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Hoare, in which he, in our opinion, seemed to 
have admitted that England and France being 
responsible for the arrangement reached in 1919, 
must be interested today in those alterations, which 
inexorable circumstances are now forcing upon the 
world: ” We are the Powers of Western Europe 
primarily responsible for the settlement of 1919. 
We are, therefore, together specifically interested 
in the modifications of the settlements which are 
now being made at the imperious bidding of time” . 
(See "Times“ , July 12, 1935.) We suppose that 
uttering these words Sir Samuel not only thought of 
political troubles, but also thought of the economic 
troubles, which the peace treaties have wrought 
upon the world.

In this belief of ours we are confirmed by 
the statements emanating from participants of the 
last Paris meeting of the International Chamber 
of Commerce, on which occasion it is said that 
the American delegate in unmistakable words
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pointed to the fact that the readjustment of 
currencies, radical changes in the tariff system, 
the abolition of the prevalent autarchtic economic 
system of all countries would not be sufficient to 
eliminate the real causes of the present world 
economic crisis, because one of the chief factors 
of the crisis goes back to the Peace Treaties and 
that their modification seems to be essential to 
the return of sane economics. In some quarters it 
was desired that no reference should be made to 
the Peace Treaties on the occasion of this meeting. 
No motion in this sense was consequently sub
mitted in Paris, but all members present must 
have realized how true and to the point the opinion 
thus expressed was and no hiding before that 
truth could detract from its moral value.

Let us hope that the peoples of the world 
shall not miss this, perharps their last opportunity, 
to listen to "the imperious bidding of time” and 
shall act accordingly.

i

TRANSYLVANIA AND THE DUALISM
1 8 4 8 — 1 9 1 8

by
E u g e n e  H o r v a t h  Ph. D. Professor at the University o f  Budapest

Dr. R. W. Seton-Watson, Masaryk-Professor of Central 
European History — at the University of London — wrote 
the history of the Rumanian nation from Emperor Trajan 
to the Trianon Treaty in English; under the title "History 
of the Roumanians" (Cambridge, 1934, University Press). 
On the Hungarian side appears the work of Eugen 
Horvath, Professor at the University of Budapest, under the 
title "Transylvania and the History of the Rumanians" — 
in which the author intends on the one hand to set in its 
proper perspective the place occupied by the history of 
Transylvania in Hungarian history and in the history of 
the world. On the other hand he desires to examine the 
scientific value of the literature dealing with the Tran
sylvanian question published in recent years, the latest 
specimen of which is the book written by Dr. Seton- 
Watson. With the kind permission of the author, we here 
publish a chapter of his valuable work which deals with 
the Transylvanian Roumanian Question in the years 1867— 
1918.

The chapter devoted by Dr. Seton-Watson to 
the Dualism1 is a scientifically constructed condem
nation of the alleged persecution of the Rumanians. 
Its foundation-stone is the thesis that the Ausgleich 
of 1867 handed Austria over to the tyranny of the 
German, and Hungary to that of the Magyar mino
rity. This is not strictly accurate; for the compro
mise meant the reunion of a Magyar State which 
had been divided since the time of the Turkish 
conquest. That the percentage of Magyars in this 
State had been unfavourably diminished by the ex
tensive German colonization undertaken by the 
Vienna Government to fill the places of the Ma
gyars who had been uprooted by the Turks, made 
no difference to that fact. Three decades of peace
ful development were sufficient to establish the

1 Seton-Watson, op. cit, pp. 390—431.

Magyars in all their old strength. The trouble was 
not in the union but in the policy of the Magyar 
centralists, who had the upper hand at the time of 
the compromise. They imagined that if every citizen 
was given equal rights, that if nobody in Hungary 
—  consequently no Rumanian —  had fewer rights 
than the Magyars themselves, everyone would be 
happy. Disappointment came when they discovered 
that under the protection of universally conceded 
rights, endeavours furthering alien aims began to 
be organized, which, leaning on extraneous Powers, 
sought to break up Hungary's united political 
system.

