"HISTORICAL” AND OTHER “GROUNDS”
OF YUGOSLAV TERRITORIAL CLAIMS
AGAINST HUNGARY
BY

IMRE PROKOPY
f the so-called treaties of peace drafted in Paris after
the first Great War the Peace Edict of Trianon is
undoubtedly the most cruel and the most unjust. In
that Edict the drafters of the Versailles Peace punished
most severely and most ruthlessly the Hungary which had
no part in provoking the war and refused to entertain any
idea of conquest whatsoever. And this ancient State with
a thousand-years’ past was nevertheless dismembered and
enclosed in the iron ring of the three Succession States so
immeasurably augmented territorially — the Little Entente
of later days — in order (so the Peace Dictators of Versailles
imagined) that she should never again be in the position to
go to the assistance of her former Allies.
The Trianon Peace Edict drafted in a spirit of boundless
vindictiveness under the influence of the insatiable demands
of the small neighbouring peoples thirsting for spoil and
booty, cut into pieces the Hungarian Kingdom, the only
State in Europe which from the sixteenth century onward
had never followed a policy of expansion, merely desiring
to defend and preserve intact its own possessions; more than
two-thirds of its; territory of a total area of 324,413 sq.
kilometres and three-fifths of its population of altogether
20.886,487 souls having been cut off and incorporated —
solely and exclusively by right of the sword and of brute
force — in the so-called Succession Statees.
An abundant share of the spoils thus divided was
allotted also to the newly-established Kingdom of the
Serbians, Croatians and Slovenes (Yugoslavia), which
received territory of an area of 63,490 sq. kilometres out of
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the unexpectedly rich booty — territory inhabited by
4.126,516 souls. These figures include also the former
Associate Country forming part of the Hungarian Kingdom,
Croatia-Slavonia, with an area of 42,543 sq. kilometres
(7.392,431 cadastral yokes) and a population of 2.621,954
souls, the constitutional representative assembly of which
country (the “ Sabor” ) on October 29th, 1918, proclaimed
separation from Hungary and incorporation in the Southern
Slav State about to be formed. The Hungarian nation —
though with sincere regret — took cognizance of the one
sided (!!) dissolution by the Croatians of the political union,
which had existed for 800 years; and it has at all times
respected the wish of the Croatian people, having quite
recently offered eloquent proof of this fact in having been
the first to recognise the independence of Croatia and wel
come the independent Croatia established after the collapse
of Yugoslavia.
In justification of the other territorial claims against
Hungary the Serbians — apart from the fait accompli brought
about by force of arms — in the memorandums submitted
to the Peace Conference referred also to “ historical rights” .
The first of these titles adduced in support of their
claims by the Serbians was that the Serbians were autoch
thonous inhabitants — a claim respecting which the most
eminent historians and statisticians agreed in establishing
that the Serbians were never original inhabitants of
Hungary. In his standard work dealing with the Hungary of
the days of occupation by the Magyars Professor John
Melich summarises the results of researches carried out in
the fields of linguistics and ethnography in the irrefutable
statement that “ in the days of the Magyar conquest of
Hungary the territory belonging to the sphere of interests
of Byzantium — i. e. the Banate of Syrmia, the region
between the Danube and the Tisza, the district enclosed by
the Mar os, the Trans-Tisza district and Transylvania — was
inhabited by Buigar-Turkish and Southern Slav peoples, the
latter being however Bulgars and not Serbians” . — The same
question is treated in respect of the Banate lying to the East
of the Tisza, which was also for the most part incorporated
in the “ Voivodina” , by Professor Eugene Horvath, in a work
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published in English which was based upon far-reaching
researches; in this work the professor says that “ when the
Magyars appeared in the country, in 895, a Bulgar-SIav
prince, Glad, ruled in the region enclosed by the three rivers
(Danube, Tisza, Maros). There were no traces of any
Serbians in this region, despite the assertions to that effect
made subsequently by Serbian propaganda. . . As the Greek
Emperor Constaninos Porphyrogenetos tells us in his work
entitled “ De administrando imperio” , “ the Magyars settled
in the region of the three rivers (this was the name given to
the territory later figuring as the Banate), where no Serbians
or Romans or Rumanians were to be found” (p. 6.).
