters Bedrich Ozdian and Jaroslav Kaigl
initiated the Podkarpatska Rus Artists’ Association, of which Erdélyi
remained president for many years. There were regular exhibitions
in the province from 1921 The big celebrations in 1922-1923
to mark the centenary of the birth of the Hungarian poet Sandor
Petdfi initiated, according to Ferenc Sziklay, cultural secretary of
the National Hungarian Party Association, “*minority’ awareness
and a sense of community among Slovakian and Transcarpathian
Hungarians.”® A reproduction of a full-length painting of Pet6fi
by Gyula ljjasz appeared in the Christmas 1922 supplement of the
Ruszinszkoi Magyar Hirlap. The works of Transcarpathian painters
were exhibited in Paris in February 1938.

Yugoslavia (Eniké A. Sajti)

After the law on opting for citizenship expired, the Southern Region
Hungarians became the last community in the successor states to
enter formal politics. The Yugoslavian Hungarian Party® was
founded at a congress in Senta on September 22, 1922, chaired by
the physician Dr. Gyorgy Santha, who was elected president. The
party never established branches in Baranja or Prekmurje, and the
Catholic Hungarians of Novi Sad did not join either. In Prekmurje,
there was a short-lived United Party of Prekmurje to represent local
interests.5
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The Hungarian Party worked strictly within the framework
of the Vidovdan (St. Vitus’ Day) Constitution of June 28, 1921,
although it was subject to official harassment throughout the period.
Its main policies were to ensure native-language education, free
operation of cultural associations, lifting of electoral measures
that discriminated against the Hungarians, freedom of business
associations, alteration of the detrimental tax system in Vojvodina,
reinstatement of dismissed Hungarian officials, and recognition of
pension claims obtained in Hungary. Its activity was subsidized
through St. Gellért’s Society by the Hungarian government’s Center
for Alliance of Social Associations.® The president of St. Gellért’s
Society was the writer Ferenc Herczeg.

The party first put up its own candidates in the parliamentary
elections of February 8, 1925, but failed to gain seats. However, in
the provincial elections of 1927, won by the Radicals, the Hungarian
Party gained six of the 60 seats in the Backa oblast and a similar
number in that of Belgrade, to which the Banat belonged. In the
1927 general elections, an alliance with the ruling Radicals ensured
seats for Dr. Dénes Streliczky and Dr. Imre Varady in the Belgrade
legislature. No aggregate figure for the seats gained in communal
assemblies is available, but in Subotica, for instance, with the
Hungarian population in majority, the party won only 14 out of 100
seats. In Senta it was 55 out of 80, but some communities (Mol,
Cantavir, Horgo$ and Ada) elected purely Hungarian assemblies.5

The scope for Hungarian political and cultural representation
was severely curtailed by the royal dictatorship that ensued on
January 6, 1929, when King Alexander dissolved the legislature,
banned political parties and national and other cultural associations,
introduced censorship, and dissolved the provincial and communal
assemblies. Under the “imposed” constitution of September 3, 1931,
an organization loyal to the regime was formed within the monopoly
of the Yugoslav National Party in December, but this was boycotted
by leaders and members of the dissolved Hungarian Party. In the
second half of the decade, Hungarians studying in Zagreb started
an anti-Belgrade radical movement within the Croatian Peasant
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Party, proposing autonomy for Vojvodina (previously opposed by
the leaders of the Hungarian Party) and a right-wing radical solution
to the land question.

Yugoslavia’s international position was being eroded by
Germany’s advances. On August 20, 1938, a pact between the rival
Croatian and Serbian power centers was made, to shore up domestic
political stability. Belgrade also began to take a more tolerant
attitude to the Hungarians.

The Yugoslav government addressed several longstanding
grievances among Yugoslavia’s Hungarians in the months preceding
the Hungarian-Yugoslavian Treaty of Eternal Friendship of
December 12, 1940. After long hesitation, permission was given
on January 30, 1940, to form the Yugoslavian Hungarian Public
Education Association, of which Gyula Kramer became president.
The first officially licensed Hungarian-language theater in Yugoslavia
opened in the same year.%

Southern Region Hungarians belonged to three denominations:
Roman Catholic, Evangelical and Reformed. There are no exactfigures
for their relative sizes, and diocesan boundaries in any case underwent
big changes after 1918. Agreement on disputed issues was reached
in 1922 between the Vatican and the Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom,
covering the interim government of Southern Region Catholic
dioceses and two new bishoprics in Subotica and Veliki Beckerek.
The Catholic priesthood was trained in seminaries in Croatia, which
meant an acute shortage of Hungarian-speaking priests. The 1935
concordat between the Vatican and the Kingdom of Yugoslavia
was not ratified after Orthodox protests. The Reformed Church at
an inaugural synod in Sombor decided in favor of an independent
Yugoslav province. Its clergy would be trained at Hungarian
theological colleges in Cluj, and in Bratislava and Lucenec. The
Evangelical Church retained its links with Hungary to the greatest
extent. It received permission to hold a founding synod in 1926,
but the Slovak parishes did not attend. Yugoslavia’s Churches failed
to play the kind of role in preserving language, culture and self-
awareness that they did, for example, in Transylvania.
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One factor destructive to the general economic situation in the
Southern Region was the fact that the border broke contacts that
had existed for centuries. The Yugoslav land reform promised a fair
solution to the land question and abolition of the great estates, to
make small-scale peasant farming general in Serbia and eliminate the
remnants of serfdom. However, it served openly nationalist purposes.
The Hungarians were excluded from the reform on the grounds that
their citizenship was unclear (due to the opting law), and colonies
of settlers (dobrovoljac) loyal to the Yugoslav state were established
near the Hungarian border. Of the private land redistributed in
the reform, 4.4 percent (110,684 hectares) had been in Hungarian
hands. Hungarian optant landowners (61 persons) lost 71.2 percent
(90,062 hectares) of their holdings and Hungarian landowners who
had taken Yugoslav citizenship 38.6 percent (20,622 hectares). The
364 redistributed estates owned by the state, communities, the
Churches and charitable foundations covered 247,565 hectares (36
percent of the land was in this type of ownership), while 61.5 percent
of the estates belonging to Hungarians was redistributed. Of the
redistributed land in Backa, 42.55 percent was communally owned,
39.9 percent privately owned, and 8.3 percent in Church ownership.

The land reform granted land to 43,500 families, mainly Serbs
and Montenegrins. Of these 6,175 families received holdings in
Backa (6,912 families according to other sources) and 235 did so in
Baranja. Furthermore, 45 Slovene families from the sea coast were
resettled in Prekmurje. After the completion of the land reform, 14.1
percent of the land in Vojvodina remained in Hungarian hands.5

The old Hungarian school system was broken up in the early
1920s. Of the 71 Hungarian-language secondary institutions, only
two secondary school departments, an eight-year gymnasium
in Subotica, and a four-year gymnasium in Senta were spared.
According to official Yugoslav statistics, there were 1,376 lower
schools in the Danube Banat in early 1930, with 4,233 departments,
of which only 528 taught in Hungarian. The number of Hungarian
elementary school teachers fell from 1,832 before the war to 250 in
1941. By then there was not a single Hungarian elementary school
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class in Baranja. Six Hungarian elementary school departments
were permitted in the Banat region after the Croatian Banat was
established. A Hungarian department was opened at the teacher
training college in Belgrade in 1932.

There were five Hungarian-language dailies in the 1930s:
the Subotica Bdcsmegyei Naplo (later the Naplo), the Novi Sad
Délbdcska (later the Reggeli Ujsdg), the Nép (initially in Novi
Sad, later in Zagreb), and the Torontal (later Hirado), as well as
11 weeklies and 13 periodicals. The main literary papers were
Kalangya and the still extant Hid.*

Austria (Gerhard Baumgartner)

Once the Sopron plebiscite had been held in December 1921, the
task remained of defining the borders between Austria and Hungary.
This was done in 1922-1923 by the Entente’s Inter-Allied Border
Commission, but attempts were made by small units of Hungarian
irregulars in 1922 to prevent certain villages from being annexed to
Austria. Such groups occupied, for instance, the German-speaking
villages of Luising and Hagensdorf, only to be repelled by regular
Austrian and Hungarian forces. When drawing the border, the
commission considered the proportions of the national groups among
the inhabitants and enquired where they wished to belong. This did
not just affect Germans and Hungarians. The Croatian Cultural
Association of Burgenland® feared that the denominational schools
in the Croat-inhabited villages would be taken over by the Austrian
authorities, and addressed a memorandum to the Inter-Allied Border
Commission calling for these villages to remain in Hungary.®® So
most Croat-inhabited border villages were awarded to Hungary. But
in Northern Burgenland the border followed the boundaries of the
great estates and the new border placed the Burgenland Hungarians
in the position of a minority.

Most of the Hungarian-speakers who remained in Burgenland™
after 1923 lived in five communities. Three were in the Upper Wart
district of Southern Burgenland — Oberwart, Unterwart and Siget in
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der Wart™ — and two in Middle Burgenland — Oberpullendorf and
Mitterpullendorf. The inhabitants of these villages were descendants
of border guards of the late Middle Ages. Since they retained their
petty noble status until the nineteenth century, their awareness of
being Hungarian equated with their feudal awareness from Early
Modern times. They had attained petty nobility as Hungarians and as
petty nobility they retained their Hungarian affiliation.”

The second group of minority Hungarians consisted of those
inhabiting manorial farms in Northern Burgenland. Eight large
manorial centers had been established in the second half of the
nineteenth century on various large noble estates to the east of Lake
Neusiedl, in the western part of the Waasen district. These were
settled with tenant-farmer families from Western Hungary, amounting
to some 300 people — equivalent to the population of an average
Burgenland village. Several manors had their own church, cemetery
and Hungarian school. These Hungarians retained a nineteenth-
century romantic national awareness based on the Hungarian state
ideology conveyed through the school system at the turn of the
century. Some manors even had Levente groups in the 1920s.” Since
the manors in Northern Burgenland formed a Hungarian linguistic
island amidst the German-speaking villages, and language use was
correlated with social status, the Hungarian language became a
negative status attribute for these Hungarian tenant farmers.™

The third group consisted of usually bourgeois German-
speaking or Croatian-speaking families who had turned Hungarian
at the turn of the century and were known locally as magyaron (pro-
Hungarian).” They were elderly members of the provincial bourgeois
elite, who had received a Hungarian education before the First World
War and identified the Hungarian language with bourgeois culture.
This symbolic importance had prompted them to teach their children
or have them taught Hungarian.

In fact there were five language groups in the area that became
Burgenland: Germans, Hungarians, Croats, Slovenes and Gypsies.
The Slovenes at that time were living in small numbers in two border
villages in the Gyanafalva (Jennersdorf) District. The Gypsies,
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present since the seventeenth century, were living in 130 localities.
They numbered 9,000 in 1920, and 5,000 of them lived in the Fels66r
(Oberwart) District.

Multilingualism had a pace of its own. After the 1880s, a kind
of equality of rank developed between the German and Hungarian
languages, with the result that many Western Hungarian Germans
knew Hungarian as well. Likewise, 57 percent of the Fels6or
Hungarians knew German, as the Fels66r Hungarians played
an intermediary role between Styria and the small towns of
Transdanubia, mainly in the wood and timber trade.”® Exchanging
children was very common: Hungarian families would send their
children to German villages to study and vice versa. After 1921, the
Hungarian and German languages exchanged places, so to speak,
as German became the official language in the province, although
Hungarian did not lose its prestige in Burgenland automatically.
Indeed it kept its cachet, despite the campaign in the 1920s waged
against its official use by the new provincial government.

The languages in a district were arranged hierarchically, with
German and Hungarian at the top. German-speakers and Hungarian-
speakers did not use the other languages, but the Croats would learn
the two prestigious languages as well as their own, and Gypsies
might speak all three in addition to Roma.”

One unusual feature of the Hungarian minority in Burgenland
was the fact that they belonged to several denominations. For
instance, the three adjacent Hungarian communities of Siget in
der Wart, Unterwart and Oberwart belonged to the Evangelical
(Lutheran), Catholic and Reformed Churches, respectively. They
organized and operated separate associations and were more likely
to marry a Croatian-speaking or German-speaking co-religionist
than a Hungarian of another denomination. The fourth denomination
was religious Jewry (about 4,000 people), most of whom counted as
magyaron and in some cases had to leave Burgenland in 1921 for that
reason.”

Some earlier Hungarian legislation remained in force in
Burgenland after 1921. The elementary schools were headed,
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under the Hungarian Education Act, by a board of governors
empowered, among other things, to decide the language of
instruction. The Burgenland Social Democrats sought after 1921
to extend Austrian school legislation to the province, which would
have separated education from religion. The statutes agreed in
1924 were a compromise, whereby the school governors were to be
elected democratically instead of being appointed by the Churches.
However, the federal Austrian government was led by the Christian
Democrats and reversed this ruling in 1927, so that Hungarian
education laws applied in Burgenland up to 1937.”° The teaching of
German became compulsory under a 1920 statute. Hungarian could
remain the language of elementary education, church services and
public administration in minority villages, but further education
in Hungarian was no longer available. This affected some 16,000
children. Alfred Wahlheim, Burgenland’s first provincial governor,
put it like this in 1923: let there be an end to the “Magyar chatter” in
classrooms! All Hungarians teaching in secondary education were
warned to stop using Hungarian, because “it is a task of the school
to raise [pupils] as Germans.”®® The school statistics for Burgenland
show that some 2,300 Hungarian-speaking children were enrolled
each year between 1921 and 1931, which means that there must have
been a cohort of at least 18,400 Hungarian-speaking children aged
6-14 at the beginning of the 1930s. Instead, the 1934 census recorded
only 10,442 Hungarian inhabitants in Burgenland, which shows that
censuses reflected political inclination, not language use.®

The public mood outside the Hungarian-inhabited villages
became strongly anti-Hungarian, due partly to the activities of
the Hungarian irregulars and partly to the survival of Hungarian
education legislation. One mouthpiece for this was the weekly
paper of the Burgenland Social Democrats, the Burgenldndische
Freiheit, which called for Hungarian junior school teachers and
public employees to be removed from their jobs in schools, local
government, the post office and the railways. Some Hungarian
local government officers left for Hungary in the 1920s for that
reason. The paper even wanted to ban shopping expeditions to
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Sopron: “No Burgenlander with any honor in him could go to
the stores in Sopron and hand his money to such folk as these!”8
Ludwig Leser, the deputy provincial governor, set the tone in 1931
at a ceremony to mark Burgenland’s tenth anniversary: “Clean out
everything that’s still Magyar!”® Several thousand ministers of
religion, teachers and officials accordingly left Burgenland in the
1930s.

