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hen we examine the development of the formation
of peoples into nations, we see that the advance
of peoples to the status of nations follows abso
lutely naturally and logically as a stage in the process of
evolution. The system of feudalism which every European
people lived through, led sooner or later inevitably to the
formation of a bourgeois national existence. Under the feudal
system the political nation was composed of only a small
group; whereas in the bourgeois national form of life the
whole nation constituted the political nation. And, when we
take into account the sociological foundations of develop
ment, the advance to the status of nation ensues in the same
way in the life of all peoples, whether the nation in question
comprises 100 or 2 million or even only a few hundred
thousand individuals — and is entirely independent of whe
ther the nation is a small or a big one. From the point of
view of historical philosophy or of sociology small peoples
cannot possibly be denied the right to national existence or
to national independence, To this they are just as fully en
titled as are the nations numbering many millions. And, in
the event of their being deprived of this right, they will not
feel secure until it has been restored to them or until they
have recovered it. They will even risk extermination in their
determination to fight for their rights and for their national
independenoe.
The lessons of history, therefore, teach us that, if Europe
desires to safeguard the tranquillity of its future, it must
show just as much energy in ensuring the rights of the small
peoples as in defending those of the big nations. Not one
of the small nations is prepared to sacrifice itself for
utilization as means or material for building up the future
of any of the big nations.
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If we survey the extensive zone of small nations stret
ching from the Baltic Sea to the Egean, and remember these
facts, we cannot fail to observe that there are serious internal
troubles disturbing the surface of this mighty territory. For
this zone embraces several small nations which, while enga
ged in a struggle for the preservation of their own national
independence, at the same time deny their neighbours or
their sister-peoples the very right for the vindication of
which they themselves are struggling might and main. The
Czechs, for instance, deny the right of the Slovaks, one of
the small peoples of Central Europe, the right to an inde
pendent national existence. The Czech consciousness betrays
an unheard-of contradiction; what in their own case they
regard as a sacred right, the Czechs brand in the case of the
Slovaks as aggression and political depravity.
It will be worth our while to retrospectively survey the
relations between Slovaks and Czechs. The Slovaks were
enticed to join in the formation of the fictive State given the
name of Czecho-Slovakia — already prior to the first Great
War — by specious promises of equality of status. Under
the so-called Pittsburg Convention the Czechs undertook an
obligation to grant the Slovaks autonomy. That autonomy
was never granted to the Slovaks. Instead, the Czechs would
fain have persuaded the Slovaks to abandon certain tokens
of their ethnic individuality and to consent to absorption in
a non-existent Czechoslovak nation. The Czechs, on their
part, refused to renounce one jot or tittle of their ethnic
structure or their national character in the interest of the
so-called Czechoslovak nation. As a consequence, the ab
sorption of the Slovaks in the fictive Czechoslovak nation
would have involved their assimilation by the Czechs. The
consciousness of their smallness made the Czechs so anxious
to augment their national body by the addition of the Slovaks
that they are not prepared under any circumstances to re
nounce their claim to that people and obstinately refuse to
accord the Slovaks what they themselves received as a result
of historical development.
Already at the very outset this attitude on the part of
the Czechs divided the “Czechoslovak” refugees into two
hostile camps. On the one side stand the Slovaks, under the
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leadership of Hodzha and Osshusky; and on the other side
stand the Czechs, under the leadership of Benes. Hodzha and
Ossusky are not prepared to renounce the rights of the
Slovaks to the forms of an independent national existence;
and as a consequence, Benes regards both Slovak politicians
as arrant traitors to the Czechoslovak cause. Their crime is
that they refuse to accept as a real fact a mere fiction, k— >
the fiction of a “Czechoslovak” nation.