Not until after the world war was it realized 
that Prince Charles of Rumania had, from the very 
first, been the motive power behind the movement 
which aimed at separating Transylvania from Hun
gary —  of course in order to gain possession for 
himself. As Dr. Seton-Watson in the chapter men
tioned above criticises the nationality policy of the 
Hungarian government, it is necessary to throw 
the light of historical impartiality upon the question 
as to where these separatist movements originated 
and found support.

It is no longer a secret that Charles of Ru
mania's policy in the years between 1866 and 1871 
v/as steered by Bismarck in the direction of the 
Russo-Prussian alliance. This explains the refe
rences to it which are to be found in the Vienna 
state Archives, in the protocols both of the Hun
garian and the joint Cabinet Councils and in the 
Archives of the Hungarian Government. (We find, 
for instance, the Rumanian Minister for Foreign
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Affairs informing his agent in Paris on the 5-th 
June 1867 that Condiano, a Rumanian officer, had 
left for Hungary with the knowledge and consent 
of the Rumanian Government, and had arrived 
safely in Budapest.2 As, however, the Hungarian 
Government had information from the Transyl
vanian authorities that Candiano was agitating 
among the Rumanians there, the Cabinet Council 
of the 22-nd July ordered him to be conveyed ,,in 
a decent manner” over the frontier.3 The Austrian 
and Hungarian Governments were seriously 
alarmed by Rumanian military preparations; in 
fact Rumanian troops were being concentrated on 
the Hungarian frontiers and serious incidents oc
curred. This induced Count Julius Andrassy, the 
Hungarian Prime Minister to draw Charles' atten
tion to Magyar-Rumanian joint interests which had 
apparently escaped him. At the beginning of 1869 
Bismarck seconded this, and advised Charles to 
come to an agreement with the Monarchy.4 In spite 
of this, however, Transylvania in the year 1869 
was thrown into consternation by the report that 
the Rumanian troops were preparing to invade the 
country.5 Francis Joseph himseif appealed to Char
les, who went to Vienna. But the imperial govern
ment had secret information that in spite of that 
visit Rumania was working to separate Eastern 
Hungary from the mother-country.6 Thereupon 
Napoleon warned Rumania against interfering with 
Transylvania.7 The warning was very necessary, 
for Jonel Bratianu, who spoke of a ,,Rumanian 
dagger in Transylvania's heart” was, even accord
ing to the Rumanians themselves, in the service of 
Russian interests.8

These Russian interests involved Rumania 
in the Russo-Turkish war of 1877— 1878, in which 
she lost Bessarabia. We cannot here go into the 
details: it: will suffice to say that because of the 
Russo-Rumanian action Transylvania had to be 
reinforced. It is true that the Rumanians them
selves became aware of the danger which lurked 
in an alliance with Russia, and that the Rumanian 
press quite unexpectedly pointed to the conclu
sion of an alliance with Hungary as the task 
awaiting Rumanian policy. But in the same year, 
maps on which the river Tisza marked as the 
western boundary of Rumania9 were introduced 
into Rumanian school books, and Rumanian agents 
appeared once more among the Rumanian of 
Transylvania and the Banate.

Rumania became an independent State in 
1878 and a kingdom in 1881. It is an open secret 
that the programme of the Rumanian National 
Party in Hungary and Transylvania in 1881 was 
drafted in Bucarest with the knowledge and con
sent of Charles, and that the demand for Transyl

2 N. Jorga, Correspondance diplomatique roumaine sous 
le roi Charles I-er, 1866—80, pp. 20—21, Paris, 1923.

3 For details see E. Horvath, Magyar diplomacia, 1815— 
1918, pp. 112 and 183— 184. Budapest, 1928.

4 1869. February 2. D. Sturdza, Charles I-er, roi de
Roumaine, vol. I. p. 585. Bucarest, 1899.

