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A great stir has been caused everywhere by the attitude 
displayed in a recent article by the British weekly, 
the “Observer”, which condemned the adjustment of 

Central Europe brought into being, in 1919, by the Treaties of 
Trianon and Saint-Germain. The authoritative British weekly, 
which has maintained its leading position in British j ournalism 
despite the withdrawal of its former Editor, Garvin, the most 
eminent of British publicists, stated roundly and without 
beating about the bush that “as a result of the events ensuing 
between 1938 and 1941 London had come to the conclusion 
that the “Balkanization” of Central Europe consequent on the 
adjustment of 1919 was the real source of the unrest and the 
instability of the situation in evidence there. So long as unity 
and agreement had existed between the Central European 
States, those States had for centuries been the sources of 
European stability; whereas in recent times political dis
ruption had in many respects led to a state of uncertainty 
and political asthenia”.

This article in the “ Observer” is a frank admission that 
the Treaties of Trianon and Saint-Germain, not only upset, 
but actually annihilated the equilibrium in Central Europe 
which had for centuries been maintained by the prestige of 
the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. This dislocation of the 
equilibrium of Central Europe was due primarily to the 
agitation of two men — Benes and Wlison. Benes, the fa
natical apostle of Czech imperialism, in his infatuated 
enthusiasm for Czech imperialistic aspirations, failed to 
realize that, though an independent Czecho-Slovak State 
brought into existence out of the ruins of the disruption and 
collapse of the unity of Central Europe might remain above 
water for a time, as a result of the inexorable laws of history 
and geography Czecho-Slovakia would be incapable of
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preserving permanently its independence and keeping pos
session of its territory artificially augmented by the aid of 
false memorandums in a forcibly atomized Central Europe. In 
1917 this most dangerous enemy of a united Central Europe 
proclaimed his slogan —  “Detruisez VAutriche-Hongrie”, —  
“Austria-Hungary must be shattered". In November, 1918, at 
the time of the collapse of the Monarchy, the “Temps”, the 
mouthpiece of the Quai d'Orsay, made a vain attempt to warn 
the leaders of the Entente of the danger latent in this cath- 
word; the “ peace-makers" refused to listen to the warning 
and in the Treaties of Trianon and Saint-Germain committed 
the greatest crime against the equilibrium of Europe and the 
unity of Central Europe.

Bainville, the greatest French historian of post-War 
times, admitted already in 1920 that the Treaty of Trianon 
conceived in the petit-bourgeois hatred and the vindictive 
spirit of Clemenceau was, not only a crime, but an irreparable 
mistake too the bitter price of which —  he said, with an 
astounding instinct suggesting the inspiration of a prophet —  
would one day have to be paid by France. Not only the 
great French historian, but Sorel too, the sociologist of last 
century who has come into vogue in our days, —  the original 
propounder of the modern theory of dictatorship — , a good 
many decades ago already proclaimed that any disruption 
of the unity of Central Europe would shake the very founda
tions of Europe and would lead to the creation of he
gemonies brought into being on a racial basis and to the 
running amok of imperialistic aspirations; for as a result of 
such disruption the natural check on hegemonic endeavours 
would cease to exist.

The “Big Four" —  Clemenceau, Lloyd George, Wilson, 
Orlando — spellbound by Benes’s witchcraft, failed to realize 
this truth, thereby lighting the quickmatich that eventually 
blasted the unity of Central Europe. In their infatuation and 
their short-sighted reaction to Benes's instigations these men 
went to the length, not only of disrupting the unity of 
Central Europe, but of allowing themselves to subject 
to the most ruthless dismemberment that State which by 
virtue of its great historical past, of its geographical 
position and its internationality structure alike had been
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—  and still is —  designated by Providence too to act 
as the focus of a new Central-European unity to be placed 
on new foundations. Benes s magyarphobia succeeded in 
shifting the centre of gravity of Central Europe from Buda
— which according to Bismark too is the natural centre — 
to Prague. Thereby, however, Benes violated a law of nature; 
and this action of his bore its inevitable fruit in the collapse 
of the Golem-State created by him.

In 1938 Benes —  who had imagined that his whole policy 
was a means of counteracting the Drang nach Osten, the 
expansional endeavours of the German Empire —  was 
impelled to realize to his bitter disappointment that that 
policy had in reality been on the contrary the harbinger and 
the starting-point of German expansion. He realized when it 
was already too late the truth of the thesis propounded by 
Palacky, a compatriot of his with a far greater grasp of re
alities and a far wider political horizon, —  the thesis that, 
if the historical unity of Central Europe did not exist, it 
would have to be invented.