An incident in the border village of Hannersdorf in 1927 had
national repercussions, when local Christian Democrats fired into a
Social Democratic demonstration and one child and one man died.
The court in Vienna later acquitted those who had fired the shots,
whereupon the Social Democrats set fire to the Supreme Court.
Subsequent street fighting left eighty people dead. The political
tensions led to civil war in February 1934, causing the collapse
of the Austrian Republic and declaration of an authoritarian
Christian Socialist state.®* The new regime was keen to assuage
the minorities, who were mainly Christian Socialist supporters.
So a new education act for Burgenland was passed, in which the
language of instruction in schools depended on the ethnic make-
up of the population. Where a minority group accounted for over
70 percent of the local inhabitants, instruction was to be in the
native language; where the proportion was over 30 percent, it was
to be in two languages.®

Outside Burgenland, there were organized Hungarian
communities only in Vienna and Graz. The latter had a Hungarian
Cultural Alliance established in the nineteenth century and also a
Graz Hungarian Society of Academics funded by the Hungarian
state. Vienna at the time had a Hungarian community numbering
tens of thousands. Before World War 1, there were 210,000 people
in the city who had originated from Hungary, while 10,922 people
declared themselves in the 1923 census to be Hungarian-speaking,
although the figure in 1934 was only 4,844. Two focal points were
the newspaper Jovd, founded by Hungarian communists and social
democrats in exile, and the Collegium Hungaricum, an institution
established by the Hungarian state in 1924.%° There were several
other Hungarian societies operating in the city.
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1. RETURNEE HUNGARIANS
Tamas Gusztav Filep

A significant part of the territory detached from Hungary after
World War | was returned between the autumn of 1938 and the
summer of 1941. The general basis for redrawing the borders — the
Czechoslovak—Hungarian one under the First Vienna Award of
November 2, 1938, and the Romanian—Hungarian one under the
Second Vienna Award of August 30, 1940 —was ethnic proportions,!
meaning that the majority of the inhabitants transferred were of
Hungarian ethnicity. Hungarian foreign policy was flexible and
well informed about local conditions in the period until the attack
on the Southern Region in April 1941, and the confidence even of
Western powers opposed to the Axis had still not been lost.? But the
attack, in the wake of a military coup in Yugoslavia, was made as a
German ally at Germany’s behest, and showed that Hungary’s scope
for independent policy-making had narrowed, and presaged a future
within a Third Reich-commanded alliance system as a belligerent
in World War 11.3

The main feature of Hungary’s relations with its neighbors in
those years was potential hostility, although the countries concerned
belonged to the same alliance system. Slovakia and Romania
openly stated their territorial claims against an enlarged Hungary.*
Influential political figures thought that the factor deciding the
fate of the disputed areas would be the claimants’ relative zeal in
the Nazi interest. Just before the attack on the Soviet Union, the
German chancellor promised both Slovakia and Romania that their
territorial claims would be met so long as they joined the new war.
There was also an area disputed between Hungary and Croatia: the
largely Hungarian-inhabited Prekmurje.?

None of the hitherto minority Hungarians (except a few
communist cells with a couple of hundred members) were able or
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willing to escape the general feelings of euphoria. The democratic
opposition in the Hungarian Parliament and its supporters were
as sure as the right-wing opposition and the government and its
voters that the territorial gains were just,® but the inconsistencies
in the new situation that soon appeared were interpreted differently
by the formerly minority Hungarians and the formerly state-creating
Romanian and Slav national minorities. Some problems stemmed from
differences of aim between the government and those returning to
Hungary’s fold, but many were unconnected with central government
intentions. There was a discernible desire among returnee Hungarians
to defend regional characteristics from excessive centralization. The
inhabitants of reannexed territories were faced with an unaccustomed
economic structure and set of social circumstances, often divorced
from their markets by the new borders.” The Hungarian market had a
glut of some products hitherto readily salable beyond the Hungarian
linguistic zone. Hungarians and Slovaks who had been transferred
from Czechoslovakia, with its more orderly and stable social
conditions, comparable to those of Western Europe, thought that their
rights would be carried over into Hungary,® whereas the enlarged
state set as its priority the creation of a uniform legal environment,
which meant some curtailments of rights. So Hungary was joined
by fragments of the nation with different pre-1941 economic and
democratic backgrounds, building up their communities in different
ways, and at the same time became a decidedly multi-ethnic state
again.®

Those problems were soon compounded by wartime economic
conditions, in which the frames of production and consumption
— including food rationing — were imposed by an increasingly
pronounced economic dependence on Germany.® These applied
generally, but caused enhanced antagonism among the national
minorities, who naturally saw themselves as the victims of the
boundary changes.

Initially, the question of representation of political interests
seemed to be important. In the case of the Hungarians, only the
representatives and supporters of former minority Hungarian united
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parties gained seats in the Hungarian legislature. Although former
Upper Hungary and Transcarpathia had been returned by then, they
were not covered by the 1939 general elections (after the fall of the
Imrédy government) and no further general elections were held
until after World War Il. Instead, the state “invited” representatives
for each returned territory: for Slovakian Hungarians, the United
Hungarian Party members who had sat in the Czechoslovakian
Parliament and provincial assemblies. Again when Northern
Transylvania was returned, the choice was of members of the earlier,
now resuscitated Hungarian minority party and its organizations.
But the national minorities had no united representation — except for
the Rusyns (known officially at the time as Carpatho-Russians or
Ruthenians),* who set up their own parliamentary club — although
the government made some attempt to bring single prominent
minority figures into Parliament.

The returned territories remained for various times under
military administration before changing to civilian rule. These
took different approaches, according to the sources. The military
authorities introduced a system that classified the new national
minorities by “reliability”: the Rusyns scored better than the Slovaks
or Croats,'? and the Romanians and Serbs worse. There were armed
clashes between the army and the national minorities in almost
every territory, especially during the weeks of the takeover. The
Hungarian troops moving into Transcarpathia in mid-March 1939
fought with forces of the infant Carpatho-Ukrainian state under
Avgusthyn Voloshyn. There were insignificant Romanian partisan
activities in Northern Transylvania, followed by reprisals,** but more
serious clashes with irregular Chetnik forces during the occupation
of the Southern Region. There was no military resistance by the
Slovaks, but Hungarian gendarmes fired on Slovak demonstrators at
Christmas 1938 in Surany, an act also condemned by Hungarians still
remaining in Slovakia.* The most dramatic episodes were the raids
and massacres in Novi Sad and in the Sajkas district in January 1942.
In the former, several thousand mainly Jewish and Serb civilians
were executed by the gendarmerie and the army as reprisals for
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Serb partisan strikes.”® (Officers responsible for the executions were
later taken before Hungarian military courts, but they all managed
to escape to Germany, returning in the spring of 1944 as German
officers. However, eleven gendarmes were given prison sentences
of 10-15 years and the Hungarian government began to compensate
relatives of the victims.)!® Most Czechoslovak and Romanian state
administrative staff left Hungary after the Vienna Awards, and there
was also uncertainty among other non-Hungarian settlers, who had
received grants of land.*” About 200,000 people relocated voluntarily
or under Hungarian pressure to Southern Transylvania. (This had
been preceded by attacks on Hungarians living there, leading to
several tens of thousands of Hungarian departures, voluntarily or
under pressure from the Romanian state.) The large numbers of
Serbs who had settled in the Southern Region between the wars
were forced out after the occupation — holdings vacated in that way
were reassigned to Hungarians, including some Székelys displaced
from Bukovina, who at the end of the war had to flee again to the
territory of today’s Hungary.®

The General Staff during the period of territorial acquisition
was commanded by pro-German military officers (such as Henrik
Werth), set upon retaining the reannexed lands and on gaining
spoils of war.® Against them stood the country’s prime ministers
(beginning with Pal Teleki), who sought initially to keep the country
out of the war or at least minimize the forces sent to the front, and
later to survive the world conflagration with the least possible losses
of life, materials and territory.

The aim of Teleki and his followers was to resurrect the
“Realm of St. Stephen,” a program that could be seen as a nation-
state ideology intended to thwart or sideline demands by national
minorities. In fact the type of country envisaged rested on the idea
of a medieval, multinational state in which ethnic communities lived
and cooperated harmoniously,?® although the Hungarians would
retain their hegemony. Yet one attempt to dismantle the unified
nation state came from within the government: Teleki and Horthy
openly espoused Rusyn autonomy in Transcarpathia.?* This was soon
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dropped from the parliamentary agenda, due to opposition from the
military and from county Hungarian interests, and on account of the
signs of imminent war. The sincerity of the intentions can hardly be
doubted: as the wartime mood gathered, Teleki said more plainly
than ever that the building of society called for loyal minorities and
loyalty had a price. (Rusyn autonomy was to act as a harbinger, a
pattern for future reorganization of the country.)??

Classification of national minorities by loyalty, mentioned earlier,
probably suited the purposes of Hungarians living in the returned
territories as well: they too distinguished their cohabiting nations by
their degree of responsibility for earlier anti-Hungarian measures.
The Germans enjoyed a specific position and assessment, with special
rights as a result of the alliance system, allowing them to organize
as a Volk, which meant that Hungarian Germans of military age
were enlisted into the Reich army. The consequent conflicts — many
Hungarian Germans or Hungarians of German extraction objected
to enlistment and called in vain for Hungarian aid — were a sign that
the communities of German origin dwelling in Hungary were not
all influenced to the same degree by the volksdeutsche program.
Many turned Hungarian, while others attached more value to their
loyalty as Hungarian citizens than to their ancestry.?® On several
occasions there were German—Hungarian disagreements during the
boundary changes. The Carpathian German Party in Slovakia, for
instance, opposed holding a plebiscite on where the city of Pozsony
should belong,?* and plenty of Germans were against Hungary’s
invasion of Backa. Incidentally, the idea of recognizing the national
groups as political entities (as had happened with the German 7ok,
due to pressure from Berlin) was rejected by the public and political
elite. This was connected with the welcome given to the concept
of “Realm of St. Stephen,” and the general view that a demand for
collective minority recognition would play into the hands of the
Reich. However, in principle equality before the law was enjoyed
by national minorities, except the Jews, who were styled a “race”
and hemmed in by legislation and decrees, despite their usual self-
identification as Hungarians.
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According to many documents and most subsequent assessments,
returneeHungariancommunitieswerenotablydemocraticandsocially
sensitive, and strongly critical of the “caste spirit” and hierarchical
structure of society in Hungary.®® They also showed greater
understanding of and fellow feeling for national minorities. Many
fine everyday examples could be given to support this assessment,
but on the other hand, these communities were sensitive to the fate
of Hungarians who remained within Slovakia and Romania.?® They
were probably among those who called for reprisals when injuries
were done to Hungarian minorities in neighboring countries. They
showed dual behavior. It had not been possible while they were a
minority for them to develop an officer class experienced in public
administration. The gap had to be filled from the parent country
and from “reliable” minorities, especially in Transylvania.?” There
are many examples of former minority Hungarians condemning the
conduct of latecomers from Trianon Hungary, for ignoring regional
values, the “minority mentality” and the demands and sensitivities
of members of other ethnic groups. On the other hand, these groups
were expecting the state to strengthen their position in relation to
the Slavs or Romanians. Few of those who gained positions in the
returned territories managed to balance the interests of the state,
former minority Hungarians and new national interests.?®

It became clear also that the former minority political elite could
not or would not further the community interests that it ostensibly
espoused. A clear example of this was seen in the reform of land
ownership. Some estates expropriated under the successor states in
the 1920s were broken up again, but not to general satisfaction. Many
saw cronyism in the way that the land was redistributed, not rewards
for services to the community. There were probably divisions also
over the infrastructural improvements in the returned territories
and other big investments, and over the economic development
programs of great importance and the welfare decisions taken.?®
These reinforced the national identity of the fragmentary societies
in many places, helping to preserve them in the forthcoming
communist period.
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Then and later, many thought that the returned territories
should gain a degree of autonomy, or at least that their inhabitants
should have a say in local matters. There is no knowing what
results that would have had, but the various options gave a foothold
for resurrecting the old Upland and Transylvanian parties. The
United Hungarian Party (Egyesiilt Magyar Part) espoused social
justice and democratic social egalitarianism, but allied itself in
1938 with Prime Minister Béla Imrédy, who was toying with right-
wing radicalism,® with the result that Teleki and his group were
forced later to integrate into the governing party. Teleki in 1940
promoted the idea of Transylvanian legislators forming a party, to
maintain a distance from the governing party, which often yielded
to extreme right-wing pressure.® In the latter stages of the war,
the parliamentary opposition was boosted in Transylvania by the
foundation of a local branch of the Smallholders’ Party, which
managed to work with young representatives of the Transylvanian
Party. That allowed the Transylvanians in 1944, when Romania
turned against the Axis, to propose unanimously to Horthy that
Hungary bail out of the war, and to back a putative attempt to do so
in October.® After the German occupation, Andor Jaross took the
interior portfolio in Dome Szt6jay’s puppet regime, but prominent
Uplanders and Transylvanians condemned the occupation,® the
Jewish deportations to Germany® and continuation of the war.®

There also appeared among the wartime intelligentsia in
Transylvania ideas for a Central European federation. In 1944,
the Hungarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs assisted surreptitiously
in securing publication in Switzerland of plans for a separate
autonomous Transylvania made by Endre Bajcsy-Zsilinszky, an
opposition leader who was to be executed by a collaborationist
firing squad on December 24 that year.%
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Trei Scaune County, 1940-1944], Limes (2006) 2: 107-116. There
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is also discussion of the economic (and social) problems of the
reannexed territories (except the Southern Region) — with a 1960s
Marxist outlook but taking a wide base of sources — in Lorant
Tilkovszky, Revizio és nemzetiségpolitika Magyarorszdagon (1938—
1941) [Revision and Nationality Policy in Hungary (1938-1941)]
(Budapest, 1967), pp. 38-63, 238—244 and 290-296.

“Még teljesebb egység fel¢” [Towards Still Fuller Unity], Felvidéki
Magyar Hirlap, December 11, 1938, p. 5; on defending democracy:
Istvan Borsody, “A program” [The Program], ibid., p. 8.

For a uniform review (except the Southern Region), see Tilkovszky,
Revizio és nemzetiségpolitika.

LajosJocsik, “AKozép-Duna-medencekozgazdasaga”[The Economy
of the Mid-Danube Basin], in Sandor Piiski, ed., Szdarszo. Az 1943. évi
balatonszdrszéi Magyar Elet-tabor eléadds- és megbeszéléssorozata
[Szarszo. Lectures and Discussions at the 1943 Hungarian Life Camp
at Balatonszarszo] (Budapest, 1943), pp. 83—106.

Karpatorosz or rutén.