6 For details see E. Horvath, op. cit. pp. 113— 114 
and 184.

6 For details see ibid., pp, 113— 115.
7 Jorga, op, cit. pp. 34—36.
8 Ibid. p. 61.
9 Horvath, op cit. pp. 115 and 186.

vanian autonomy contained in it originated with 
the King of Rumania himself. To outside influence 
may also be ascribed the inundation of Transyl
vania with subversire tracts, which was carried 
out by the Liga Culturale, formed in Bucarest in 
1891, and which led to diplomatic action. The 
memorandum popularizing the programme of 1881 
was composed under a similar influence. It 
appeared in print in 1882.10 By 1890 it had grown 
into a memorandum accusing the Hungarian Go
vernment,11 a Transylvanian variation of which 
was sent to the Emperor. These concentric Ruma
nian attacks were all directed against the Ma
gyars, and their object was to separate Transyl
vania gradually from the Hungarian Crown. By 
fostering the feeling of dissatisfaction in Transyl
vania, Charles hoped to be in a position to collect 
the price of the pact in which he had lent his 
support to the Triple Alliance of 1882. For this 
support he hoped, with the help of Austria and 
Germany, to secure Transylvania for his own 
kingdom. This was why political offenders fled 
from justice to Rumanian territory as did Aurel 
C. Popovici and Eugene Brote, the authors of the 
"Republica"13 written in 1892 as an answer to the 
Hungarian "Valasz" (Reply) to the Memo
randum” .

In these struggles the Daco-Roman concep
tion unexpectedly rose to the surface. The ex
planation is that when the Orthodox Greek Church 
in Hungary and Transylvania was granted full 
autonomy it won an independence unexampled 
in any western European country. Even Dr. 
Seton Watson-acknowledges this. And what was 
of much greater signicance: the self-governing 
Orthodox Rumanian National Church in those 
countries became possessed of possibilities of poli
tical evolution such as independent political and 
national formations are entitled to enjoy. Moreover 
it came automatically under the ecclesiastical juris
diction of the Orthodox State Church in Rumania 
and as an Orthodox unit, became member of the 
Orthodox Greek community of interests held to
gether by Russia. Here lies the explanation of the 
links between Russia, on the one hand, and the 
Bucarest Liga Culturale and other irredentist or
ganizations on the other. It is also, to a certain 
extent, the explanation of the Daco-Roman policy, 
in which Russia foresaw the best means of under
mining the strength of Austria-Hungary. And so 
King Charles' kingdom was caught between the 
grinding millstones of two mutually antagonistic 
forces. As an ally of Germany and Austria-Hun
gary Rumania was bound to struggle against the

10 Memorandum im Auftrage der Generalkonferenz der 
zu Hermannstadt von 12. bis 14 Mai 1881 versammelten Ver- 
treter der rumanischen Wahler verfasst und veroffentlicht 
vom entstendeten Ausschusse derselben. Nagyszeben, 1882.

11 Memoriul studentiler universitari romani privitore le 
situatiunea Romanilor din Transylvania si Ungaria. Bucarest, 
1891.

12 Memorandum Romanilor din Transylvania si Ungaria 
catra Majestate sa Imperiala si Regala Apostolica Francisc 
Josif I. Nagyszeben, 1892,

13 Chestiunea romana in Transylvania si Ungaria. 
Replica junimii academice romane din Transilvania si 
Ungaria la „Responsul“ dat de junimea academica maghiara 
,,Memoriul'' studentiler universitari din Romania. Nagysze
ben, 1892.
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Slav Powers and their influence, while, at the same 
time, her effort to weaken Hungary only served to 
strengthen the Slav forces. W e cannot here attempt 
to make an exhaustive examination of Rumania's 
foreign policy, though valuable and detailed works 
of reference are now at the historian's disposal.14 * 
But we must describe in detail the movement with 
which Dr. Seton-Watson is closely associated and 
which from 1896, i. e. from the time of the Magyar 
millenary jubilee, worked to obtain reconstruction 
of the Monarchy on lines advocated by anti-Magyar 
politics. This movement lasted up to the end of the 
world war —  roughly till 1920 —  that is to say 
for a quarter of a century.