The influx of the Serbians only began much later. Apart
from the insignificant infiltration of Serbians recorded
during the reigns of the kings of the House of Arpad, the
first large-scale immigration of Serbs into Hungary dates
only back to the days of Sigismund and Matthias; the Serbs
fleeing from Turkish oppression after the fateful defeat on
the field of Kossovo in 1389 and the consequent collapse of
the Serbian State moved northwards and took refuge on
Hungarian soil. The influx of Serbians en masse continued
in the decenniums following the disaster at Mohacs; but
these immigrants appeared in the country, no longer as
refugees, but as freebooters accepting service as Turkish
mercenaries. The last important Serbian invasion, which was
preceded in 1687 by the immigration of the Bunyevaci, was
due to the intervention of Leopold L, who after the
disastrous issue of the campaign against the Turks, in 1690
offered homes in Southern Hungary to the Patriarch of Ipek,
Arzen Cemovic III., and his followers — 36,000 families in
all. That these Serbian newcomers were regarded, not as
permanent
settlers, but only as temporary “ guests”
(“ hospites” ), is proved by the following passage of the
“ Diploma” issued in 1690 by Leopold I. — which was
addressed to the Patriarch and adjusted the questions of
certain privileges to be enjoyed by the Serbian refugees and
of the sphere of jurisdiction of the Patriarch himself: — “ We
shall use every endeavour, when the opportunity comes,
with the help of our victorious arms and of God, to re
patriate the Serbian people invited to Our country as soon
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as possible in its old home and to drive the enemy out of
that home".
This first Diploma was followed immediately by the
“ Privilegium Diploma” issued in the August of the same
year by which the Emperor-King Leopold I. extended the
suzerainty enjoyed by the Patriarch in respect of Church
and certain secular matters to all Members of the Greek
Oriental Church living in Hungary and Croatia, in Serbia,
Greece, Bulgaria, Dalmatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, at the
same time exempting the refugee Serbians who had been
settled provisionally in Southern Hungary from the payment
of military taxes and tithes and from the obligation to
provide quarters (Bela Nadasdy, “ Delszlavok” , Budapest,
1934, p. 39). In return, on the other hand, the Serbians were
required to undertake the obligation to take up arms in case
of emergency against the Emperor's enemies. The request sub
mitted by the Serbian followers of Cernovic that a permanent
place of settlement should be appointed for them, was not
complied with until 1694; while the request submitted by
them to the effect that the territories inhabited by them
should be combined into a single large administrative unit
subject to the jurisdiction of the Patriarch both in Church
and in secular matters, was flatly refused, and the political
dignity of the Serbian Woywode was simply abolished.
The Serbian settlers, who never ceased to show unrest
and discontent, did not however abandon the struggle for
the realisation of their extravagant demands, which were
entirely devoid of legal or historical justification; that
struggle — which at all times enjoyed the support of the
Magyarphobe Vienna Court — culminated in the resolu
tions of the so-called “ Illlyrian" (Serbian) Congress convened
by Leopold II. to meet at Temesvar in 1790 and later on in the
notorious 10 Points of the “ Serbian National Assemby” held
at Karlovitz on May 13th.— 15th., 1848 Among the things
demanded by the " Serbian nation” (sic!) represented at the
“ Temesvar Diet” was the complete separation of their
political territory and of the public administration of that
territory, besides the adjustment of the material affairs of
all the Serbians who after the fulfilment of the demands
formulated by the Congress "would be compelled to continue
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to remain under the rule of the Hungarian Constitution” .