The other statesman of the years 1914—-1918 who was 
primarily responsible for the collapse of the unity of Central 
Europe, was Woodrow Wilson, then President of the United 
States of North America. Wilson no doubt acted in good 
faith —  but in utter ignorance of European affairs and in a 
doctrinaire spirit —  when he drafted his Fourteen Points 
first made public in his Message to Congress dated January 
8th., 1918. The publication of these Fourteen Points gave 
the world a new slogan —  that of the right of self-deter
mination of the peoples. On paper this slogan looked attractive 
enough; in practice, however, it led to the anarchization and 
Balkanization of Central Europe. It is worth noting that the 
eruptive and disruptive substance of the slogan relating to 
the right of self-determination was realized first by Wilson’s 
own Foreign Minister, Secretary—of-State Lansing, a states
man of no mean calibre, who already in 1919 prophesied that 
the right of self-determination would prove to be the ex
plosive destined to blow to atoms the historical and economic 
units. That the American Press is today lamenting the an
nihilation of the equilibrium in Central Europe and that 
certain American publicists are found speaking of Transyl
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vania as a new Alsace-Lorraine, is a result that must be 
attributed very largely to the activity of Wilson.

The dangers latent in the disruption of Central Europe 
were realized first in Great Britain, —  though in that country 
too only by those politicians who had not allowed themselves 
to be carried off their feet by the sterile conception of the 
maintenance of the status quo brought into being by the Paris 
treaties or by the illusion of collective security, and who 
even after the “victory”  won in the Great War still clung 
tenaciously to the conception which for three centuries had 
been the guiding principle of British policy — - the conception 
of a European balance of power.

These politicians very soon observed that an irreparable 
breach had been made in the system of the balance of Euro
pean forces by the elimination of Central European unity: 
for the system of forces had been crippled by the loss of an 
important counteracting force which the pitiable, unhistorical, 
politically and economically irrational construction of the 
Little Entente was quite incapable of replacing. The “Euro
pean balance of power" conception had been mortally woun
ded by the Treaty of Trianon; and that meant, in other words, 
that the political idea which Great Britain had for centuries 
insisted upon had suffered a reverse and been thrown on 
the dust-heap.

This is shown also by the fact that, whereas in previous 
centuries British policy had consisted essentially in waging 
war —  by political or financial weapons or even by armed 
force — against the development of any European hegemony, 
in the post-War period Downing Street contented itself 
with watching —  to all intents and purposes with arms 
folded — the development and expansion of French 
hegemony on the European Continent. And the authors of 
this French hegemony, in the intoxication of the glut of power, 
actually believed that the decease of Central European 
unity involved only advantages to France, and for that reason 
supported the Little Entente in the conviction that the road 
to Berlin led via Prague. It was only the events of 1940 that 
compelled the French to realize the real meaning of the 
destruction of the unity of Central Europe, of the dismem
berment and parcelling-out of Central Europe and of the
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consequent weakening of that region. Then the French were 
forced to realize that the road via Prague led, not to Berlin, 
but to Paris, —  just as in 1870— 71 Koniggratz had opened 
the way for the German army to Sedan and Paris.

Among those British politicians who never for a moment 
lost sight of the “balance of power” principle and as a 
consequence realized that the elimination of the Central 
European force of counteraction involved a deadly danger to 
the European balance of power in general, special mention 
is due to Winston Churchill, who on several occasions — 
speaking from the Government benches but in the key of a 
Member of the Opposition —  warned the British Government 
of the dangers to Britain latent in a Central Europe writhing 
in the agony of economic anarchy due to the state of dis
solution through which it was passing. Churchill observed 
that from the point of view of general European policy Cent
ral Europe had become balkanized politically too; for, apart 
from the fact that the un-European mentality and low stan
dard of the Balkans had taken deep root there, that region 
had become a gunpowder barrel and a storm-centre resemb
ling that in evidence in the Balkans prior to 1914.

Wells had written with the inspiration of a prophet that 
the next Great War would break out on account of Danzig; 
and Churchill and those who supported him realized that the 
next Great War was being hatched in the territory of disrup
ted Central Europe.

That was why, as far back as 1932, Churchill, in a speech 
made in the British Parliament, suggested that the problems 
of Danzig, the Polish corridor and Transylvania should be 
adjusted peacefully while the odds were still on the side of 
the victorious Powers and before Europe had become divided 
into two strong hostile coalitions. Already in 1932 Churchill 
saw that one of the greatest obstacles to the concilation of 
Central Europe and thereby to the restoration of the Euro
pean balance of power was the injustice of the provisions of 
the Treaty of Trianon relating to Transylvania.