In his chapter on Rumania and the Balkan 
problem Dr. Seton-Watson gives us the history of 
diplomatic activity between 1908 and 1914, in which 
he, himself, played a distinguished part. We are 
therefore compelled to regard that chapter as a 
kind of memoir, the more so because all matter of 
importance from the standpoint of the other side, 
is suppressed. No mention is made of how Russia 
elaborated her great plans towards the realization 
of which she was allowed a free hand by the 
Western Powers. She would never have been given 
that free hand had not France and England, who 
were organizing against Germany, stood in need of 
her military support. The first use Russia made of 
the mandate v/as to cultivate the germ of Panslav
ism out of the Belgrade events of 1903. England 
regarded this development with some uneasiness, 
but for the time being Russia was engaged in an 
unsuccessful war with Japan, and it was only after 
the conclusion of this war that it became feasible 
to introduce the new idea into European politics. 
Then the British Government took the matter in 
hand in co-operation with the French and Russian 
experts of the Balkan Committee in London, paved 
the wav to a Bulgaro-Serb movement. In its final 
issues this movement was a Russo-Serb co-opera
tion, to detach Bosnia and Hercegovina from the 
Dual Monarchy and draw Rumanian into the 
sphere of Slav politics. At that time Dr. Seton- 
Watson set about the task of studying Central 
European politics. He repaired to Vienna, where 
he came in touch with those centralistic Austrian 
circles which were labouring to reconstruct the 
Pan-Austria of 1848 in the form of a Peoples' 
Empire for the Crown Prince Francis Ferdinand. 
How very essential to future developments the 
weakening of the Magyars was, may be seen from 
the fact that the federalists, also (whose leaders 
were the Rumanian Aurel Popovici and the Czech 
Thornes Masaryk), were seeking to come into 
power through the medium of the Crown Prince's 
plans. Dr. Seton-Watson does not appear to notice 
that here were three different trends, one behind 
the other, against which the Magyar nation stood 
in need of protection. For there could be no doubt

14 Amongst others C. Cialdea, La politica estera della 
Romania nel quarantennie prebellico, 1875— 1914. Bologna,
1933., W. G. East, The Union of Moldavia and Wallachia,
1859. Cambridge, 1929., P. Henry, L'abdication du Prince 
Cusa et l'avenement de la dynastie Hohenzollern ou trone 
de Roumanie. Paris, 1929., E. Horvath, Romania kiilpoliti- 
kaja, 1856— 1920. Kiiliigyi Szemle III. Budapest, 1923. pp. 
67—89., T. W. Riker, The making of Rumania. Oxford, 1933.

that a realization of a Great Austrian Monarchy 
contemplated by Francis Ferdinand's friends would 
have meant the end of Hungary's independence. 
Very similar to this idea was the plan of the Ru
manian publicist, Popovici. This was a scheme for 
a federate ,.United States of Austria"16 which 
pleased Dr. Seton-Watson so much. Popovici, 
ignoring the sovereignty of Austria and Hungary, 
treated the whole Monarchy as one single political 
formation. For Hungary the danger of this plan 
was that it contemplated a division of the country 
similar to that which was effected in 1920 by the 
Paris treaties —  a fact admitted by the federalists 
themselves after the war. Hungarian political opi
nion cannot therefore be blamed for having clung 
to national traditions and a historical constitution, 
instead of welcoming new experiments, as yet 
wholly untried. It is hardly necessary to state that 
the third plan ran contrary to the interests of the 
Magyar nation, for everybody knows that the aim 
of the separatist movement, in which Masaryk 
played the role of leader was the partition of the 
Monarchy.

From the very beginning Transylvania and the 
Rumanian question, occupied a prominent position 
in these plans. Rumania, it is true, had been a 
member of the Triple Alliance from 1883 on. She 
had renewed the treaty from time to time; for the 
last time in 1913 for a term of seven years (till 
1920). But within the frame of the Triple Alliance 
Rumania never had the will to be on good terms 
with Hungary. King Charles could hardly expect 
his plans to ripen and bear fruit with Hungary's 
help: the Hungary from which he wished to tear 
away Transylvania. Austria was his hope; for 
Austria was willing to satisfy his ambitions. Gene
ral Conrad's memoirs tell us that the basis chosen 
for Austrian military co-operation was Transyl
vania. His other hope was Germany, whom he held 
in permanent reserve ready to interfere, should 
occasion arise, in the Magyar-Rumanian question, 
which had not yet been definitely settled. Neither 
Francis Ferdinand nor General Conrad —  not even 
King Charles —  imagined that the separatist 
movement would wish to solve the problem of a 
united Rumanian nation by joining Russia in a 
war against Germany and Austria, or that Ru
mania would offer herself as the vanguard of the 
Russian army.