This resolution passed with the approval and encouragement
of Vienna appeared in an enlarged edition later in the
resolution of the ‘‘Serbian National Assembly” held at Karlovitz on May 13th.— 15th., 1848, the anti-constitutional,
revolutionary and even treasonable attitude of which is shown
inter alia by the fact that the Assembly was attended, not
only by the Serbians of Hungary, but also by Serbians from
the vassal Serbian principality, the latter including re
presentatives of the university youth, and indeed — particul
arly as a result of the encouragement offered by Colonel
Mayerhoffer, Imperial Consul in Belgrade — by armed
volunteers too. But the National Assembly was attended
also by John Stefanovic, the confidential agent of Colonel
Hess, Chief of the Vienna General Staff, as well as by a
large number of Austrian officers of high rank who were
by race Croatians and Serbians and were serving in the
march district, — that circumstance being evident proof of
the absolutely open agreement existing as between the
Vienna and the Serbian “ nationality” of Hungary then
preparing to rise in insurrection. On May 15th., the third
day of its deliberations, the “ National Assem bly", referring
to ancient privileges, elected Archbishop Joseph Rayacic to
the office of Patriarch and Stephen Suplikac, an Austrian
Colonel, to that of Serbian Waywode (Point 1.); then, in
Point 2. of the resolution, the Assembly declared that the
"Serbian nation” of Hungary, though subject to the House
of Habsburg, was living as a politically free and independent
nation within the framework of the Holy Crown of Hungary.
In Point 3. the Assembly proclaimed the Banate of Syrmia,
together with the march district and the district of the Tittel
batalion, and the Banate, together with the march district
and the privileged district of Kikinda, a Serbian Waywodeship ("Voivodina” ). Point 4. proclaimed a political alliance
between the Serbian Waywodeship and the united kingdoms
of Croatia, Slavonia and Dalmatia on the basis of liberty
and absolute equality of rights; while in Point 6. the
Assembly proclaimed the national independence of the
Rumanians of Hungary (Quo ju re?) And finally (Point 10)
a special committee was elected to represent the national
9
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interests of the Serbian at the Slav Congress to be held at
Prague!
It is manifest that the resolutions of Karlovitz involved
the Serbians of Hungary in a revolutionary step, those
Serbians having voluntarily offered their services in defence
of the House of Habsburg and of the “ Gesammtmonarchie”
idea ■— and in the interest of their own nationality — at the
expense of the territorial integrity of Hungary. (Dr. Joseph
Thim, "History of the Insurrection of the Serbians of
Hungary in 1848/49", Budapest, 1940, pp. 93— 94). That this
offer of their services and this asseveration of loyalty to
the dynasty was not sincere, is shown inter alia by a letter
addressed by the new Patriarch Rayacic, "caput nationis",
to Hrabovsky, Government Commissioner at Petervarad, in
which that prelate threatens that in the event of their
privileges not being acknowledged and of their not being
adequately supported by the Imperial Court and the Austrian
Government, the Serbians will be compelled to throw them
selves into the arms of the Russians and the Turks. But that
prelate also threatened Hrabovsky that "the frontier guards
fighting in Italy would be recalled, the Slav peoples would
be summoned to their assistance, the Serbians would make
an alliance with the Italians and would appeal to Europe”
(Thim, op. cit., p. 179). Another document showing the un
trustworthy and double-faced character of this people is
the letter addressed by the Patriarch Rayacic, after the
reverse sustained by General Jelacic in Trans-Danubia on
October 20th., 1848, to Danilyevsky, Russian Consul-General
in Belgrade, in which letter that prelate writes inter alia
that “ In the present situation I do not see any way of
escape for the Serbian people. What must Great Russia
think of us? . . . We could feast on the crumbs that fall from
her table. It she only speaks a single word, we are saved..