Examples of a scholarly approach to the past of nations living partly
with the Hungarians: Gyula Szekfd, ed., 4 magyarsag és a szlavok
[The Hungarians and the Slavs] (Budapest, 2000 [1942]); Istvan
Borsody, 4 magyar—szlovik kérdés alapvonalai [The Base Lines of
the Hungarian—Slovak Question] (Budapest, 1939); Béla Pukanszky,
Német polgadrsag magyar foldén [German Bourgeois on Hungarian
Soil] (Budapest, 1940); Ladislaus Galdi and Ladislaus Makkai, eds.,
Geschichte der Rumdnen (Budapest, 1942).

Criticism of the myth that came to surround this: Janos Varga,
“Levente ¢és értelmezdje nyomaban. Forraskritikai megjegyzések
egy esszéird torténelemidéz6 modszeréhez” [In Search of the
Levente and Its Interpreters. Source-Critical Notes on Historical
References by an Essayist], in Istvan Racz, ed., Tanulmadnyok Erdély
torténetérdl. Szakmai konferencia Debrecenben 1987. oktober 9—10.
[Studies on Transylvanian History. Conference, Debrecen, October
9-10, 1987] (Debrecen, 1988), pp. 212-225.

Rezsé Szalatnai, “Memorandum. A csehszlovakiai magyarok 1918
és 1945 kozott” [Czechoslovakian Hungarians in 1918-1945], in
Jozsef Fazekas, ed., Vagyunk és lesziink. A szlovenszkoi magyarsag
tarsadalmi rajza 1918—-1945 [We Are and Will Remain. The
Sociography of the Hungarians of Slovensko] (Pozsony, 1993), pp.
279-280.
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Tibor Cseres, Vérbosszu Bacskaban [Revenge in Backa] (Budapest,
1991), pp. 61-85; Janos Buzasi, Az wjvidéki “razzia” [Novi Sad
Razzia] (Budapest, 1963); Sajti, Hungarians in the Voivodina, pp.
342-402.

Eniké A. Sajti, Délvidék 1941-1944 [Southern Region 1941-1944]
(Budapest, 1987), pp. 184-187.

See Part 11, Chapter 7.

Their story was summarized by their spiritual leader: Dr. Kalman
Németh, Szazezer sziv sikolt. Hazatért és hazavagyo magyarok
verdfényes golgotdja [100,000 Hearts Screamed. The Sunlit Story
of the Golgotha of Hungarians Returning or Longing for Home]
(Obilicevo, 1943). On the deportations and resettlements, see Sajti,
Hungarians in the Voivodina, pp. 234-297.

Lérand Dombrady, “Revizié haboru nélkiil?” [Revision without
War?], in ldem, Katonapolitika és hadsereg 1920—1944 [Military
Policy and the Army 1920-1944] (Budapest, 2000), pp. 65-76. For
details of the military approach to territorial reannexations, see
Lorand Dombrady, Army and Politics in Hungary 1938—1944 (New
York, 2005), pp. 24-306.

Summary from a former minority spiritual leader: Miklos Pfeiffer,
A katolikus egyhadz és a hazai nemzetiségek. Elhangzott a debreceni
nemzetiségi eldaddssorozaton 1942. augusztus 12-én [The Catholic
Church and This Country’s Minorities. Delivered at the Minority
Lecture Series in Debrecen, August 12, 1942] (Budapest, 1942). See
also Andras Ronai, 4 nemzetiségi kérdes [ The Nationality Question]
(Budapest, 1942).

See Part 111, Chapter 2.

Onthethreeyearsfollowingthereturn: CsillaFedinec, ed., Kdrpatalja
1938—-1941. Magyar és ukrdn torténeti kozelités [Transcarpathia
1938-1941. Hungarian and Ukrainian Historical Rapprochement]
(Budapest, 2004).

On this, see Istvan Fehér, A bonyhadi hiiségmozgalom torténete
[History of the Bonyhad Fidelity Movement] (Budapest, 1983);
Norbert Spannenberger, Der Volksbund der Deutschen in Ungarn
1938—1944 (Munich, 2002).

On the debate between Upland Hungarians (returned to Hungary or in
Slovakia) and Slovakian Germans, see for instance (sp) [Pal Szvatkd],
“Mecenzéf” [Medzev]. Felvidéki Magyar Hirlap, December 14,
1939, p. 1; “A szlovakiai németek és magyarok viszonya” [Relations
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between the Germans and Hungarians of Slovakia], ibid., December
28, 1938, p. 7; Szalatnai, “Memorandum,” pp. 266-270.

Expressing the views of one Upland group: “Nemzetnevelésiink
legnagyobb akaddlya a neobarokk szellemiség! Andrds Kaéroly
szerkeszt6 beszélgetése dr. Pfeiffer Miklos kassai kanonokkal” [The
Biggest Obstacle to Education of Our Nation Is the Neo-Baroque
Outlook! Editor Karoly Andras Talks to Canon Mikloés Pfeiffer of
Kosice], offprint of Uj Elet, June 1943. The “Transylvanian spirit”
appears, for instance, in Irén Gulacsy, Erdély jogan és mas dolgok.
Cikkek, karcolatok [Transylvania by Right and Other Matters.
Avrticles and Sketches] (Budapest, 1940). Transylvanian writers: “Az
ir6i kdzosség nyilatkozata” [Statement of the Writers” Community],
Erdélyi Helikon (1942) 9: 596-604. Position of the Upland
intelligentsia: “A Felvidék szellemi gardaja a népi gondolat jegyében
akar dolgozni. A viragvasarnapi 6sszejovetel hatarozatai...” [The
Intellects of the Upland Wish to Work along Népi Lines. Decisions of
the Palm Sunday Gathering], Ersekiijvdr és Vidéke (1939) 20: 1.

The source gives examples of both outlooks and of social commitment:
Istvan Kristo Nagy, ed., A lillafiiredi iroi értekezlet (1942. november).
Jegyzékony [Lillafured Writers” Meeting, November 1942. Minutes]
(Budapest, n. d.), pp. 70-71, 85-89, 95-98 and 109-112.

On appointments in general and the Transylvanian situation,
including outside recruits, see Edit Csilléry, “Koézalkalmazottak és
koztisztviselok Eszak-Erdélyben a masodik bécsi dontést kovetéen”
[Civil and Public Servants in Northern Transylvania after the Second
Vienna Award], Limes (2006) 2: 73-90.

Béla Bethlen, Eszak-Erdély kormdnybiztosa voltam [I Was
Government Commissioner for Northern Transylvania] (Budapest,
1989).

On modernization programs for welfare, society and development
in returned territories, see Péter Hamori, “A magyar kormany
szocialpolitikaja a visszacsatolt Felvidéken és Eszak-Erdélyben”
[Hungarian Government Welfare Policy in the Reannexed Upland
and Northern Transylvania], in Bardi and Simon, eds., Integrdcids
stratégiak, pp. 167-185, and Olah Sandor, “Modernizacios torekveések
a Székelyfoldon, 1940—-1944 [Modernization Efforts in the Székely
Land 1940-1944], in Csilla Fedinec, ed., Nemzet a tarsadalomban
[Nation in Society] (Budapest, 2004), pp. 133-150.
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See Tamas Gusztav Filep, “A ‘felvidéki szellem’-rdl és utdéletérdl
(Kozelitések)” [The Upland Spirit and Its Afterlife (Approaches)],
Limes (2007) 2: 116-120 [1938-1944].

On returned Transylvanian politicians: Nandor Bardi, “A mult, mint
tapasztalat. A kisebbségbdl tobbségbe keriilt erdélyi magyar politika
szemléletvaltasa 1940-1944 kozott” [The Past as Experience.
Change of Political Outlook by the Transylvanian Hungarians on
Turning from Minority to Majority 1940-1944], Limes (2006) 2: 43—
70. On the Transylvanian Party leader: Zoltan Tibori Szabo, Teleki
Béla erdélyisége. Embernek maradni embertelen iddkben [The
Transylvanianism of Béla Teleki. Remaining Human in Inhuman
Times] (Kolozsvar, 1993).

An example: Laszlo Szenczei, Az erdélyi magyarsag harca (1940—
1941) [Struggle of the Transylvanian Hungarians (1940-1941)]
(Budapest, 1946), pp. 35—42. Despite the title, the book covers events
after its chosen cut-off point.

On Upland Hungarians arrested by Nazis and the Arrow-Cross,
executed, or herded into camps, see Tamas Gusztav Filep, “Utak
a néaci lagerbirodalomba. Megjegyzések a magyar politikai
foglyokrol” [Roads to Nazi Concentration Camp Land. Notes on
Hungarian Political Prisoners], in Idem, 4 humanista voksa. Irdsok
a csehszlovakiai magyar kisebbség torténetének korébol 1918—1945
[Humanist Voice. Writings on the History of the Czechoslovakian
Hungarian Minority 1918-1945] (Bratislava, 2007), pp. 259-271.
The story of the Jews in the returned territories and their deportation
has appeared mainly for single cities, for instance the following:
Teréz Mozes, Varadi zsidok [Varad Jews] (Nagyvarad, 1995), pp.
135-244; Daniel Lovy, A kdlvariatol a tragédiaig. Kolozsvar zsido
lakossdganak torténete [From Calvary to Tragedy. Story of Cluj-
Napoca’s Jewish Population], 2nd ed. (Kolozsvar, 2005); Sandor
Strba and Tamas Lang, 4z érsekijvari zsidosag torténete [History
of Ersektjvar Jewry] (Pozsony, 2004), pp. 129-172. The campaigns
against the Jews of Mukacheve and district and their deportation are
discussed in detail in Aladar R. Vozary, Igy tortént! 1944. marcius
19—1945. januar 18. [How It Happened: March 19, 1944—January 18,
1945] (Budapest, 1945).

The clearest instance was a speech in favor of Jews and political
prisoners made by Aron Marton, Catholic bishop of Alba Iulia, on
a confirmation tour of Northern Transylvania: “1944. majus 18-i
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beszéd Kolozsvarott a Szent Mihaly templomban” [The May 18,
1944, Speech in the St. Michael Church of Cluj-Napoca], in Pal Péter
Domokos, Rendiiletleniil... Mdrton Aron, Erdély katolikus piispike
[Unflinchingly... Aron Marton, Catholic Bishop of Transylvania]
([Budapest, n. d.), pp. 234-236.

36 Andrew [Endre] Bajcsy-Zsilinszky, Transylvania. Past and Future
(Geneva, 1944).



2. THE AUTONOMY QUESTION IN TRANSCARPATHIA
Csilla Fedinec

This matter may be divided into periods. Transcarpathia (Carpathian
Ukraine) was an administrative region under the autonomy
legislation of Czechoslovakia (Second Republic) from October 11,
1938, to March 15, 1939, headed by the pro-Hungarian Andras Brody
(Andrej Brody) and then by the Ukrainian-oriented Avgusthyn
Voloshyn, who sympathized with Ukrainian notions and saw the
region in terms of the future of its indigenous Slav inhabitants.
The areas returned to Hungarian administration under the First
Vienna Award of November 2, 1938, including the cities of Ungvéar
(UZhorod), Munkacs (Mukacevo) and Beregszasz (Berehovo), were
placed under their pre-1919 counties. Military action then brought
the rest of Trianon Transcarpathia under Hungarian rule after March
15, 1939, and the earlier, smaller area, not contiguous with Trianon
Transcarpathia and mainly inhabited by Rusyns, was declared to be
the “Subcarpathian Governorship.” The territory of the region was
also affected by the Second Vienna Award.!

Under Hungarian military rule the governorship was headed by
Julius Marina as commissioner, with Béla Novakovits as military
commander. Then came as governors Zsigmond Perényi (July
1939—October 1940), Miklos Kozma (November 1940—December
1941) and Vilmos Pal Tomcsanyi (from January 1942). In April
1944, after the region again became a theater of war, Andras Vincze
was both governor and military commander until October 15, when
Hungarian administration in Transcarpathia ceased.

On October 11, 1938, the Czechoslovak council of ministers
agreed to appoint an autonomous government for “Podkarpatska
Rus” (Subcarpathian Rus, or Subcarpathian Ruthenia) known as the
Council of Ministers of Podkarpatska Rus. Under the First Vienna
Award, 1,523 square kilometers of Podkarpatska Rus (21.1 percent of

248
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the region) was transferred to Hungary. In the remainder, Voloshyn
established a Carpatho-Ukrainian state with its center in Khust, to
which Adolf Hitler gave recognition in the form of a consulate. The
constitutional law granting autonomy to “Podkarpatska Rus” was
passed in the Prague Parliament on November 22, 1938, having
been promised for twenty years in the Treaty of Saint-Germain of
September 10, 1919, and the 1920 Czechoslovak Constitution.?

Hungary did all that it could to recover the whole of
Transcarpathia. In the autumn of 1938, an incident was directed
by Miklos Kozma, involving an incursion by the so-called Ragged
Guard. This was officially halted, but such border incidents
continued.® Meanwhile the Poles tried similar tactics to Kozma’s,
under the command of a professional army officer, Feliks Ankerstein,
in what was known as Operation Crowbar in late October and
November 1938. The Polish Consulate in Uzhorod became a
domestic information source.*

The decisive events took place in mid-March, when regular
Hungarian troops, with tacit agreement from Germany, put paid
to the Carpatho-Ukrainian state and its resistance forces, the
Carpathian Sich Guard. Then Voloshyn’s government in Khust
declared the independence of Carpathian Ukraine on March 15.
This was merely a symbolic act, as the whole of Transcarpathia had
been annexed to Hungary by then.®

After the reannexations, the local inhabitants were discontented
by a relative loss of freedom of speech compared with liberal
Czechoslovak democracy, for the Hungarian system kept public
opinion under tight control. This was not just the fault of the
Horthy regime, for this was a border region of military significance.
Institutions won in “twenty years’ struggle” were lost or absorbed
into similar institutions in Hungary. On March 15, 1940, the United
Hungarian Party was disbanded or absorbed into the Hungarian
Party of Life. A decision of the Synod of the Reformed Church
of Hungary in October 1939 abolished the Reformed Church
Diocese of Subcarpathia, placing it in the Hungarian-based Trans-
Tisza Diocese. The Roman Catholic Apostolic Governorship of
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Subcarpathia was dissolved by papal command in October 1939
and its area returned to the Diocese of Satu Mare. The authority
of the Province of Esztergom was restored over the Greek Catholic
Diocese of Munkacs in the summer of 1939. Rusyn secondary school
teaching was curtailed and most officials were recruited from the
“parent country.”