This, we think, was the real sequence of events 
and not what Dr. Seton-Watson would have us 
believe.

In the order of things Francis Ferdinand's 
centralist schemes held the first place. The Ru
manian point of view was represented by Aurel 
Popovici's work „Die Vereinigten Staaten von 
Gross Oesterreich”  (Leipzig, 1906), Through his 
Austrian centralist friends he had it brought to 
the attention of the Crown Prince. Popovici's con
ception rested on the foundation of Rumanian 
unity, and he tried to show that a united Ru
manian nation would be one of the mighty pillars 
upon which the new imperial realm would be 
built up. In that case Hungary would have been

18 C. A. Popovici, Die Vereinigten Staaten von Gross- 
Oesterreich, Leipzig, 1906.
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surrounded on the north by a Czech, on the south 
by a Croat, and on the east by a Rumanian State. 
This arrangement would have forced the encircled 
Empire of the Habsburgs to burn to the German 
alliance; for otherwise the Habsburgs would either 
have continued to rule leaning on Russia, or have 
found themselves, defenceless, confronted by the 
Romanovs, who by that time had the support of 
the Serb-Rumanian Orthodox peoples reinforced 
by the Czechs. When in 1909 Francis Ferdinand 
visited Bucarest the Rumanians, throwing the 
Hungarian flag into the Prahova, hailed him as 
their Emperor. In his statements to Jonel Bratianu, 
Prime Minister, the Crown Prince gave promises 
to Rumania at the expense of the Hungarian State, 
and in view of his statements it is not surprising 
that the rumours which spread after his visit caused 
no little agitation in Hungary. What his promises 
were came to light only in 1919 when Count Otto- 
kar Czernin, the Crown Prince's trusted ad
herent, who had been Austrian minister to Ru
mania, published his memoirs (lm  Weltkriege). 
Then we learnt that Transylvania was to be ceded 
to Rumania, in return for which Rumania would 
have become part of Francis Ferdinand's future 
empire. As far as Hungary was concerned, Trianon 
was not much worse than this would have been.

Popovici's proposal of a federate Monarchy 
provided the basis for a constructive plan, with 
the help of which certain political circles hoped 
to weaken Germany's ally, and make it impossible 
for her to aid that country should the need arise. 
The plan to weaken the Monarchy brought the 
federalists into line with the separatist movement, 
with the result that eventually the federalists went 
over to the camp of those who advocated dismem
berment. Popovici went over and so did his patrons 
in Western Europe, the British publicists William
H. Steed and Dr. Seton-Watson. The federalists 
were theorists who stopped half-way, and they 
were brushed aside by the separatists, who, instead 
of an ephemeral federation, insisted upon a per
manent solution. As early as 1910 Masaryk took 
up the cudgels in favour of partition, the prac
tical realization of which was set in motion by 
the war clouds of 1911. It was then that Hartwig, 
the Russian minister in Belgrade offered Transyl
vania to Rumania, and at that time too the diplo
matic work which in 1913 brought Rumania over 
to Serbia's side was begun. If we consider the geo
graphy of the II. Balkan League we shall be sur
prised to find that the Treaty of Bucarest united 
Serbia and Rumania in an alliance which embraced 
Austria-Hungary in a semi-circle from Bosnia to 
Bukovina, and ensured for itself the support of 
imperial Russia. In other words Russia and Serbia 
taking Rumania —  Austria-Hungary's ally — 
between them advanced on the Monarchy.