Why could not Russia take us under her protection, if the
Austrian Emperor is unable to offer us his? For us it would
be better after all — following the example of the Serbian
principality — to bear the Turkish yoke as proteges of
Russia than to submit to that of the Hungarians!" (These
words were written by the Serbian Patriarch about the
Hungary which in Act XX. of 1848 ensured the Serbian:
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nationality living in Hungary a Church and educational
autonomy far exceeding that comprised in the “ regulamenta”
of Maria Theresa such as was without a parallel — particul
arly at that time — in Europe).
The duplicity with which the Serbians of Hungary masked
their intention of uniting with the Serbians of the Serbian
principality was not observed by the Austrian Government
and the Vienna Cabal, who in their infatuation and blind
hatred of the Magyars went so far as to persuade the young
Emperor-King Francis Joseph — after his accession to power
— on December 15th., 1848, to address to “ the Serbian
nation of Hungary” a proclamation in which the Emperor
“ rewarded the loyalty to the dynasty by approving of the
title of Patriarch of Karlovitz and by confirming the election
of a Waywode, and at the same time declared that he sanc
tioned an internal organisation ensuring the national develop
ment of the Serbian nation, and that after the end of the
war he would grant that nation a national internal
administration of its own on the basis of the equality of
rights of all nationalities of the Monarchy” (Dr. Joseph
Thim, op cit., p. 271).
W e see, then, that the endeavour of the Serbians of
Hungary to secure the formation of a separate province was
not realised until after the overthrow of the Hungarian
struggle for independence in 1848/49; then, for the purpose
of keeping the defeated Hungarians under control, the
region known as the “ Voivodina” was established as one of
the provinces of the “ Gesammtmonarchie" — a province
consisting of the Bacska and the Banate which was
administered from Vienna and after a precarious existence
of barely ten years was already in 1860 re-incorporated in
Hungary.
As may be seen also from this historical sketch of
events, the territory of Serbian settlement was never a corpus
separatum politically, being merely a territory which accord
ing to the development of political conditions was subject
either to Hungarian or to Turkish overlordship and after
the expulsion of the Turks was for a long time under the
control of the “ Hof commission” ; “ Hofdelegation” and
Illyrian Chancellery functioning in Vienna and later — as
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a military frontier district — a military command, until
finally it became incorporated once more in the Hungarian
State both politically and administratively.
And this fact reduces to their proper value (or rather
insignificance) also the "historical claims” to the possession
and annexation of the southern districts of Hungary which
Serbian historians and the Serbian memorandums submitted
to the Peace Conference adduced and put forward in con
nection with Ban Belus, brother-in-law of the Hungarian
king Bela II., with the despots George Brankovich and Vuk,
with the role played by Crni Ivan or Jovan (Ivan the Black),
as also with the settlement of Cernovic s followers, with the
Temesvar Serbian National Assembly of 1790 and with the
Serbian insurrection in 1848/49.
II. ORIGINAL SCHEME OF A COMMON
STATE

YUGOSLAV

The political idea of a union of the Serbians and all
Yugoslavs in a common State was first suggested by the
bombastic Illyrism of Gaj Ljudevit and the Pan-Serbian
movement started by Vuk Stefanovic-Karadzic with the
slogan “ Srbi svi i svuda” (Serbians All and Everywhere),
but was first given a definite and decided form in 1844 by
a Serbian statesman, lllje Garasanin, who served as Minister
of the small Serbian principality during the reign of
Alexander Karageorgevic and later during that of Michael
Obrenovic. The scheme proposed by Garasanin included
Old Serbia, Macedonia, a part of Albania, Bosnia, Her
zegovina and — as regions to be severed from Hungary —
Syrmia, the Bacska and the Banate too, — i. e. practically
the whole territory out of which after the end of the Great
War the Kingdom of the Serbians, Croats and Slovenes was
created. This eminent political leader of the Serbian princip
ality — then still weak and helpless — was for decenniums
responsible for the control of the foreign policy of the
Serbians. He was no mere dreamer, but was at the same
time a fanatical nationalist; for — as he tells us in his
voluminous Memoirs — he was fully aware that the
proposed union of the Southern Slavs under the leadership
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of the Serbian principality — a union to be established oi£* •
the basis of the "nationality principle" and of Serbia’sv^V
"historical rights” (sic!) — was calculated to endanger also
the possessions of Austria, and that Austria would therefore
be compelled to fight against the realisation of the proposed
union with all the means at her disposal. With this fact in
view, he from the very outset regarded as hopeless every
attempt to bring about an agreement between Serbia and
Austria; for "thereby Serbia would be placing the noose on
her own neck” .