Administration of Transcarpathia under Hungarian rule took
a curious course. The Hungarian-inhabited band of territory
restored by the First Vienna Award was absorbed into the county
system, but the Rusyn-inhabited lands beyond remained a special
administrative area under the Subcarpathian Governorship based
in Ungvar, with three districts styled Ung, Bereg and Maramarosh.
One feature was the absence in many parts of clear boundaries,
meaning that a community might belong to two different
administrative units. Thus Ungvar was the seat of the governorship
and of Ung administrative district and of Ung County. Munkéacs
was the seat of the Bereg administrative district and part of Bereg
County, whose seat was Beregszasz. In education, institutions could
be divided even within one building, according to the language of
instruction, while geographically these might belong to the KoSice,
Satu Mare or Subcarpathian educational district. When the Ungvar,
Munkacs and Beregszasz gymnasia were taken over in 1938-1939
by the Voloshyn government, non-Hungarian students and staff
were moved into the smaller area of Subcarpathia (Carpatho-
Ukraine), where several new gymnasia began to teach in Ukrainian
(at Perechyn, Svaliava, Bilki, Rakhiv, Rakoshyno and Velykyy
Bychkiv). These were either closed in the following school year or
demoted to civil schools. Ungvar Gymnasium was broken into three
parts: Hungarian-language gymnasia for boys (Drugeth) and girls
(Szent Erzsébet) and a Rusyn-language gymnasium. Munkacs’s
was divided into a Rusyn-language and a Hungarian-language
gymnasium (Arpad Fejedelem). Beregszasz was left only with a
Hungarian-language middle school, while the one in Khust became
Rusyn- and Hungarian-language. The Jewish Hebrew schools were
closed after the passage of the Jewish Acts.®
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Even Hungarian inhabitants in the area outside the governorship
that had belonged to Podkarpatska Rus in the Czechoslovak period,
and then been brought into the county system, retained a feeling
for Transcarpathia, expressed, for instance, in 1939 by Arpad
Siménfalvy, lord lieutenant of Ung County: “Just as Hungarians and
Rusyns fought jointly for their rights in the years of oppression and
felt that they belonged as one, so we cannot now raise a Great Wall
of China between the habitations of the Rusyns, the administrative
district of Subcarpathia, and the activity of the county administra-
tion. Hungarians and Rusyns have to be brought closer together.””

Prime Minister Pal Teleki saw it as a moral question, after the
return of all Transcarpathia to Hungary, to give the Rusyns the
territorial, linguistic and cultural autonomy long promised to them.
He saw Transcarpathia as the site of a national policy experiment
in operating the idea of state of St. Stephen, as he considered the
Rusyns to be the minority most loyal to the Hungarian state. Several
meetings on the subject were held in March 1939, and the bill on the
“Subcarpathian Vojvodeship” and its local government underwent
several versions before being presented to Parliament in July 1940.
But, shortly afterwards, the prime minister had to withdraw the
measure, mainly under the security pressure from the military, and
the issue died forever. Teleki’s idea of a Subcarpathian Vojvodeship
had failed.®

It was clear during the debate that the draft had more opponents
than supporters. The situation is shown clearly in a statement by
Béla Imrédy, who had been drawn into the preparations, having
negotiated in September 1938, while still prime minister, with
Andras Brody. He “raised the question of whether we were prepared
to grant Subcarpathia a measure of autonomy in the case of accession.
The statement that | made to him then was yes, but we did not detail
the matter precisely at that time and tried to keep it rather vague, but
as | say, the undertaking to give them autonomy was made firmly.
However, | must add that this was stated conditionally, in a case of
voluntary accession, meaning thatan occupation-type accession such
as this, in my view, substantively alters the situation and absolves
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us morally from the earlier undertakings.”® It was mentioned in
Teleki’s circle that Brody should again be given some political role
in Transcarpathia, but in the event, the governorship went to Baron
Zsigmond Perényi, who had this to say: “It is true that we assured
them autonomy and drew up plans for it, but we did that against
the Czechs.” Perényi had ties to Transcarpathia as an Ugocsa
landowner, and took part between the wars in distributing secret,
politically motivated, Hungarian state subsidies in Transcarpathia.

The Rusyn Andras Brody was one of the tragic political figures
of the period. During his brief period as prime minister in the autumn
of 1938 he took a policy line sympathetic to Hungary, seeing that as
most appropriate from the national and state-related points of view for
protecting the interests of the Rusyns. But he realized after 1939 that
he had made a bad choice and turned against official Hungarian policy
(unsuccessfully in the event, as he was unable to achieve anything),
which had failed to grant Transcarpathia autonomy. Then, under
the Soviet system, he was executed for having taken a treacherous
pro-Hungarian stance. (Avgusthyn Voloshyn, who had followed an
expressly pro-Ukrainian line, also died in a Soviet prison.)

The administrative position of the Subcarpathian Governorship
was laid down in Prime Ministerial Order No. 6200 of July 7, 1939,
which it would be mistaken to view as a grant of autonomy.** The title
of the order betrays the fact that it was a “provisional” solution to the
question, valid until autonomy should be granted. Transcarpathia had
become a difficult issue for the Hungarian government. According
to the military command, “The favorable mood of the inhabitants
towards the idea of the Hungarian state begins to become unsettled.”2
One big burden was the various vetting committees. The fate of the
Jews was one great tragedy in Transcarpathia. Some were taken in
1941 to German-occupied areas of inner Ukraine, while others were
deported in 1944 to certain death in Germany.®* This ethnic group,
most of whom identified themselves as Hungarians, became victims
of war. There were 78,272 Jewish inhabitants of the region registered
in 1941, but only 6,998 in 1946.14

Transcarpathia again became a theater of war in April-October
1944, before coming under Soviet occupation.
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3. CASE STUDIES
Romania (Béni L. Balogh and Ndndor Bardi)

The Second Vienna Award of August 30, 1940, restored to
Hungary Northern Transylvania — two fifths of the territory
ceded to Romania under the 1920 Treaty of Trianon. The 60,000
square kilometers of Southern Transylvania remained part of
Romania. According to 1930 Romanian census figures, 3,155,922
of the 5,549,806 inhabitants of Transylvania lived in the south,
of whom 473,551 (15.0 percent) had Hungarian as their native
language and 481,128 had German (15.3 percent). Territorially,
the greatest number of Hungarians lived in Arad and Timis
Counties (96,756 and 83,423), as well as in Brasov, Hunedoara
and Turda-Aries Counties (40,000 each).! So after the Second
Vienna Award there remained in Romania (including the Regat)
over 500,000 Hungarians.

The Hungarians of Southern Transylvania entered a radically
different existence, as a minority. About 200,000 Hungarians left
Romania between the Second Vienna Award and February 1944,
and fled to or settled within the enlarged territory of Hungary.
The figure includes some 13,200 Bukovina Székely resettled in
Backa.? About half of those who left did so within six months of
the Second Vienna Award,® and a similar number of displaced
Romanians arrived in Southern Transylvania. With permission
from the Budapest government, almost all Hungarians from the
Regat moved, and the flight reached alarming proportions in some
parts of Southern Transylvania as well. As a consequence, by April
1941, the number of “ethnic” Hungarians had fallen to 363,000, or
11 percent, from the 440,000 (14 percent) of the 1930 Romanian
census figures.*

256
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With permission from the head of state, lon Antonescu, the
Romanian Hungarian People’s Community held an inaugural
assembly in Aiud on November 4, 1940. There a Central Executive
was formed and leadership positions vacated after the Second Vienna
Award were filled.® Elemér Gyarfas (former head of the Catholic
Status and the Transylvanian Hungarian Banking Association)
became president and Pal Szasz (president of the Transylvanian
Hungarian Farming Association) vice-president, with Count
Balint Bethlen (chief curator of the Reformed Church) and Elemér
Jakabffy (prominent among the Banat community) as Presidential
Committee members. Gyarfas also had the support of the Hungarian
government, but the leadership was riven from the outset. Several
colleagues accused Gyarfas of running the organization single-
handed and paying little heed to its internal affairs. At a meeting
at Galtiu on May 25, 1944, his policies were denounced by Aron
Marton, Roman Catholic bishop of Alba lulia. Two months later,
Istvan Haller (a cooperative leader), Pal Szasz and Miklés Gal (a
Unitarian leader), resigned from the Presidential Committee, after
Gyarfas had used travel difficulties to avoid convening it.° In the
event, the activity of the organization was more or less paralyzed
by the ban on public assembly, the travel problems and the strict
censorship of mail and the press. It was active mainly in defending
rights, through its central and local offices, and sent regular reports
on the Southern Transylvanian Hungarians to the Hungarian
Consulates in Arad and Brasov. The branches also did welfare work
when conditions allowed, for the system of granting official permits
for such activity was becoming stricter. Also operating within the
ethnic community was the part of the Transylvanian Hungarian
Farming Association that remained in Southern Transylvania, based
in Aiud. Its membership had grown from 5,800 to 16,000 by the
summer of 1942, as it sought to supply cheaper farming implements,
wheat, fertilizer and breeding stock for peasant farmers,” but its
most valuable side, agricultural training, fell victim to regular
harassment.

The want of social institutions and strict ban on public assembly
enhanced the importance of the Churches to the Hungarians of
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Southern Transylvania. The region included about one third of
the Roman Catholic Diocese of Alba lulia, with 86 parishes and
85,000 members.? Bishop Aron Marton was also in charge of the
territory ceded to Hungary. Some two fifths of the Transylvanian
Reformed Church Province remained in Romania, and had 205
congregations with some 177,000 members at the time of the Second
Vienna Award, including 51,000 in the Regat. Most of the latter
left for Hungary and the exodus also meant that the membership
in Southern Transylvania was hardly more than 100,000 in 1943.°
Two of the six dioceses in the Kiralyhagomellék Reformed Church
District with 55,000 members also remained in Romania.’® The
Hungarian Lutheran Church Province based in Arad lost only
four parishes with 5,000 members by the territorial changes. The
Southern Transylvanian membership of 40,000 included some
scattered communities, but most lived in a single bloc in the Tara
Barsei district near Brasov.'* The Unitarians were in a predicament.
Although half their members — 24,000-25,000 people — remained in
Romania, the seat of the bishop in Cluj went to Hungary, along with
most of the Church’s assets, both middle schools and the theological
academy. Unitarian affairs in Southern Transylvania were conducted
by a Representative Council based in Turda.'?

State education in Hungarian almost ceased in Romania. Most
school departments teaching in Hungarian were closed or continued
in Romanian. The Hungarian-language denominational schools
that remained taught only about half of the Hungarian pupils. In
December 1942, the Hungarian Churches in Romania were running
seven kindergartens, 179 primary schools, 15 middle schools, one
theological academy, and two agricultural, three commercial, and
four apprentice schools.®

Most denominational schools worked under tough conditions,
funded only by diminishing revenue from Church taxes. The
departures for Hungary left a chronic shortage of teaching staff,
and widespread employment of untrained teachers posed a danger
that schools would be closed or stripped of their right to conduct
public examinations. Middle school premises were sometimes
requisitioned as hospitals.
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Intellectual life among the Southern Transylvanian Hungarians
was hit by the loss of its cultural center at Cluj, then paralyzed by
the censorship, travel curbs and ban on public assembly. It became
impossible to hold almost any kind of cultural gathering. Most civil
associations were dissolved by the authorities and deprived of their
assets and premises. Hungarian clubs and arts centers closed, choral
societies were suspended, and there could be no place for plays or
other performances. Only in the three cities of Arad, Brasov and
Timisoara did there remain any chance for cultural activity, mainly
through the libraries. Continuity of Hungarian intellectual life
depended mainly on the written word: books, almanacs and the
press, but all periodicals in Hungarian were banned in the autumn
of 1942. Only in April 1943 could the farming paper Erdélyi Gazda
appear again, followed in June by the Arad literary journal Havi
Szemle. Book publication was down to a minimum: 41 titles in 1941,
mostly pamphlets, scores and booklets.

Daily life in Romania was governed by the fascist, later
military, dictatorship of General lon Antonescu, who took power
in September 1940, and from June 1941 by martial law. The
Hungarians suffered also from official discrimination at the central
and local level and from anti-Hungarian sentiment, particularly in
the presence of the more than 200,000 Romanian refugees, from
Northern Transylvania.

The idea of clearing Southern Transylvania of Hungarians
became Romanian government policy. One way of effecting
this was what was known as forced opting. The Second Vienna
Award allowed the Romanians of Northern Transylvania and
the Hungarians of Southern Transylvania to opt for Romanian
or Hungarian citizenship within six months. Official Romanian
organizations encouraged or pressured some Hungarians to sign an
option statement resigning their Romanian citizenship. The opting
procedures had not been agreed between the two governments in
detail, and so the Hungarians did not recognize opting as legally
binding. At the beginning of June 1941, the Romanian government
issued a confidential order banning public use of the Hungarian
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language, and there were moves to dismiss certain categories of
Hungarian employees. The use of Hungarian was also restricted in
postal and telegraph services. These measures were later reversed
officially, but restrictions were reimposed by military commands
in some districts in 1942. Travel restrictions applied throughout the
period, except for one or two short breaks. Within a 20-kilometer-
wide restricted border zone, people could not even travel from one
village to the next without a gendarmerie pass. The Hungarians of
Romania had no representatives at central or even local level, and so
no say in matters of direct interest to them. Other serious grievances
included the inhuman way in which Hungarian men were treated
during military and labor service, billeting of Romanian refugees
on Hungarian families, and often unfounded prosecutions in the
military courts.?® Until 1941, the land, stock and farming implements
of small-scale and medium-scale farmers were untouched. The
assets of Hungarian financial institutions surrounding the Auxiliary
Savings Bank in Aiud and the former People’s Bank in Brasov grew
steadily.’® The Hangya (“Ant”) cooperative center operated well.”
But thereafter the Hungarians of Southern Transylvania came under
mounting economic pressure. The government’s aim after the opting
requirement was to ruin the Hungarians. This meant overtaxing their
artisans, traders, lawyers and physicians, establishing summary
courts, compulsory purchases of reconstruction or reannexation
loan stock, fabricated charges of economic sabotage, discrimination
in distributing utility goods, excessive demands for public work,
restricted cross-border tourism, or repeated requisitions of produce
or livestock. The Hungarian craftsmen and merchants had no
representation in the governing bodies of economic life, and most
of the Hungarian employees of the industry were laid off.

The permanent body for protecting the rights of the Hungarian
minority was a mixed committee of officers nominated by the
German and Italian governments, set up in Brasov in February
1941. An equivalent for Romanian petitioners was set up in Cluj.
The Brasov committee received 1,518 complaints in two years and
found 242 (16 percent) of them to be just. In 70 percent of cases the
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response was evasive or the matter was never considered.®* Almost
half the complaints were of some kind of assault. Those to do with
land, public supplies or cultural matters made up 11 percent each.