It follows naturally that this combine would 
not have been too pleased to see the negotiations 
set on foot between the political leaders of the 
Rumanians in Hungary and the Hungarian Govern
ment, brought to a successful issue. Count Stephen 
Tisza, Prime Minister, reviving Wesselenyi's plan, 
strove perseveringly to realize it, but when he had 
won the day against one opponent, the Russian 
separatist, the other, the Austrian centralists, at

tacking from behind, managed to frustrate his 
hopes. It was only after the war, when Transyl
vania had been incorporated in the Rumanian 
State that Julius Maniu, who had been negotiating 
for the Rumanians, confessed in the Bucarest Par
liament that in 1894 the Rumanian War Ministry 
forced him to take an oath that he would separate 
Transylvania from Hungary. At the time of the 
negotiations in 1914 he appeared to be genuinely 
anxious to achieve a compromise, for when they 
were unexpectedly broken off, the Rumanians in
dignantly denied that they were responsible for 
failure. Now as the break did not come from the 
Hungarian Government, who could have brought it 
about? Who found it to their interests to prevent 
rapprochement? Only after the close of the world 
war did we learn that behind Tisza's back Francis 
Ferdinand promised Rumania more than the Hun
garian Government could afford to give without 
injury to the Hungarian State. It was Francis Fer
dinand's promises which made further negotiation 
superflous.

Hardly had the negotiations come to an end 
on the 17-th February 1914 when on the 19-th the 
chancery of the Hungarian Greek Catholic Bishop
ric in Debrecen was bombed. The clues led to Ru
mania, to Russian hands. We may infer that 
Russia, which was the motive power behind Ru
mania against Hungary, was convinced that the 
Rumanians in Hungary had broken off conversa
tions, and that the explosion was the signal for a 
general armed uprising. But the Rumanians, who 
had never fought with such weapons, indignantly 
denied the imputation, and Hungarian public opi
nion, too did not entertain the idea. This was the 
first overt attack against the Hungarian State. 
According to the sources of information at our 
disposal, Russia must have sponsored the outrage.

Dr. Seton-Watson merely touches on the Deb
recen outrage,16 but he admits that Popovici sub
mitted his proposal to Francis Ferdinand in 1911, 
and that the Crown Prince's friends were his sup
porters.17 He forgets, however, to mention the visit 
of the Czar and Czarina to Constanza on the 14-th 
June 1914, although it was an important sequel to 
the visits of the Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
Sasonov, and of the Rumanian Prime Minister, 
Bratianu, to Transylvania, when Sasonov promised 
Transylvania to Rumania on condition that Ru
mania would consent to join Russia. Dr. Seton- 
Watson's book contains no mention of that mo
mentous event, but constantly presents Hungary in 
the light of an aggressor. It would otherwise be 
difficult to justify what followed.

Subsequent events, however, adequately de
monstrate that Rumania was thrust into the world 
war by Russia (as early as 1911 prediction of this 
was possible) and also that Rumania disregarded 
her own interests in turning against the Monarchy; 
for having received Transylvania through Russia's 
promises, her future henceforth was dependent 
upon Russian hegemony.

There is nothing extraordinary in the fact that

16 Seton-Watson, op. cit. p, 431,
17 Ibid., pp. 469—471.
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Dr. Seton-Watson attempts to justify Rumania's 
annexation of Transylvania with the Gyulafehervar 
Resolution. Upon this he builds up a justification 
of the Treaty of Trianon which on the 4-th June 
1920 created the unity of the Rumanian race.

The revolution of 1918 certainly abolished the 
Dualism which beginning in 1848, had developed

in the Danube Valley. If Dr. Seton-Watson finds 
the greatest failing of that Dualism in the fact that 
its construction was not favourable to the interests 
of the peoples living in Hungary, let 'him blame 
those who cured the faults of the Monarchy by 
destroying it, for the sufferings which those peoples 
are undergoing at the present time.

ON THE YUGOSLAV SITUATION
by

Iv o  F ra n k , ex-member o f  the Croatian Sabor.

Though the elections of May 5th. procured for 
Jefti<£ a parliamentary majority, they proved at the 
same time that the Croatian people, uncrushed by 
the six years of dictatorship, henceforward continues 
to yearn for the fulfilment of its national claim and 
rejects the erroneous ideal of the "national unity" 
which that party raised to the height of the highest 
state principle.