In the sixties of last century Prince Michael Obrenovic
made Garasanian s scheme a constituent element of his pro
gramme as ruler and head of the Government. This pro
gramme was taken over by the Old Radical Party established
by Pasic; and after the assassination of Alexander Obrenovic
on June 11th, 1903, when Russian influence assumed the
whip-hand, also by King Peter Karageorgevic, — for the
moment, however, only pro loro interno, seeing that an open
proclamation of the scheme of Yugoslav union would have
involved consequences of a grave character endangering the
very existence of the State and of the new dynasty.
III. STRUGGLE TO REALISE THE YUGOSLAV IDEA
The Serbian territorial demands and the catchword of
Southern Slav national integration first became loud after
the annexation in the autumn of 1908 of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, the Serbian Press agitating wildly to further
the popular ferment; for the Serbians had always regarded
these two provinces as their own, both racially and in
principle. The Serbians of Hungary were not greatly affected
even by this intensive national ebullition. But the situation
changed radically when Serbia emerged from the Balkan
War of 1912/13 as victor, having greatly increased her
territory and her prestige. Then the Serbians of Southern
Hungary propagated among themselves everywhere the slogan
proclaimed by Belgrade that after the removal of the Turk,
“ one of the sick men of Europe” , the time would shortly
come to settle accounts with the other “ sick man” — the
Dual Monarchy! Then the outbreak of the first Great W ar
13
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finally let loose the passions which it had proved so difficult
to keep under control; and when Pasic, at the meeting of
the Skupshtina on December 7th, 1914, read the Manifesto
of the Government — which was adopted with unanimous
enthusiasm by the National Assembly — stating that "the
Government regarded as its principal aim — its only aim
in these fateful days — to ensure the successful issue of the
great war, which the moment it began became a war also
for the liberation and union of all our Serbian, Croatian and
Slovene brethren who today are not free". The Southern
Slavs who had fled from the territory of the Dual Monarchy
began their underground work of intrigue. The first body
to be formed — already in December, 1914, — was the
Croatian Committee, which did not however have much to
say and was already early in 1915 absorbed by the Yugoslav
Committee formed under the presidency of Dr. Ante
Trumbic, who later on was the first Yugoslav Foreign
Minister. This Committee — working in the Entente States
in agreement with the Czech Committee functioning under
the leadership of Masaryk and Benes — started a campaign
of unbridled agitation and — as the results achieved show
— initiated an effectual campaign of propaganda carried on
with the utmost deliberation, enthusiasm and perseverance
which is practically without a parallel and proved a great
credit to its initiators.
IV. STATISTICAL W IZARDRY
Point e) of the first memorandum presented by the
Yugoslav Committee — submitted to the French Government
on May 6th and to the British Government on May 15th,
1915 — defined as “ Yugoslav national territories” the part
of Southern Hungary beyond the Drave (i. e. the southern
parts of the Counties of Vas, Zala, Somogy and Baranya)
and the former Serbian "Voivodina" (the Bacska and the
Banate), advancing the plea (which is an absolute perversion
of the truth) that “ in this whole territory our people is living
in compact masses, practically without any admixture of
other races ( !? !) " “ The heterogeneity in evidence in the
outside peripheries has resulted from intercourse with the
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neighbouring peoples or is the artificial product of a hostile
policy — a circumstance which does not however in any way
prejudice the national character of this territory . And a
little later the memorandum continues: — "In Hungary, to
the north of the Mura, between that river and the river Raab,
there are a further 100,000 Slavs, while to the north of the
Drave and the Danube there are roughly 800,000 SerboCroats. This people, which is for the most part well-to-do
and is in possession of fertile estates, cannot protect itself
against the attempt to magyarise it by force expect by union
with its racial brethren. By defending itself, it will also hold
for the benefit of all the other Yugoslav territories the downs
of the Bacska and the Banate, their indispensable granary.”