In May 1942, the Romanian government cited persecution of
Northern Transylvanian Romanians when proposing to starve
Hungarian villages in Southern Transylvania and confiscate
all Hungarian property. Armed force was to be used in cases
of resistance® The Romanians had to back down again after
investigations by German and Italian special commissioners.
It proved impractical to remove all Hungarians from Southern
Transylvania quickly and easily, although the lot of the Hungarians
continued to worsen in 1943-1944.%0

The main aim of the Romanian government was to retrieve
Northern Transylvania as well, and this was served by its ethnic
objectives too: to back the Romanians of Northern Transylvania
and cleanse Southern Transylvania of Hungarians. Meanwhile, the
German minority was given special privileges and was able with
Third Reich support to act as a “state within a state,” while the Jews
were put in a worse situation even than the Hungarians. Budapest
saw the Second Vienna Award as a partial remedy for the Treaty of
Trianon —a change of rule accepted and agreed to by the Romanians.
It could not allow the Southern Transylvanian Hungarians to be
chased out altogether, because of its further aims of revision. So it
sought to pursue in Northern Transylvania a reciprocal ethnic policy
of the kind that was working with the Slovaks. But what ultimately
decided the system of relations between Hungary and Romania was
the compulsion to join the Axis, although both countries toyed with
the idea of bailing out from it.

Slovakia (Arpdd Popély)

The First Vienna Award of November 2, 1938, restored most of the
Upland Hungarians and Hungarian-inhabited areas to Hungary,
but about one in ten remained under Czechoslovakian and then
Slovakian rule. According to the Slovakian census of December
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1938, 57,897 indigenous inhabitants (2.2 percent of the total of
2,656,426) of the Slovakia that became independent on March 14,
1939, called themselves Hungarian by national affiliation.

Most Hungarian inhabitants of the new Slovak Republic lived
in and around Bratislava or in the Zobor district near Nitra, but
appreciable numbers were found in Slovak towns north of the
linguistic border, such as Trnava, Zlaté Moravce, Banska Stiavnica,
Zvolen, Banska Bystrica, Levoca, Spisska Nova Ves, Presov and
Michalovce. In social structure, the Hungarian community changed
greatly after 1938, with fewer agricultural but more industrial and
office workers, and a sizeable intelligentsia.?

The Slovak Constitution of July 21, 1939, with its Italian
corporatist structure, classed Hungarians and Germans (but
not Czechs or Jews) as naturalized national groups. In principle
Hungarians had a constitutional right to organize politically and
culturally, even to share in state power through a political party, but
in practice thiswas allowed only to the ethnic Germans, who received
privileged treatment and came to be a state within a state through
their Deutsche Partei (German Party). The political representative
of the Hungarians was the Magyar Part (Hungarian Party). This,
in a sense the legal successor of the pre-Award United Hungarian
Party, was long only tolerated by the Slovak authorities and official
registration was long postponed, on the reciprocity principle laid
downinthe Slovak Constitution, and because the Slovaks of Hungary
had no official party. Being unregistered prevented the party from
undertaking the activity required to represent the interests of the
Hungarian minority.??

The Slovak authorities eventually granted permission for the
Hungarian Party to operate in November 1941, but it still could not
do any real political work. The various obstructions meant that its
work was confined mainly to the cultural and social fields, and to
some extent to the economic. Not once was there a chance to hold a
party congress or public mass meeting. The political opportunities
were limited to occasional meetings of the presiding committee to
discuss issues of the moment. Its president, Janos Esterhazy, was the
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sole Hungarian member of the Slovak legislature, where he managed
to raise Hungarian grievances from time to time and ask for them
to be remedied. He also sought out the Hungarian government on
several occasions to request help in persuading the Slovak authorities
to reduce the pressure on the Hungarian minority.

Among the most important achievements of the party was to build
up a network of Hungarian Houses and to give welfare assistance
to poor Hungarian families. The Hungarian Houses set up in cities
with a Slovak majority became centers of minority social life and
were central to maintaining the national awareness and preserving
the traditions of scattered Hungarian communities.?

Despite strong German and Slovak pressures, joined after October
1944 by pressure from Hungary’s Arrow-Cross, Esterhazy rejected
the idea of reorganizing his party on National Socialist lines. So
the Hungarian Party managed to retain its conservative, Christian
socialist character within the frames of the fascist Slovak state.
Esterhazy was also active in assisting the persecuted Jews. His was
the sole vote in the Slovak legislature on May 15, 1942, against a
constitutional act on deportation of the Jewish population.

After the Arrow-Cross seizure of power, Esterhazy was arrested
in Budapestin December 1944 and forced to resign as party president,
although his party re-elected him on February 3, 1945. In the final
days of World War 11, the Gestapo issued a warrant for his arrest
and he went into hiding. However, he was arrested in the spring of
1945 by the returning Czechoslovak authorities and handed over to
the Soviet military authorities. He was then taken off to the Soviet
Union along with several other leaders of the Hungarian Party and
other members of the Bratislava intelligentsia.?

In practice, the cultural life of the Hungarian minority in the
Slovak Republic also became confined to the Hungarian Party. There
was no state-level institution or budgetary support whatsoever.
Almost all the associations outside Bratislava were closed. Only the
Toldy Circle and Béla Bartok Choral Society,” established several
decades before, could continue in the capital. The minority’s most
important cultural organization, the Slovakian Hungarian Cultural
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Association,? had been founded in 1925. Its activity was banned in
the spring of 1939 and it was only permitted to reopen in a highly
restricted form in 1942, when the presidency was taken by Count
Mihaly Csaky, vice-president of the Hungarian Party.?

In the spring of 1939, there were two daily papers (the
Hungarian Party’s Uj Hirek and the privately owned Esti Ujsdg),
a cultural journal (Magyar Minerva) and a few provincial weeklies
to serve the Hungarian minority. Magyar Minerva closed in 1939
and the provincial papers not long afterwards, while the two dailies
were banned on the grounds of reciprocity in 1941. However, a
Slovak daily paper began to appear in Hungary and two Hungarian
papers were allowed again in Slovakia in December 1941: the daily
Magyar Hirlap and the weekly Magyar Néplap, both published by
the Hungarian Party. These were published until the Arrow-Cross
came to power in the autumn of 1944. The Hungarian press otherwise
consisted of a few Catholic papers. Finally, the German authorities
in Bratislava permitted the appearance of a National Socialist daily,
the Magyar Szo, in February and March 1945,

The number of schools teaching in Hungarian was not sufficient
either. According to the law, the presence of 30 school-age children
was enough to get permission for starting a minority school, but
the authorities refused on countless occasions to found a Hungarian
school even though the legal requirements for doing so were met.
Reciprocity was again the excuse in 1939-1941 for closing several
Hungarian middle schools, including the Hungarian teachers’
training college in Bratislava and the Ursuline Order’s civil school
for girls. So in the 1941-1942 school year, the Hungarians of Slovakia
had 35 elementary schools, one civil school, one gymnasium, one
four-year commercial academy, one two-year trade school and one
specialist school for women’s occupations.?®
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The Banat (Eniké A. Sajti)

The Banat (Bansag) is a term for the parts of the old Hungarian
counties of Krass6-Szorény, Temes and Torontal lying between the
Rivers Mures (Maros), Tisa (Tisza) and Danube, and the Carpathian
Mountains. It was never a separate political unit. Under the
Versailles peace treaties, the Banat was divided between Romania
and the Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom (later Yugoslavia), with a
small corner of Torontal (the Tisza-Maros confluence) remaining
in Hungary.

Despite earlier German promises, the Banat was not reannexed
to Hungary in April 1941, but occupied by German troops. The
German government’s excuse was the need to avoid a clash between
Hungary and Romania, a rival claimant to the region. There were
also fears of domestic crisis in Romania, which had just suffered
major territorial losses (of Northern Transylvania to Hungary and
Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina to the Soviet Union). Then there
were military considerations, as the occupation of the Banat gave
Berlin control over important routes such as the railway between
Smederovo and the Danube, the confluence of the Danube and the
Tisa, and the stretch of the Danube along the Romanian border. The
German-Italian agreement on the division of Yugoslavia, signed on
April 24,1941, in the Imperial Hotel, Vienna, promised the Banat to
Hungary, but kept it under German military occupation. Yugoslavia
was divided into German and Italian spheres of influence, with 98,572
of the 247,542 square kilometers forming the Independent Croatian
State. Most of Slovenia fell to Germany, while the province of
Ljubljana became an Italian zone of occupation. Italy received most
of the Adriatic sea coast and an enlarged Montenegro. Italian troops
also occupied parts of Yugoslavia adjacent to Albania. Bulgaria was
granted part of Macedonia (28,250 square kilometers). Backa and
the Baranja Triangle went to Hungary without conditions. Hungary
undertook to hold talks with Croatia and Germany on the future
of Medimurje and Prekmurje, but in the event simply occupied
them. The Banat was assigned to Hungary in principle, but with
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a proviso that it would remain under German military occupation
for an indefinite period. Additionally, Hungary was promised a free
port on the Dalmatian coast. Serbia was largely confined to its 1912
borders, under German occupation.*

According to German figures, the ethnic structure of the Banat
in 1941 was as follows: 295,000 Serbs, 120,000 Germans, 95,000
Hungarians, 70,000 Romanians, 18,000 Slovaks and 4,000 Jews.
Hungarian figures put the number of Banat Hungarians at 108,732.

So the Germans prevented any advance of Hungarian troops
into the Banat, and the plans for a Hungarian military administration
were shelved. The Banat Germans held a rally at Pancevo on April
20, 1941 (Hitler’s birthday) to demand that an autonomous Danubian
German state be formed out of Backa, the Banat and Srem. This
would have proclaimed its accession to the Third Reich. But the
German government did not support the idea, in the light of the
Hungarian and Romanian territorial demands and the region’s
ethnic composition. The Hungarian government, confident that the
Banat would be reannexed later, tried from the outset to stop ethnic
Hungarians from being eased out of the administration. An attempt
was also made to persuade Berlin to allow trained officials to be sent
into the Banat from Hungary, but this was rejected by the German
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, saying that the local Hungarians
were demanding more official posts than their proportion in the
population justified. The collaborationist government of Milan
Nedi¢ in Belgrade issued an order on October 23, 1941, curbing the
participation of Banat Hungarians in public administration, which
elicited a protest from the Hungarian government. For instance,
none of the posts of mayor in the five cities went to a Hungarian.
As aresult of continuing Hungarian protests, the ethnic proportions
in official posts were revised at the end of October, with the result
that Hungarians were appointed as prefects of two districts and as
a mayor of one city. The privileged position of the Germans was
unchanged and their role in the economy was enhanced, as the
Banat became an important German economic bridgehead to the
Balkans. The failure of Budapest’s endeavors became apparent with
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the dismissal of Hungarians who had taken jobs in local authorities
after the collapse of Yugoslavia, hoping for an early move in by the
Hungarian army. In Veliki Beckerek, for instance, local Hungarian
officials and employees were dismissed in mid-April with Germans
appointed in their stead, and the laying off of Hungarian employees
and workers from factories in the city also began. The Serbs in
the Banat villages with a Serb majority did not lose their lower-
ranking jobs there. The German, Hungarian, Romanian and Serbian
languages were all given official status.™

On June 5, 1941, the German occupation forces decided without
consulting the Hungarians to annex the territory to Serbia, with a
separate administrative status. An “auxiliary ban” was appointed
over it, in the person of a Banat German leader, Josef-Sepp Lapp.
His responsibilities included the internal affairs of the Banat and
directing four new administrative departments, whose heads, all
Germans, were appointed formally by the collaborationist Milan
Ac¢imovi¢, prime minister and minister of the interior of Serbia.
Under an agreement signed by the German occupation forces
and the Serbian government, the ethnicity of the district, city and
parish heads was to match the local ethnic proportions, but the key
positions in the economy were to be held by Germans, in the light
of the importance of the Banat economy to the German war effort.
When a new administrative structure was introduced for Serbia
on December 18, 1941, the Banat became one of the country’s 14
districts (okrug), although still separated from the rest by a customs
barrier. Thereafter a deputy to the auxiliary ban was chosen from the
Hungarian minority, first Ferenc Jeszenszky, then Béla Botka from
1943 onwards. However, a report from the Hungarian Consulate-
General in Belgrade suggests that there were attempts to isolate the
Hungarian deputy auxiliary bans, leaving them unable to do their
jobs.

After some shilly-shallying, the Banat Hungarian Public
Education Association® was allowed to operate under Tibor Tallian,
and then under Ferenc Jeszenszky, the former assistant to the auxiliary
ban. The respected community leader and former Yugoslav senator
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Imre Varady was also elected onto the board. The association operated
at first as part of the Hungarian Public Education Association in the
Southern Region. On German initiative, the name was later changed
to the Hungarian Public Education Association in the Danube Region,
ostensibly to distance it further from Hungary.

The Hungarian Public Education Association was the only
cultural and representative organization for the Banat Hungarians.
It successfully intervened, for instance, in the interest of the non-
Jewish Hungarians and prevented taking them for labor service in
Serbian mines, having them serve in the Banat instead. It was also a
determining factor in the post-war fate of the Banat Hungarians that
the association aborted a plan for the establishment of a 500-man
partisan force among the Banat Hungarians that was to have worn
German uniforms and have been under German command.*

In the 1942-1943 school year, there were state elementary
schools teaching in Hungarian in 84 Banat communities, while 32
had a Hungarian-language kindergarten. Hungarian was also the
language of instruction in four private gymnasia, two eight-grade
higher gymnasia and six four-grade lower gymnasia, with a total
of 900 students, as well as a commercial and a higher elementary
school, and seven private boarding schools, including the reopened
College of Our Lady in Veliki Beckerek, about which there were
several disagreements during the Royal Yugoslav period. The
Hungarian schools suffered severe shortages of teaching staff, and
a disproportionately high number of instructors were untrained.
These shortages were eventually eased by bringing in teachers from
Hungary.

The relations of the Banat Hungarians and Germans had their
grotesque aspect, illustrated by the case of a consignment of school
uniforms sent to the Banat from Budapest. The German military
command refused to distribute them until the braid on them was
removed, arguing that it would only lead to scuffles between
Hungarian and German students. But the customs office did not
have enough hands to remove the braid, and the uniforms remained
in bond for two years.
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Land was not taken from Hungarians when the Yugoslav land
reform was reversed in the Banat, but the expropriated South Slav
lands were redistributed only to Germans. The Jewish lands were
not parceled out, but placed under Reich administration to supply
the German army.

The Jews of the Banat suffered immediate severe reprisals
when the territory was occupied. They were deprived of all legal
rights and dismissed from business jobs, and their property was
confiscated. They could not hold any public office or even use the
sidewalks of city streets. In August 1941, they were herded into a
relocation center and sent out for annihilation. Only a few hundred
of them returned after the Holocaust.3*

Yugoslav partisans and units of the Soviet Army entered the
Banat at the beginning of October 1944. By the autumn, the partisan
commander-in-chief, Josip Broz Tito, had set up his command in
the small Banat city of \rSac, where he ordered Yugoslav military
rule to be imposed on the Banat, Backa and Baranja on October 17.