If only a political principle were involved in this Czecho
slovak fiction, Osshusky and Hodzha would not oppose
Benes's Czechoslovak imperialism. Benes would fain exploit
“Czechoslovakism” as a means of propaganda primarily to
influence the Allied Powers. For the whole Czech question
wears an entirely different aspect in the case of a Czech
nation of only some 6-7 millon souls than it does in that of
a “Czechoslovak” nation raised to the strength of 8-9 millions
by the addition of the Slovaks. This is why Benes clings at
all costs to the fiction; for it would create the impression of
a bigger unit. On one occasion in the past — in 1936, i. e.
during his term of office as Foreign Minister — Benes toured
the Slovak towns and delivered addresses to the Slovaks on
“Czechoslovakism". He endeavoured to exploit the spell of
greater numerical strength for the purpose of prevailing upon
them to accept “Czechoslovakism". He pointed to the Ger
mans, a nation of seventy millions, and to the Russians, a
nation of a hundred and seventy millions, in order to convince
the Slovaks of the importance of numerical strength. At the
same time, however, the Czechs treated the Slovaks ruthlessly
in economic matters too. Had the acceptance of "Czecho
slovakism" involved only the acceptance of a political thesis,
the Slovaks would have taken the bait. But much more was at
stake. The Slovaks were expected to renounce their economic
possibilities also in favour of the Czechs. The latter closed
down the factories in Slovak areas which had been established
by the industrial policy of the Hungarian Governments of preWar days. The sequestered Magyar estates were allotted pri
marily to Czech owners of residue estates and to Czech settlers.
The development of the Slovak towns was impeded. In a word,
everything was done to prevent the material development of
Slovak national life. That is the prime cause why it will never
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be possible to persuade either the Slovak people or the
Slovak leaders now in exile to again accept the “Czechoslo
vak" fiction. In “Free Europe” Ossushky recently wrote an
article entitled “Small and Big Nations" in which he protested
against the application after the War of the policy of socalled "spheres of interest”. He demanded for the small
nations the same rights as those claimed by the big nations.
He warned small nations to agree among themselves and to
unite for the purpose of ensuring greater weight in an alliance
or confederation. During the twenty years of Czecho-Slo
vakia's existence Ossushky, Czecho-Slovak Minister in Paris,
consistently opposed Benes's “Czechoslovakism”. Hodzha
condemned the imperialism of the Czechs, not only in its
bearings on Czech-Slovak relations, but also in its bearings
on relations with Hungary. He attributed the fall of Czecho
slovakia primarily to the annexation also of Magyar areas
and large masses of persons of Magyar race.
Not only the northern half of Central Europe has its
“Czechs” ; there are such in Southern Europe too. We mean
the Serbians. The Serbians enforced their own “ Czecho
slovakism’ — called by them “Yugoslavism” — at the cost
of two small Balkan peoples, the Croatians and the Slovenes.
They would fain force the Croatians and the Slovenes to
accept non-existent "Yugoslav" forms, — their object being
the same as that of the Czechs in their dealings with the
Slovaks. The course of development here too has proved that
the Slovenes and the Croatians are not prepared to renounce
either the economic or the cultural substance of their national
forms of life in order to serve as mere tools for the realization
of pan-Serbian aspirations. During the whole period of its
existence Yugoslavia was the scene of continual internal
disturbances. After the lapse of twenty years — exactly at
the time when as a result of the Munich Convention CzechSlovakia offered the Slovaks a form of federation — the
Yugoslavs attempted to come to an agreement with the
Croatians. But neither Czecho-Slovakia nor Yugoslavia proved
able to ensure its existence even in the form of a confede
ration. The Yugoslav-Croatian Compromise, brought into
being on the Croatian side by MLacek, did not ensure the
Croatians anything like the rights accorded them under the
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Hungarian-Croatian Compromise of 1868. Yugoslavia, there
fore, continued on the path of dissolution, until finally it
broke up into two States — Serbia and Croatia. The antago
nisms between Croatians and Serbians are unbridgeable.
This is proved also by the story of what has so far happened
among the so-called Yugoslav exiles, Yugoslav Governments
are being formed one after the other, and they are seen to
fall in rapid succession. The “ Yugoslav" fiction fails to satisfy
the Croatian and Slovene refugees. Their twenty-years’ ex
perience has taught the Croatians and the Slovenes to under
stand the true meaning of the aspirations of the Serbians.
So far the story of the "Yugoslav” Governments in exile has
been a story of a struggle of every one against every one
else. The Allied Powers have had — and still have —
opportunities galore to observe at first hand the fictive value
of the “Czechoslovakism” and "Yugoslavism” which after
the first Great War they had regarded as suitable foundations
upon which to build up the security of the Danubian area.