This memorandum is a typical example of the un
scrupulous machination and gross falsifications undertaken
with a view to supporting the territorial “ claims” . The Bacska
and the Banate are spoken of as a compact Serbo-Croat
ethnical area, whereas in the Bacska, the Banate and the
part of Baranya allotted to Yugoslavia the Serbian quota
of the population in 1918 was only 28.9%; even inclusive of
the Bunyevaci spoken of consistently as “ Croatians” , the
vast majority of whom were however at that time Magyars
in feeling, and of all other Southern Slavs, the Slav element
numbered only 451,590 souls (not 800,000) and represented
only one third (to be quite exact, 34.1%) of the total
population of 1,320,679 souls. Even if we add the 151,525
Croats and Vends living in the regions flanking and beyond
the Mura, together with the Serbians, Croats, Bunyevaci,
Shokatz and Vends left within the territory of Hungary as
dismembered by the Treaty of Trianon, — the number of
the same being according to the 1920 Hungarian Census
altogether 77,224 — , the number of Southern Slavs living in
pre-Trianon Hungary in the territories to the north of the
Drave and the Danube did not exceed 686,339. And the
memorandum speaks of forcible magyarisation in a region in
which the Serbians enjoyed the most ideal Church and
educational autonomy, in addition to what was veritable the
privilege of "pocket posts” in the public administration. In
this connection it should be noted, further, that in order to
make more effective the territorial demands based upon the
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DANUBIAN REVIEW

nationality principle, the memorandums submitted later on,
as all other propaganda material, — inter alia the
memorandum presented in February, 1918, at the opening of
the peace negotiations at Brest-Litovsk, and also signed by
Trumbic — , carried their falsification of the data relating
to the ethnical distribution of the population of Hungary so
far as to make the quota of Magyars figure as merely onethird of the total population — as against the 54.5% shown
by the 1910 Census (Professor Ladislas Buday, "La Hongrie
apres le traite de Trianon', Paris, p. 46J.
V. SHARP PRACTICE WITH THE PRINCIPLE OF SELFDETERMINATION
Great importance was attached, in connection with the
motivation of the territorial demands, to the principle of the
right of self-determination of the peoples, which combined
with the results achieved on the battle-field to play what
was practically the decisive part in dissolving the Dual
Monarchy. The Corfu Agreement concluded on July 20th,
1917, between the Serbian Prime Minister, Pasic, and Dr.
Ante Trumbic, President of the Yugoslav Committee, —
which may be regarded as the original charter of the Yugo
slav Kingdom — , in justification of the Yugoslav territorial
claims bases its motivation in essence on the principle of
self-determination. "Our nation with three names” , — says
the Declaration — "which has suffered most from brute force
and injustice and has made the greatest sacrifices on behalf
of its right of free self-determination, has welcomed with
general enthusiasm this sublime principle as the chief
aim of this terrible w a r. . . Our nation does not demand
anything that belongs to others; it merely demands what is
its own, desiring its complete liberation and union. For that
reason it rejects deliberately and decidedly every form of
detailed motivation of its liberation and union. Our nation
regards as an indivisible whole the problem of its liberation
from the yoke of Austria-Hungary and its union with Serbia
and Montenegro. In the light of the principle of the free selfdetermination of the peoples not a single part of this whole
16
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can be legally separated from the rest and annexed to any
other State without the consent of the people itself.”