The German Reich: Burgenland (Gerhard Baumgartner)

The National Socialist movement was already a significant political
force in Burgenland by the 1930s. Although illegal in Austria since
1934, the National Socialist Party (Nationalsozialistische Deutsche
Arbeiterpartei, NSDAP), had many sympathizers and members
among the Hungarian-speaking and Croatian-speaking inhabitants
as well.® Two days before the March 12, 1938, Anschluss, the
National Socialists of Burgenland held rallies in the Croatian and
Hungarian languages, emphasizing the point that their ideology was
aimed principally against the Jews and the Gypsies. The festivities at
Oberwart to welcome the entry of the Germans featured Hungarians
on horseback wearing Hungarian costume. When it came to the
April plebiscite designed to legitimize the Anschluss, the Hungarian-
inhabited villages joined the rest of the Ostmark (former Austria) in
voting over 99 percent in favor of confirming the annexation to the
Reich. The Evangelical pastor at Siget in der Wart, who objected to
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the open voting system, was branded a communist and dismissed
by his congregation. When NSDAP headquarters in Berlin called
for the exclusion of non-German members from the party, the party
head in Burgenland refused to carry out the instruction, saying that
if he did so, the party would cease to exist in Oberwart, as everyone
there was Hungarian.®

The province of Burgenland was itself disbanded on April 14,
1939. The Northern and Central Burgenland districts joined the new
Gau Niederdonau (Lower Danube) and the Southern Burgenland
district of Gau Steiermark (Styria).

By then, the National Socialists in 1938 had expelled the
Jewish inhabitants, numbering some 4,000, and confiscated all their
property. Most of the Jews fled initially to Vienna, from where those
who were unable to obtain foreign visas were sent to concentration
camps after 1941.3” The Burgenland Jews never returned, and with
their expulsion the Hungarian-speaking community lost most of its
middle class and intelligentsia.

In 1939 the Nazi regime established a special concentration camp
for the Gypsies, at Lackenbach in Burgenland. Almost half the 9,000
Burgenland Gypsies were sent in 1941 to the Lodz ghetto in Poland,
while the rest were deported to the Auschwitz concentration camp in
1943. Only 900 of them survived the war.*® The Nazi extermination
of the Gypsies was a huge loss to the Hungarian-speaking community
in Burgenland, of which they accounted for about one sixth.

The Nazis disbanded all the hitherto independent civil
associations in the former territory of Austria, thus ending any
cultural activity in the Hungarian villages. An exception was
Oberwart’s Reformed Reading Circle, which was allowed to continue
under Church auspices in a restricted form. All the denominational
schools were expropriated after the Anschluss and continued as
state schools, which meant that teaching in Hungarian ceased.
As for the staff of the eight Hungarian-language denominational
schools, they were transferred to a German-speaking location,
prohibited from teaching, or expelled from the country. But when
Berlin proposed to deport the non-German-speaking minorities,
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this was strongly opposed by the authorities in Burgenland. The
German and Hungarian governments were actually negotiating on
a possible resettlement at the time, but the Hungarian government
never addressed the situation of the Burgenland Hungarians, on
which it had no specific information.

The papers of the Hungarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs include
only two reports on the position of the Burgenland Hungarians: one
by a Sopron university student, and one by a gymnasium student
from Hungary passing through. In 1942, the Political Department
of the Hungarian Prime Minister’s Office appointed Janos Almassy
of Bernstein to preside over the Hungarian associations in the
Ostmark. He produced a 14-point program demanding the revival
of Burgenland’s Hungarian elementary schools, bilingual place-
name signs, foundation of a Hungarian-language civil school at
Oberwart, and conclusion of a cultural treaty between Hungary and
the Third Reich. But there was no known practical effect of this, and
Almassy’s reports betray the fact that he was not conversant with
the situation in Burgenland. Another source, a 1944 report from the
Hungarian Consulate-General in Vienna, stated that it was hard to
judge the Burgenland situation from Vienna, and complained that it
did not interest Hungarian diplomacy in any case.*®

There was no express Hungarian resistance to the regime, but
huge numbers of Hungarians fell victim to Nazi persecution. Not
long after the Anmschluss, two prominent Christian Democratic
politicians — Ferenc Pronai, deputy mayor of Eisenstadt, and Imre
Faludy, prefect of Gussing — were taken off to the concentration
camp at Dachau. Anton von Gomodrey, from a noble family in
Bernstein, was arrested and ordered to leave the country. Ferenc
Rohonczy, a Lackenbach landowner who saved many Gypsies from
being sent to a concentration camp, had to flee to Hungary. The most
prominent victim among the Vienna Hungarians was Zsigmond
Varga, minister to the city’s Reformed congregation, who was in
touch with opposition circles in the German Churches. He was
reported by one of his own congregation, sent to the Mauthausen
death camp, and never returned.*
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Day laborers on the estates of Northern Burgenland generally
had ties with the social democratic or communist parties. About 700
took part in a 1939 strike for higher pay. They would visit nearby
villages at night to cut down the “Hitler oaks” planted to mark the
Anschluss and distribute the illegal communist paper. Seventeen
of those arrested were sentenced to prison, where two committed
suicide. The peasants, artisans, workers and public employees in the
underground resistance in Oberwart included some former NSDAP
sympathizers and members disillusioned with Nazism, including a
former head of the local branch. They collected money for acts of
resistance, listened to Entente radio stations, and are said to have
planned joint sabotage with Soviet parachutists. The group was
discovered in 1944. Five of the 21 members taken to Graz for trial
were executed.

Hungarian-inhabited villages all became bilingual under the
Third Reich. No more registries were kept in Hungarian; Hungarian
names were Germanicized in personal documents. An Austrian
citizen who received a passport in 1938 as Gyula Imre was later
issued with a travel document as Julius Imre.*

The Vienna Hungarians were in a different position from that
of those in Burgenland, as the Hungarian associations there were
not wound up. A Hungarian House was founded at the Consulate-
General under an agreement between the German and Hungarian
governments. The Nazis treated this as a foreign cultural institution
and did not interfere with its operation. The same applied to the
student associations in Graz, Innsbruck and Vienna, which were
funded by the Hungarian state, although Jewish members were
expelled. The Hungarian House produced a paper called Ertesits
until 1945.

Many of the 110,000 Jews in Vienna were Hungarian-speaking
or held Hungarian citizenship. They could turn to the Hungarian
Consulate for help during the Nazi persecutions. The most famous of
these was the composer Imre Kalman, who protested as a Hungarian
citizen against confiscation of his property.*?
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In the winter of 1944, Wehrmacht forces drove Hungarian labor
servicemen up to the Hungarian—Burgenland border, where they
were to build a defensive line for the Reich. These labor servicemen,
some already on death marches from Bor and other labor camps, were
starved and worked to death under inhuman conditions. Yet the system
of defenses failed to hold back the Soviet troops for even one day, and
the fleeing German forces took their labor service prisoners on death
marches further into the Reich. Those too exhausted, weakened or
sick to stand the pace were simply killed en masse, for instance on the
edges of Nickelsdorf, Rechnitz and Deutsch Schiitzen.”

The Soviet forces crossed the Hungarian border and occupied
Burgenland on March 29, 1945.
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IV. FROM THE END OF WORLD WAR I1
TO THE COMMUNIST TAKEOVER
1944-1948






1. HUNGARY AND THE SITUATION OF
THE HUNGARIAN MINORITIES IN 1945

LaszIlo Szarka

Under the post-World War 11 agreement between Stalin and Churchill
on Eastern European spheres of influence, formulated at Yalta in
February 1945, influence in Hungary was to be shared equally
between the Soviet Union and the West.! This became unrealistic,
as Hungary’s sovereignty was reduced by accelerated Sovietization
in the region in 1946. As for Hungarian minorities, the issue of them
became marginal in the Soviet sphere of influence.

Preliminary peace plans drafted by American and British
experts even went so far as to revise Hungary’s Trianon borders,?
but by the time that the peace conference began, nobody would
back the territorial corrections that the Hungarians included in
their draft. Representing the provisional Hungarian government
was Minister of Foreign Affairs Janos Gyongyosi, who signed
an armistice agreement with the main victorious powers: the
United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union. It meant
that Hungary conceded that the war was lost, and undertook to
disarm the German forces still on its soil, hand German assets
over to the Allies, intern German citizens, and contribute to the
war against Germany eight cavalry divisions commanded by the
Allied (Soviet) High Command.® Furthermore, Hungary “accepted
the obligation to evacuate all Hungarian troops and officials from
the territory of Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Rumania occupied
by her within the limits of the frontiers of Hungary existing on
December 31, 1937,” and “repeal all legislative and administrative
provisions relating to the annexation or incorporation into Hungary
of Czechoslovak, Yugoslav and Rumanian territory.” Under Article
19, the Vienna Awards of 1938 and 1940 were “declared to be null
and void.™ Hungary was to pay the Soviet Union $200 million,
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and Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia a total of $100 million over
six years in war reparations. The Allied Control Commission
established was chaired by General Kliment Voroshilov, representing
the Allied (Soviet) High Command, who signed the armistice on the
Allies’ behalf.

As the Eastern Front advanced across Romania, Czechoslovakia,
Yugoslavia, Hungary and Austria from August 1944 to May 1945,
the positions of the Hungarian minorities changed dramatically,
according to the armistice agreement. But the Soviet occupying
forces in Transcarpathia declared a state of emergency and would
not allow the Czechoslovak civilian regime to return, despite a
prior bilateral agreement. The de facto government there was
the Carpathian Ukrainian People’s Council, formed under Soviet
control in November 1944 to operate as a puppet government. In
the summer of 1945, the Hungarian government made a single timid
approach in relation to the parts of Transcarpathia with a Hungarian
majority. The Soviet military responded by extending to neighboring
areas of Hungary the deportation of Hungarian men already
underway in Transcarpathia.® In line with earlier undertakings by
President Edvard Bene$ and in the light of the situation produced by
the Soviet army, Czechoslovakia signed a treaty on June 29, 1945,
ceding Transcarpathia to the Soviet Union. Soviet rule and law were
introduced formally on January 22, 1946, through legislation by
the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, of which Transcarpathia
became part. Most of the ethnic Slovaks among the Transcarpathians
exercised their right to resettle under a Czechoslovak—Soviet option
agreement. Several hundred ethnic Hungarians sought likewise to
resettle in Hungary, but the rigid attitude of the Soviet authorities
meant that very few succeeded.®

There was a similar worsening in the position of the Hungarians
of Czechoslovakia. The government program adopted in KoSice
on April 5, 1945, sought to eliminate both the German and the
Hungarian minority, by depriving each of them of its rights and
setting about deporting each of them en masse to its respective
parent country.” The intention was to forestall a repetition of the
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Czechoslovak carve-up of 1938-1939 by forming a purely Slav
nation state. Bene$ issued a series of decrees making the position of
the Germans and Hungarians increasingly untenable. In Slovakia,
these decrees were often overlaid by orders of the Slovak National
Council establishing, for instance, people’s courts and a national
trusteeship. Discriminatory orders were also issued by the caretaker
commission acting for the provincial government of Slovakia and
by individual Slovak commissioners.

There followed a wave of deportations, forcible resettlement
and internment, along with accompanying deprival of political,
social and minority rights, which ultimately pushed Hungary into
negotiations in December 1945 about an exchange of population
promoted by Prague.® When negotiating, the government of Ferenc
Nagy tried to impede the Czechoslovak policies of depriving ethnic
Hungarians of their rights, resettling them, and forcing them to
assimilate. The bilateral agreement of February 27, 1946, was
seen as a move towards an international solution for the Upland
Hungarians.

Soviet military administration of Northern Transylvania was
followed on March 8, 1945, by a return to Romanian rule.’* Once
the Soviet-backed Groza government had formed, representation of
the Romanian Hungarians was taken over by the left-wing Hungarian
People’s Union, which committed itself to resolving the Hungarian
question within Romania. In Hungarian government circles, the main
aim of Groza’s policy towards the Hungarian minority was seen as the
attainment of Romania’s peace objectives, meaning that Bucharest
sought at all costs to reach prior agreement with Hungary. For this
purpose the Groza government exploited the Hungarian People’s
Union, whose leaders — Gyarfas Kurko, Edgar Balogh and Laszlo
Bényai — were influenced by Soviet undertakings and by the realities
of an East-Central Europe undergoing Sovietization to put their trust
in an “internationalist” solution within the framework of Romania.
Many contemporary observers in Transylvania and Hungary saw
such trust as ill-considered and submissive, but Banyai declared
the following: “The Realpolitik of the People’s Union has to be
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continued and adapted to the current situation, if we wish to protect
the interest of the Hungarian community correctly. Of course, the
People’s Union would react in the same way to a situation produced
by a possible change in the border.”*

The clearest alternative to the People’s Union approach was
one drawn up by Bishop Aron Marton, who pressed for the borders
to be drawn up in line with the demands of the Transylvanian
Hungarians. But this too failed, under the circumstances, to promote
the Transylvanian aims formulated in Budapest during the peace
preparations.t2

Official bodies in Hungary was at that time aware of the revenge
killings and other atrocities against Hungarians and Germans being
committed by Tito’s partisan army and OZNA (security agency,
the People’s Defense Department, Odeljenje za zastitu naroda) in
Yugoslavia, but not a single official document has survived that
expresses any protest by the Hungarian government against the high
number of Hungarian victims in Vojvodina in 1944-19451 Matyas
Rékosi, a government member and Communist Party general
secretary, had been born in Ada in Vojvodina. He held talks in the
summer and autumn of 1945 in Novi Sad, but no minutes of these
have survived. The minister of foreign affairs, Janos Gyodngyosi,
called only for an end to the internment of male Hungarians in
Vojvodina. The losses to the Hungarian community there were
compounded by the flight of over 65,000 of them to Hungary in
1944-1946, under the option arrangements. Of the many refugees,
the Hungarian government paid close attention only to the fate of
those who had been resettled in Bac¢ka from northern Bukovina two
years earlier and were being moved on to Hungary in April 1945.

Border issues and treatment of minority Hungarians were
important points as Hungary’s peace preparations began under
Istvan Kertész in June 1945. The experts involved gained detailed,
relatively accurate information on the atrocities against Hungarians
in neighboring countries. Also briefed regularly on the situations in
Vojvodina, the Upland and Transylvania was the head of the Roman
Catholic Church in Hungary, J6ézsef Mindszenty, archbishop of
Esztergom.*
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There was some possibility of adjusting the interwar borders
in Hungary’s favor at most with Romania and conceivably with
Slovakia (now part of Czechoslovakia again). The principle of
exchanging land holdings as well as inhabitants was advanced by
Minister of Foreign Affairs Gyongyosi mainly as a reaction to the
unilateral deportation ideas in Prague and Bratislava. The left-
wing Hungarians in Transylvania espoused the idea of integration
into Romania with minority rights. They countered the idea of a
wholesale transfer of Transylvania to Hungary, advanced by Bishop
Marton, with the idea of an ethnically based transfer of about 4,000
square kilometers.’