In Croatia, Dalmatia, Bosnia and the Szeremseg 
(a part of Croatia), these historical Croatian units, 
the Croatian national list received a two thirds ma
jority of the delivered votes. This majority, in the 
case of even a partially free election — and there 
would be no doubts concerning this — would have 
reached a 90°/o result, similar to the Saar district 
plebiscite.

The Jeftic government could have been expected 
to reckon with this election result and to pursue a 
new course against the Croatians. Instead of this, 
threats and demands were heard issuing from the 
ranks of the government party majority, which led to 
suppose that the Jeftic system was preparing for 
further persecutions of the Croatians.

In the meantime, general Zifkovic, with the aid 
of the "Croatian ministers", exploded the Jeftic mi
nistry, and after the customary negotiations with the 
government-council — into which they involved Vla
dimir Macek, also, they proceeded to form the Stoja- 
donovic government.

The Yugoslavian government press very cleverly 
represented this personal change as a great political 
victory of the Croatians.

On July 4th. occurred the new Prime Minister's 
programme-declaration. It was to be seen in advance 
that the government would not change its course, but 
the Yugoslav public opinion hoped to hear at least 
a report of the fundamental changes of internal policy 
from the mouth of the new premier. From the very 
beginning, the Croatians reduced their expectations to 
the minimum, but the declaration of the Prime Mi
nister offered even less.

Everything remained unaltered. The foundation of 
the new cabinet continued to be the constitution of 
1931, and the highest principle the ideal of the "Na
tional Unity". This was the frame for the Premier's 
promise of election reform as well as the extension 
of political rights and the autonomy of the Bans&g.

Every Croatian is convinced that Yugoslavia’s 
most urgent problem, the gratification of the Croatian 
people, cannot be solved on the basis of the Constitu
tion of 1931. This constitution wounded the Croatian 
nation mortally in two vital places. First, by denying

the existence of the Croatians, and second, by rend
ing the Croatian territorial units to pieces.

The Croatians cannot and will never yield as 
regards these two points, and as the new cabinet in
sists upon carrying out the Constitution of 1931, there 
is no prospect for the smoothing down of the con
trasts.

Not even the promised reforms can alter the 
situation noticeably and least of all the prospective 
election bill. For the most liberal and progressive 
election bill could, at the most, do no more than in
crease the number of Croatian's in the Common Par
liament.

As regards the extension of the autonomy of the 
Bansag that has been promised by every government 
since 1932. The Croatians do not even desire this. 
They demand the complete unlimited state autonomy 
as regards the Croatian territories. After all, they 
constitute a nation, and not a political party which 
could be bought with personal and objective con
cessions. The struggle of the Croatians is not a party- 
struggle, but the movement of a self-conscious people, 
an effort to attain unity and independence.

If, in spite of all this, the centralists insist on 
adhering to the constitution which does not acknow
ledge the Croatians as constituting a nation, they will 
step on a false path which will not lead out of the 
difficulty.

The new Prime Minister does praiseworthy efforts 
to apply the laws in force as liberally as possible. 
This can be noticed especially in the field of the press 
and the right-of-assembly. Amnesty was also pro
claimed, this, however, referring only to the election 
misdemeanours. On the other hand, the state-defence- 
court is working with full steam. Quite recently, 
numerous Croatian grammar-school boys of 17—48 
have been sentenced to years of prison, while hund
reds of Croatians still languish in exile.

It is impossible to regulate the Croatian question 
with the prevailing methods. The knot, which the 
sixteen years old Serbian-Croatian contrasts entangled 
but all the more, and which — due to Jan. 6th. 1929 
— became unsolvable, cannot be disentangled bv 
means of political intrigues, personal concessions and 
scattered crumbs. Only a manly and resolute sword- 
cut could undo it.

The South-Slav State's construction — the three 
factors of which: the Serbians, Croatians and Slovens 
united to form the new state at that time — should 
have happened in a natural trial form, — excluding 
all endeavours towards hegemony.