W e find argumentation of a similar character also in the
Geneva Declaration containing the Agreement concluded
between Premier Pasic, Anton Korosec, President of the
Zagreb National Council, and Ante Trumbic, President of
the Yugoslav Committee functioning in London, respecting
the fundamental principles underlying the organisaton of the
Yugoslav State: — “ the frontiers between our country and
the neighbouring States must be demarcated on the basis of
the principle of self-determination” .
This was the attitude adopted also by Svetozar
Pribicevic, Vice-President of the Zagreb National Council.
— who acted together with Trumbic as spiritus rector of the
whole separatist movement — in the address made on
November 9th, 1918, by him to the Hungarian Delegation
sent to Zagreb: — “ W e shall be delighted if the Hungarian
Government makes possible, on the basis of the Wilsonian
principles, the restoration and maintenance of the sincerest
friendly relations with the neighbouring State of the Serbians,
Croats and Slovenes, which must include the whole ethno
graphical territory of our people."
As to the manner in which the principle of self-deter
mination was applied in practice, two weeks later we saw
in the conduct of the “ Great National Assembly" which
proclaimed the separation from Hungary of the Hungarian
South. This “ National Assembly” was held on November
25th, 1918, at Ujvidek, on the initiative of the Serbian
National Committee of Ujvidek; it was attended exclusively
by so-called "representatives” of the Serbians, Bunyevaci
and other Slavs, to the exclusion of the Magyars and
Germans (representing 54.8% of the total population) and
of the Rumanians (5.6%), who were also seriously concerned
in the question of the Banate, — that meaning that altogether
60.6% of the inhabitants concerned were not represented at
all. According to the report of the rapporteur of the com
mittee of scrutineers, the protocols and powers of attorney
received showed that 211 villages and towns in the Banate,
the Bacska and the County of Baranya were represented
17
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(out of a total number of 325) by 757 delegates, — that
meaning that one-third of the villages and towns of the
territory in question were excluded in advance from the
deliberations and prevented from taking part in the passing
of the resolution. Of the 757 delegates 583 were Serbians
(the quota of population claimed by the Serbians would have
entitled them to only 211 votes), 79 Bunyevaci, 3 Shokatz,
2 Croats, 62 Slovaks, 21 Ruthenians and — to at least to
some extent give plausibility to the much stressed principle
of self-determination, which was however never taken
seriously — 6 Germans and 1 (say, ONE) Magyar!! This
Magyar (see Spomenica oslobodjenje Vojvodine 1918,
Novisad, 1929, p. 151, and Peter Pekic, "Povjenje Hrvata u
Vojvodine do 1929 godine" — History of Croats of Voivodina
down to 1929 — , Zagreb, 1930, p. 229) had not the remotest
idea why he had to go to Ujvidek and take part in the
“ Great National Assembly". Composed as it was, the "Great
National Assembly” represented only 39.4% of the total
population, — though that did not prevent it unanimously,
and in the name of the whole population, accepting the follow
ing resolution: — “ The Banate, the Bacska and Baranya, within
the frontiers demarcated by the Balkan Army of the Entente,
this twenty-fifth day of November, 1918, at the “ Great
National Assembly", on the basis of the sublime principle
of the self-determination of the peoples, declare themselves
independent and proclaim their separation from Hungary
alike as a State and both politically and economically. As a
consequence
the
Great National
Assembly herewith
establishes the Great National Council, the executive organ
of which shall be the National Government office.”
It is in any case characteristic of the spirit and general
construction of the peace edicts that this Yugoslav conspiracy
carried out in defiance of the right of self-deermination of
the peoples and to the exclusion of the vast majority of the
inhabitants of the "Voivodina" — as was the case with the
other similar floutings of law and equity — did not in the
least embarrass the persons responsible for drafting the Peace
Edict of Trianon when, in the Covering Letter signed by M.