The Budapest government had no means whatsoever of
countering the authorities in Yugoslavia, but that does not excuse
the diplomatic silence over persecution of the Southern Region
Hungarians.'

The Hungarian government stance towards Yugoslavia and its
treatment of its Hungarian minority was influenced by three main
factors: (1) the memory of the “cold days” in northern Backa and the
uncertain picture received of the Serbian reprisals, (2) the relatively
restrained behavior of Tito towards Hungary, compared with that
of Bene$, and (3) the population exchange agreement based on the
“land with people” principle, which seemed more acceptable than
the unilateral transfer envisaged by Prague and Bratislava, with
mass internal exile and other measures to encourage departure.

From the outset, the Hungarian government addressed
a succession of submissions to the Great Powers and to the
Central Control Commission in Hungary on the grievances of
the Hungarian minorities in Czechoslovakia and Romania. An
official memorandum addressed to the Soviet government on July
2, 1945, requested that Moscow “intervene strongly in future with
the governments of the neighboring states to prevent persecution
of the indigenous Hungarian population there.”* The Hungarian
government spoke out most strongly against “the Hungarian
persecution in Czechoslovakia applying the most extreme fascist
measures,” because this was not only unacceptable to Budapest, but
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adanger to “friendly cooperation among the Danubian peoples.” The
note pointed out that the anti-Hungarian behavior of neighboring
countries was also endangering the position of the new Hungarian
democracy. Observing, and expecting the Soviets to play a role in
curbing, the anti-Hungarian atrocities that occurred in Northern
Transylvania, in the Székely Land, and also in parts of southern
Slovakia, the note also cited the principles behind the nationality
policies of Lenin and Stalin, socialism and pure democracy
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2. THE LOSSES OF HUNGARIAN MINORITIES
Mihaly Zoltan Nagy

The final days of World War II and the next couple of years were
marked in Central and Eastern Europe by forced migration on a
vast scale. This applied particularly to the Hungarian-speaking
populations of territories that had been reannexed to Hungary under
the First and Second Vienna Awards (parts of Czecho-Slovakia and
Northern Transylvania) or thereafter militarily (Transcarpathia,
Backa, the Baranja Triangle, Prekmurje and Pomurje).

The changesinthe legal position of these Hungarian communities
and the measures taken against them depended on several factors.
These were the current military situation, the minority policies of
neighboring governments, the international image of the Hungarian
minorities, new frameworks of national and international law to
protect minorities, post-war relations between the three victorious
powers, and not least the abilities and diplomatic scope for Hungarian
governments to assert their will.

By the summer of 1944, it was obvious militarily that the
Allies would win the war. Mass population flights began, alongside
resettlement measures taken by Hungarian military and civilian
authorities. The first wave consisted largely of Hungarian public
servants, above all those who had moved to annexed territories from
Trianon Hungary. Then came a much larger, disorganized flood of
refugees fleeing before the Red Army in the east and north and the
Yugoslavs in the south. In Northern Transylvania, almost 400,000
Hungarians escaped as the front advanced in the autumn of 19441
In the Southern Region, some 13,000—15,000 Bukovina Székely
(relocated by the Hungarian government in 1941 in place of Serb
settlers from southern Serbia brought in after World War I) fled
before the Yugoslav People’s Liberation Army and Tito’s partisans.

287



288  Minority Hungarian Communities in the 20th Century

Violent measures began to be taken in the autumn of 1944
by the governments of Hungary’s neighboring countries against
citizens of Hungarian origin, prompted in Czechoslovakia, Romania
and Yugoslavia mainly by a desire for a homogeneous nation state
(“pure Slav” in Czechoslovakia, “pure South Slav” in Yugoslavia,
and a “united national state” in Romania). Drastic steps were taken
to obtain this as soon as possible. Plans were drawn up by the
authorities in those countries to resettle or disperse Hungarians, as a
way of settling the minority question once and for all.2 Another blow
to the survival and legal status of minority Hungarian communities
was the fact that the principle of collective responsibility for the
war crimes of Hitler’s Germany and the outbreak of the war was
extended from the Germans to the Hungarians — in Czechoslovakia
throughout the period and in Yugoslavia from the autumn of 1944
to the spring of 1945.

The newly established civilian and military authorities cited
pacification as the reason for the internments, which mainly applied
to Hungarian men of military age (in Romania),® but affected all
Hungarians in some countries (Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia).*
With the Soviet authorities, the main motive was to provide free
foreign labor for industry and agriculture.® This participation by
alien citizens, which extended to whole ethnic groups, was seen
by Moscow as part of the reparations for war damage. The action
that came to be known in the Carpathian Basin as mdlenkij robot
(short work — as it is known in Hungarian history) was begun by the
Soviet military and security organizations on November 13, 1944,
Twenty thousand or more are estimated to have been rounded up
in Transcarpathia alone and deported to Soviet labor camps,® but
several thousand Hungarians were taken from eastern Slovakia
as well.” The Hungarian community in Transcarpathia underwent
a Sovietization that drastically reduced its numbers after the
Soviet—-Czechoslovak treaty of June 29, 1945, legitimized the Soviet
expansion and the Transcarpathian territory of the Ukrainian SSR
was officially established in 1946.
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The 15,000-20,000 rounded up in the Southern Region® and the
160 revenge Killings in Transylvania (far smaller in number but of
great psychological effect on the Hungarians) clearly had political,
power-related and social motives. Parties and governments were
seeking greater support among the majority nation at a time when
many sought revenge for real and perceived injuries under the
wartime Hungarian administration.

The legislative institutions in Czechoslovakia® had full support
from the bourgeois and left-wing (social democratic and communist)
parties in basing on the principle of collective responsibility several
measures that effectively outlawed the Hungarian and German
inhabitants.’® Deportations from southern Slovakia to the Czech
provinces and the Czechoslovak—Hungarian population exchange
greatly changed the territorial distribution of the Hungarians: that
is, both their proportion of the population in regions and sub-regions
and their social structure. Estimates of the size of the two waves
of deportation range from 42,000 to 60,000-100,000 Hungarians,
including women, children and old people.t* The enforced population
exchange that ensued between April 1947 and December 1948
moved 90,000 Hungarians into Hungary and 72,000 Slovaks into
Czechoslovakia. For the Hungarians of Slovakia this was coupled
with measures against property rights, such as expropriation of
land and confiscation of so-called alien property and deprival of
citizenship. The social declassing of the Hungarians coincided with
a “Re-Slovakization” campaign (in June 1946) aimed at changing
people’s social identity. This ostensibly voluntary campaign was
justified officially by the need to “re-Slovakize” Slovaks who had
become Hungarianized. Intimidation and hopes of escaping the
confiscation of their property caused 410,000 Hungarians to apply,
of whom 326,000 were officially reclassified as Slovaks.? The
Hungarians were excluded from the Czechoslovak elections of 1948
and began only in the following year to regain some of their civil
rights.

Meanwhile the Hungarians of the Southern Region and
Transylvania were encountering different minority policies and
norms of minority rights. The political elite of Tito’s Yugoslavia
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saw the Hungarian question solely in terms of power and political
interest. After its power had been consolidated, Belgrade began in
the spring of 1945 to seek a modus vivendi with the Hungarians:
the communist leadership would look after the Hungarian and
other minorities in exchange for their loyalty to the regime® The
Hungarians now had greater language rights and more schools
teaching in Hungarian than in the interwar period, but expropriations
on the grounds of wartime collaboration and the bias in the land
reform further reduced the economic potential of the Hungarian
community. The ethnic structure of the Hungarian-inhabited
regions was altered radically by the expulsion of the indigenous
Germans and a wave of settlement accompanying the land reform:
252,000 Serbs arrived in Vojvodina. In fact the forced and voluntary
movements of population led to a greater decrease in the Hungarian
minority of the Southern Region than had occurred after World
War I. Some 84,800 Hungarian-speaking inhabitants of Vojvodina
were deported or fled to Hungary. The 1946 Yugoslav—Hungarian
agreement on population exchange was never implemented, but the
Southern Region Hungarians in any case lost their intelligentsia and
middle class.**

The Hungarian question first appeared in Romania in the autumn
of 1944 as one of state security and administration. Then, as the ter-
ritorial dispute between Romania and Hungary came to a head, the
Hungarian question became expressly one of security policy, and the
policy line, legal measures and treatment of the minorities developed
accordingly. Although the administration declared itself to be friend-
ly toward the minorities, it introduced a number of measures detri-
mental to the Hungarians. Rather than resting on the principle of na-
tional affiliation, these established a special status. For instance, the
legislation on the land reform introduced the concept of refugees and
“absentees.” The enabling order setting up the Financial Office for
the Administration and Supervision of Enemy Property (CASBI)®
established a category of “putative enemy,” which meant that proper-
ty was confiscated mainly from members of the Hungarian minority.
But the representatives of the Communist Party were interested also
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in the idea of resettling 400,000-500,000 Hungarians in Hungary,
in line with plans drawn up during World War II, on the grounds
that these Hungarians had moved into Northern Transylvania from
Trianon Hungary during the 1940-1944 period of Hungarian rule.
The Romanian proposal for such resettlement by interstate agree-
ment was rejected by Moscow, but the 1949 census returns for
Hungary register more than 134,000 persons of Romanian origin,
who had left their homes voluntarily or been forced to do so."

The people’s courts in countries in the Soviet zone became a
means of legitimizing the new political elite and furthering the day-
to-day policies of the new regimes. War-crime charges were used
as a pretext for intimidating Hungarians and forcing them to leave
the countries neighboring Hungary, where the authorities hastened
to investigate crimes committed by the Hungarian military and
civilian authorities as evidence that the policy of territorial revision
had had (ostensibly) inhuman consequences. The court sentences
in such cases included expropriation of the whole property of those
convicted.

Nor were the minorities in the region assisted by the new
frameworks of international law for minority protection. For the
Great Powers agreed after the war to wind up the minority protection
system established under the auspices of the League of Nations,
taking the view that the commitment to universal respect for human
rights would suffice to protect the minorities as well.’® The result
was that the minorities were left defenseless.

The voluntary and constrained migrations after World War 11
caused substantial changes to the ethnic patterns, distributions and
proportions of the Hungarian community in the Carpathian Basin.
By the end of 1946, 267,430 persons from neighboring countries
had settled in or been deported to Hungary. The 1949 census returns
show an even gloomier picture, with 367,000 inhabitants of Hungary
declaring themselves as refugees from neighboring countries.*®* The
return to Hungary of civilians and military personnel deported to the
Soviet Union began in 1946. Another factor reducing the proportion
of Hungarians in neighboring countries was the mass deportation
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of Jews carried out in the final stages of World War II, when almost
320,000 Jews identifying themselves as Hungarian were sent to the
death camps from Transcarpathia, Northern Transylvania, Upper
Hungary and the Southern Region. The declassing of the Hungarian
minority speeded up during the war and its social structure changed
radically, as the landowning and high and middle bourgeois strata
were lost. The processes were compounded by the introduction
of the economic system of state socialism, when nationalization
and collectivization dealt a fatal blow to the ownership structure
of the Hungarian minorities. Thereafter, the prevention of ties
with Hungary, the elimination of minority private and collective
property, and policies of assimilation meant that reproduction of
minority culture and identity was at the mercy of the Communist
Parties and the state-creating nation. The end of private ownership
and constitutional government left it impossible to operate a separate
system of minority institutions. The minority policies of the four
countries concerned were also affected by the disappearance of the
German and Jewish communities, leaving the Hungarians as the
single substantial target.
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3 CASE STUDIES
Romania (Csaba Zoltan Novdk)

On August 23, 1944, the historical parties in Romania (the
National Liberal and National Peasants’ Parties) managed to
oust the military dictatorship of lon Antonescu and bail out of
the war, through a coup headed by King Michael. This move and
the September 12 armistice with the Allied Powers (the United
States, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom) was backed by
the National Democratic Bloc initiated by the Social Democrats
and Communists, which joined the new government, headed until
December 2 by General Constantin Sandtescu, which otherwise
consisted mainly of military men.! Meanwhile the Transylvanian
Hungarians returned to active politics through the Hungarian
People’s Union formed on October 16, 1944, in Brasov, with the
author Gyarfas Kurko as its first president.?

The historical parties and the Romanian administration
returning to Northern Transylvania treated the Hungarian and
German populations there as war criminals. The legislation that
established the Administration and Supervision of Enemy Property
(CASBI) meant that very large numbers of Hungarians and
Germans lost their wealth. All those who had fled to or resettled
in Hungary from Northern Transylvania or Romanian territory
before the Hungarian—-Romanian armistice agreement of September
12 had their entire property sequestered by CASBI. The law
was detrimental to Hungarian citizens and businesses and to
assets of the Hungarian state in Northern Transylvania and
Romania. A campaign was launched in the autumn of 1944 against
cooperatives owned by the Hungarian community, some of which
were placed under CASBI supervision on the grounds that they
had received funding from the Hungarian state. There were severe
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consequences from a resolution passed at the Bucharest congress of
cooperatives in 1945, forbidding the formation of cooperatives on
ethnic grounds. This left the Hungarian cooperatives with no option
but to join the state cooperative center in July 1947.3

The fears of the Hungarian community were raised by atrocities
committed by “volunteers,” luliu Maniu’s paramilitary Guardists,
and the gendarmerie. Volunteer units formed originally to ensure
law and order behind the front set out for the Sz¢kely Land to destroy
rumored secret arsenals. Volunteers from Brasov arrived in the
Sfantu Gheorghe district in the second half of September to sack and
pillage several villages and mistreat their inhabitants. Eleven people
in Aita Seaca were slaughtered. The Guardist trail of destruction had
reached Gheorgheni before it was ended by the military command of
the Red Army, which occupied Northern Transylvania in the autumn
of 1944.* Even more serious than the volunteers’ atrocities was the
herding of many Hungarians into internment and labor camps at
Targu Jiu, Focsani and Feldioara, where the inhuman treatment and
conditions led to the loss of several thousand lives.®

The Romanian—Hungarian incidents prompted the Soviets
in November 1944 to expel the Romanian administration from
Northern Transylvania on security grounds. News of the atrocities
also reached foreign countries. The Romanian government’s
response was to set up a Ministry of Minority Affairs and devise
a minority charter that was an advance on the arrangements before
the war, except that its implementation was blocked by Romanian
officials.