Millerand they ventured to include — by way of justification
of the territorial provisions — the plea (devoid of all moral
18
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and legal justification) that “ it was superfluous to ordain
any plebiscite, seeing that they were convinced that any
appeal to the people, though it might ensure an absolute
sincerity of opinion, would not lead to any other result, than
that which the Powers had been impelled to adopt after a
thorough investigation of the ethnographical conditions and
national aspirations of Central Europe. The will of the
peoples was manifested in the months of October and
November, 1918, — at the time of the collapse of the Dual
Monarchy — when the nationalities that had so long been
oppressed united with their racial brethren."
For the purpose of illustrating even more strikingly the
abuse of the principle and the perversion of the right of selfdetermination and the flouting of justice, it will suffice to
cite a few characteristic passages from the various represen
tations submitted by the National Government Office to the
Belgrade Government: — “ The population of this territory
has consented to union with the Serbian Kingdom, not only
because that was the natural wish of a people the vast
majority of which are Serbians and Croats (!? !), but also
because the democracy of the Serbian Kingdom and the
settled state of that country’s agrarian conditions is the best
guarantee that this people will finally and definitively be
liberated from the rule of the privileged classes and will be
able to begin a new life in freedom and in an enlightened
democracy. The attraction exercised on the people of this
territory by the democratic system and settled agrarian con
ditions of Serbia, is shown also by the constantly repeated
declarations made by the Magyar and German inhabitants
of the Bacska, the Banate and Baranya, all of which are in
favour of incorporation in the Serbian Kingdom and in the
State of the Serbians, Croats and Slovenes". It is really
superfluous to add that this assertion regarding the Magyars
and Germans is merely what is usually called a “ fabrication” .
Special interest attaches to the representation made by
the National Government office on December 4th, 1918, in
which that Office — apart from communicating the declaration
of separation and announcing its own accession to office —
requested the Government of the Yugoslav Kingdom (in
order to ensure the uninterrupted conduct of public affairs
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and to procure the support of the occupying Serbian troops
and of the troops of the Allied Powers) to acknowledge the
National Government Office as the administrative authority
in control of the Bacska, the Banate and the occupied
territory of Baranya and — in order to ensure uniform
procedure — to inform all the commanders of the Serbian,
French and British troops of the fact. The reason why
particular significance attaches to this document is that it
provides palpable evidence of the fact that the provisions of
the Armistice concluded by General Diaz on November 3rd,
1918, and of the Belgrade Military Convention of November
13th stipulating that the civil administration of the occupied
territories should until the conclusion of peace remain in
Hungarian hands, were thrown to the winds with the know
ledge and the approval of the Entente. The nationality
principle was flouted and the right of self-determination of
the peoples trampled under foot; and in like manner this
provision of the Convention — the most important of all
from the Hungarian point of view — was treated as a mere
scrap of paper. But even more serious still was the absolutely
arbitrary military action by which the Serbians, defying the
measures taken by the boundary commissions which should
have been binding on them, effected forcible adjustments of
the frontier to the advantage of the Southern Slav State by
force of arms.
Equally serious was the injury to the interests of
Hungary in respect of the question of the Vend region re
christened “ Prekomurje” . As stated in the essay on the “ Past
and Present of the Vends” by Alexander Mikola, (pp. 18,
24, 25 and 28) — this essay being based upon an article
by Dr. Ivan Zolger, Yugoslav Delegate to the Peace Con
ference, published in the June 2nd, 1921, issue of the
"Slovenski Narod” — , this territory originally allotted to
Hungary by the Supreme Council was played into the hands
of the Yugoslavs by M. Tardieu, the relevant decision being
arbitrarily modified for the purpose, — and that despite the
fact that in the autumn of 1921 the Boundary Commission
had proposed the re-incorporation in Hungary of 34 of the
100 villages in question.
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