Pressure from the Soviet-backed Romanian Communist Party
made for a political situation in which the Sanétescu and ensuing
Radescu governments soon succumbed to crises that the left wing,
led by the communists, employed to gain further key governmental
and administrative positions. By March 6, 1945, the political
situation was so dire and Soviet pressure was so strong that King
Michael — blackmailed over the future of Transylvania — agreed to
a government headed by Petru Groza of the communist-influenced
Ploughmen’s Front. The historical parties went into opposition, but
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Romanian administration of Transylvania was restored, although
the new regime promised full equality for all national groups
in Romania. The first move in this direction was to replace the
expression “minority” with “nationality” — in other words national
community — in line with the terminology of national delimitation
(pasmeacesanue) introduced in Soviet Russia in 1917. There was a
favorable turn in education, with an independent Hungarian education
directorate operating until 1948, issuing its own textbooks and a
separate syllabus for Hungarians. Almost 100 percent of Hungarian
schoolchildren were able to study in their native language, and several
Hungarian institutes of higher education received permits to operate,
including the Bolyai University in Cluj and the Institut Medicine-
Pharmacy in Targu Mures.® But this educational autonomy for
the Hungarians was provisional. It earned the Groza government
support from the Hungarian People’s Union. Most Hungarians had
hopes up to the time of the peace negotiations that the Great Powers
would allow some territorial concessions to Hungary. The Union
leaders at a meeting in Targu Mures in November 1945 issued a
statement as follows: “The nationality question in Transylvania is
not a border question.” The statement had no effect on the Great
Powers dealing with the final delineation of the border, which in
practice restored the Trianon borders, causing outrage among the
Hungarian public in Transylvania.’

Although the Groza government’s policy towards the
Hungarians had some positive aspects, it proved to be ambivalent
in many respects. The Hungarians were adversely affected by the
land reform. It was aimed at “landowners” with over 50 hectares,
but the legislation included other categories that were to be
deprived of their holdings: those residing beyond the country’s
borders, as well as “collaborators” (with the Hungarian wartime
administration) and “fugitives.” These categories were ill-defined
and were applied in practice exclusively to Romanian citizens of
Hungarian or German “nationality,” based on simple declarations.
The effect in many mixed communities was the tendency for
local land distribution committees, consisting of Romanians, to
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confiscate the property of Hungarians. It emerges from the 1946
report from the Ministry of Agriculture that 87 percent of all land
confiscated in Cluj County had been Hungarian-owned, but only
35 percent of those granted land were Hungarian.®

Another Hungarian grievance was legislation that only
recognized the Romanian citizenship of Northern Transylvanian
residents who had been domiciled in Romania before the Second
Vienna Award of 1940 and who were Romanian citizens under the
law applicable at that time.

The general elections of November 19, 1946, had great importance
for the country: there was obvious ballot-rigging behind the 84.58
percent of the votes that went to a so-called Bloc of Democratic Parties
formed by the communists, consisting of the Romanian Communist
Party, the Social Democratic Party, Tatarescu’s Liberal Party, the
Ploughmen’s Front, the People’s Party and the Alexandru faction
of the Peasants’ Party. The Hungarian People’s Union received 7.22
percent. The communists markedly strengthened their position in
the new Groza government and began to strive for exclusive power,
increasing their attacks on the opposition and using so-called salami
tactics to squeeze out their coalition partners. The communists were
able gradually to eliminate, one by one, their political opponents
and the organizations ostensibly allied with them.®

The Romanian Communist Party set about obtaining a monopoly
of state power by methods paralleled in several other Soviet bloc
countries at that time. The National Peasants’ Party was shaken
in July 1947 by the arrest and imprisonment of Iuliu Maniu. The
National Liberal Party became moribund during the same summer.
Having decapitated and eliminated the historical parties, the
communists turned on their coalition partners. By the end of the year,
the Hungarian People’s Union, as the organization representing the
interests of the country’s Hungarians, had become little more than a
formality. Its county and central leaderships were reorganized and
its main institutions moved in June from Cluj to Bucharest, which
much reduced their effectiveness. Several intellectuals previously
prominent in the Union and on the Hungarian cultural scene in
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Transylvania were arrested in the period between 1948 and 1952
and spent years in prison.?

The final stage in the communist takeover came with the abdica-
tion of King Michael on December 30, 1947. The Romanian People’s
Republict* was proclaimed on the same day. Victory for a National
Democratic Front (consisting of the communists and their allies)
was engineered in general elections held in March 1948, as was a
February merger of the Romanian Communist Party and the Social
Democratic Party, to form the Romanian Workers’ Party. Parliament
and the government issued a string of measures in 1948 that consoli-
dated absolute political and economic power for the communists un-
der the label of proletarian dictatorship. Large-scale industrial, min-
ing, insurance and transport companies underwent nationalization in
June. Under a reform of education and schools in August, the Church
schools were nationalized to ensure a communist monopoly over the
ideological education of young people. The surge of nationalization
also swept away the Hungarians’ autonomous economic and cultural
institutions. These measures seemingly applied to the whole popula-
tion alike, but the loss of civil institutions was especially grave for the
minorities, in the light of their role in preserving their national aware-
ness, whereas the national identity of the majority nation was still
furthered by the state. Also founded in 1948 was the Securitate, an
enhanced system of secret police modeled under the direction of its
Soviet counterpart, the NKVD (People’s Commissariat for Internal
Affairs, Narodnyj komissariat vautrennyh del). That was followed
by replacement of the police force and gendarmerie with a uniform
militia. In 1949, full communist control over local administration was
gained through a system of people’s councils.??

Czechoslovakia (4rpdd Popély)

The World War II émigré community headed by Edvard Benes
laid the blame for Czechoslovakia’s break-up in 1938-1939 on the
Germans and the Hungarians. The intention of what came to be
recognized as a government-in-exile by the Allies was to deport



300 Minority Hungarian Communities in the 20th Century

the German and Hungarian minorities after the war and create a
Slav nation state. But the idea of chasing the Hungarians from their
Upland homes as the front advanced was thwarted by the course
that the war took. The Czechoslovak leadership also failed to obtain
endorsement from the Great Powers for displacing the Hungarians or
to have the January 20, 1945, armistice with Hungary stipulate that
the Hungarian population should be expelled from Czechoslovakia.
All that it stated was that administrative officials sent in during the
period of Hungarian rule were to be withdrawn.

While diplomatic moves to expel the Germans and Hungarians
took place, legislation aimed at the two minorities was also being
prepared. The first measures to deprive them of their rights came
during the Slovak national uprising that broke out at the end of
August 1944, when the Slovak National Council heading it issued an
order dissolving Slovakia’s Hungarian Party, led by Janos Esterhazy,
and placing restrictions on education and religious services in
Hungarian and German.

What became the basis and source of reference for measures
against the minorities was the KoSice Program, adopted on April
5, 1945, by the new government of the Social Democrat Zdenck
Fierlinger. Chapter V111 cited the principle of collective guilt in favor
of depriving the Germans and Hungarians of their Czechoslovak
citizenship, while Chapter X covered their responsibility and
punishment, Chapters X and XI expropriation of their property, and
Chapter XV closure of their schools.

Publication of the program was followed by a stream of
presidential decrees, acts of Parliament, and orders of the Slovak
National Council, placing the Hungarian and German minorities
beyond the protection of the law. The presidential action of most
consequence was Constitutional Decree No. 33 of August 2, 1945,
depriving both targets of their citizenship. Other orders announced
confiscation of the property of the Hungarians and Germans,
dissolution of Hungarian associations, dismissal of Hungarians
from their jobs, withdrawal of their pensions and state benefits,
and expulsion of them from universities and colleges and from
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local government national committees and political parties. The
Hungarians were deprived of the vote. Hungarian schools were
closed. Use of the Hungarian language in public life was forbidden,
as were publication and importation of Hungarian books and
newspapers. In several places, use of Hungarian in public places
was also banned. Hungarians were not allowed to own radios. They
could be ejected from their housing or obliged to do public work at
any time.®

The authorities closed the Hungarian schools in the spring
of 1945, and thereafter not a single Hungarian school operated in
Czechoslovakia until the autumn of 1948. This left about 100,000
Hungarian children unable to study in their native language. Even in
purely Hungarian villages only Slovak schools operated, and many
were left with no school at all, with the result that illiteracy became
rife among Hungarian children, even at the age of ten or older.
The teaching of Hungarian could only be continued illegally by
volunteers — dismissed Hungarian teachers and priests prepared to
risk official reprisals. Some middle school students would regularly
cross the closed border to continue their studies in Hungary.

The gravest action was taken in Bratislava, where several
thousand Hungarians were interned on May 3, 1945, at a camp in
Petrzalka. At the same time, the armistice terms were cited as the
reason for arresting, interning and deporting Hungarians who had
arrived in other parts of Slovakia since November 1938. According to
Czechoslovak figures, this had been inflicted on 31,780 Hungarians
by the end of June 1945, each being allowed to take with them only
baggage weighing up to 50 kilograms.*4

The United Kingdom and the United States refused at
the Potsdam Conference of July—August 1945 to countenance
unilateral deportation of Czechoslovakia’s Hungarian minority of
more than 600,000, although they agreed to the expulsion of the
German minority of 3.5 million. The government then sought to rid
Czechoslovakia of its Hungarians by forcing a population exchange
on Hungary. The agreement signed in Budapest on February
27, 1946, by the Hungarian minister of foreign affairs, Janos
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Gyongyosi, and the Czechoslovak state secretary for foreign affairs,
Vladimir Clementis, allowed for as many Slovakian Hungarians
to be removed to Hungary as Hungarian Slovaks volunteered for
settlement in Czechoslovakia. Czechoslovakia was also empowered
to unilaterally deport Hungarians who had been declared war
criminals by the Slovak people’s courts.”®

That encouraged the Slovak people’s courts to fabricate
thousands of charges. Of the 8,055 persons condemned by the courts
up to the end of 1947, 4,812 (over 60 percent) were Hungarians. By
establishing that the Hungarian minority was guilty of war crimes,
the authorities hoped to justify the confiscations and deportations.
The severest sentence was passed on Janos Esterhazy, who was
condemned to death by the Slovak National Court in Bratislava in
September 1947. (The sentence was not carried out, as Esterhazy
had been taken prisoner by the Soviets in 1945. On his extradition in
1950, it was remitted to life imprisonment.) The biggest of what often
became mass trials was the Kosice trial, in which several hundred
Hungarians were sentenced to imprisonment and full confiscation of
their property in August 1946.

Under such circumstances, the Hungarian government would
not agree to begin the population exchange until forced to do so
by Czechoslovakia, which began to impose a policy of internal
resettlement on its Hungarian population, this meaning deportation
to the Czech provinces, justified by their shortage of labor and by
the Bene$ decree No. 88. Such “recruitment of labor” began on
November 1946 and lasted until February 1947, and according to
official Czechoslovak records 41,666 Hungarians, including women,
children and the elderly, were deported to Czechoslovakia under
inhuman conditions in unheated freight cars. The property that they
left behind in Slovakia was expropriated and reassigned to Slovak
settlers.

Then came the population exchange, between April 12,
1947, and December 1948. Altogether 71,787 Slovaks resettled
in Czechoslovakia and 89,660 Hungarians were moved from
Czechoslovakia to Hungary. The Czechoslovak authorities tended
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to move wealthier Hungarians, and so there was a huge difference in
aggregate values of property left behind, the Slovaks from Hungary
abandoning 15,000 cadastral iold (8,500 hectares) of land and 4,400
dwellings, while the Hungarians from Slovakia left behind 160,000
hold (91,200 hectares) and 15,700 dwellings. Some 23,000 Slovaks
from other parts of Slovakia were also sent to southern Slovakia.
They and 47,000 local Slovaks together received 71,000 hectares of
confiscated land and 2,507 dwellings.

The post-war Czechoslovak government went further than
demanding the restoration of the Czechoslovak—Hungarian border
and resettlement of the Hungarian population. It also made further
territorial demands on Hungary at the Paris peace conference that
opened in July 1946. It sought to broaden the Bratislava bridgehead
on the south side of the Danube by annexing five Transdanubian
villages, arguing that this would help to protect the Slovak capital
from Hungarian artillery attack. In the event, the peace conference
awarded to Czechoslovakia only three of the five — Dunacsin
(Cunovo), Horvatjarfalu (Jarovce) and Oroszvar (Rusovee) — leaving
Rajka and Bezenye in Hungary.*®

Another move designed to reduce the size of the Hungarian
minority in Slovakia was the *“re-Slovakization” campaign
announced on June 17, 1946. This officially concerned former ethnic
Slovak families that had become Hungarian, but the volunteers
running the campaign made no secret of the fact that Hungarians
“re-Slovakizing” themselves would receive back their citizenship
and be immune from property confiscation and resettlement, while
those continuing to declare that they were Hungarians would remain
without legal rights. The none-too-surprising result of this was that
410,820 persons reclassified themselves as ethnic Slovaks, of which
326,679 were recognized as such.Y

Czechoslovakia did not manage to disperse the whole Hungarian
minority, but the resettlement of some Hungarians and the
importation of several hundred domestic and foreign Slovaks into
southern Slovakia brought about a big change in the ethnic structure
of what had been a homogeneous piece of Hungarian linguistic
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territory before the war. In addition, it left still visible marks on
the social and cultural structure of the Hungarians of Slovakia, for
those targeted were the urban bourgeoisie and intelligentsia who
traditionally had been the creators and vehicles of Hungarian culture,
along with owners of large and medium-sized rural landholdings.

The Soviet Union (Csilla Fedinec)

Transcarpathia belonged from 1945 to 1991 to the Soviet Union under
the official name of the Transcarpathian Territory (Zakarpatskaja
oblast’). A territory or oblast is a unit resembling a Hungarian
county, subdivided into districts or rayons (rajonov), with these
rayons further subdivided into communities (cities, towns and
villages). The region progressively became part of the Soviet system
from the start of military conquest in the autumn of 1944 until
conclusion of the international treaties at the end of 1945.

The Soviet-directed partisan activity that began in
Transcarpathia in 1943 was followed by military intervention in
September and October 1944. Heavier fighting took place before
the capture of the town of Chop, as the 18th Army on the Fourth
Ukrainian Front advanced northwest.

Three powers competed in the autumn of 1944 for control
over the region’s inhabitants: the local people’s committees, the
command of the Red Army and the returning Czechoslovak state
administration. The Soviet Union and Czechoslovakia had signed
agreements in 1941 and 1943 recognizing pre-war borders. Then
on May 8, 1944, it was decided that the Soviet armed forces should
hand liberated Czechoslovak territories over to the Czechoslovak
civilian authorities, but this was not done in Transcarpathia.
There the Soviet military backed preparations for a first congress
of the People’s Committees of Transc