His views on this point were expressed by him even more 
clearly and unequivocally in December, 1937, when, during 
the debate on the Estimates in the House of Commons, he 
spoke of the question of colonies and declared that Great
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Britain was prepared to treat respecting the restoration of 
the colonies acquired in the Great War, provided every other 
country which had received such acquisitions was ready to 
treat under similar conditions respecting the question of 
restoration. “ If sacrifices have to be made for the purpose of 
eliminating the spirit of hatred originating from the previous 
war, every one must be prepared to make sacrifices” .

In the same speach Churchill openly told the House 
also which States had been called upon to restore territories 
acquired in the War, —  those which had gained by the 
Treaty of Versailles and by the Treaty of Trianon, a treaty 
far more justly condemned than the former”. That was plain 
speaking. And Churchill demanded that ‘‘those who had 
gained by the “far more justly condemned’’ Treaty of Tria
non should restore to the unjustly injured Party the territori
es acquired by them in the War. At the same period a dis
cussion was carried on for two weeks in the columns of the 
“Manchester Guardian’, one of the leading British dailies, 
respecting the Treaty of Trianon. During this discussion ten 
British Members of Parliament entered the lists in favour of 
of a revision of the Treaty of Trianon. It is of interest to 
note that of these ten Members of Parliament seven were 
Conservatives —  these being headed by Sir Robert Gower, 
well-known also for his magyarphile attitude —  and 
three were Labour Members — J. Rhys Davies, Ben Riley 
and D. Quibell. The Labour Members did not allow them
selves to be deterred even by the false charge brought against 
them by Czech and Rumanian circles that “ they had under
taken the defence of Magyar landowners and Magyar feu
dalism” .

And, finally, we must not omit to mention the book 
(“ Warnings and Predictions’)  published by Lord Rothermere 
in 1939, which contained articles and letters written by the 
magyarphile peer and in which we find many details relating 
to the Hungarian question in particular and the Central 
European question in general that today are of a most thrilling 
character. In 1934 Lord Rothermere foretold the fate of 
Austria and Czecho-Slovakia. The longest chapter in the book 
— the eighth —  is devoted exclusively to the Hungarian and 
Central European question. These are the opening words of
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this chapter: — “ In 1927 I started a campaign to ensure the 
raising of Hungary from the misery and distress inflicted 
upon her at the end of the Great War” . The writer establishes 
that Stephen Tisza opposed the war and then continues as 
follows: —  “During the whole course of the War Hungary 
displayed chivalry at the front and chivalry behind the front. 
Not a single British man or woman was interned. And the 
treatment of prisoners was exemplary” .

In his famous article published on June 11th., 1927. 
(“Hungary's Place in the Sun” ), Lord Rothermere spoke of 
the dismemberment of the former Austro-Hungarian Mo
narchy as a grave mistake on the part of the treaty-makers. 
Thereby discontented minorities had been created in half-a- 
dozen places in Central Europe. Every one of these regions 
might prove the starting-point of a fresh conflict. Of the 
three treaties which had re-adjusted Central Europe, the 
Treaty of Trianon was the result of the worst counsels, in
stead of simplifying the existing network of nationalities, it 
had made that network even more complicated. The discontent 
thus brought into being was so deeply-rooted that no object
ive traveller could fail to see the necessity for a reparation of 
the wromgs committed. The present frontiers (i. e. as in 1927) 
of the European States were arbitrary and anti-economic. 
They contained, however, the germs of graver consequences. 
Their injustice was a constant menace to the peace of Eu
rope . . . All the dried leaves and rotting trees must be torn 
from the Treaty of Trianon before they were set on fire by 
some unexpected change. Once the conflict had broken out, 
it would be too late. . .

On August 30th., 1927, Lord Rothermere wrote another 
article on the Central European question entitled “ The 
Powder Magazine of Europe” . In this article he told his 
readers that the launching of the slogan of self-determination 
had resulted in the creation of a Central Europe teeming 
with material likely to produce a conflict. The responsibility 
for this lay chiefly with the Treaty of Trianon, which had 
divided Hungary among her neighbours. In a later passage 
the writer prophesied that this adjustment of Central Europe 
had sown the seeds of a future war.

The situation created by the Treaty of Trianon Lord
16



THE • BALKANIZATION" OF CENTRAL EUROPE

Rothermere described as an outrage on an ancient and glorious 
people with a past of a thousand years. This situation was 
fundamentally bad and could not be maintained. “ If we 
continue to remain blind to the evil" —  he continued — 
“ the spirit of hatred and antagonism will come to the surface 
in Central Europe; and that must inevitably lead to a terrible 
war. Are we so blind as to allow the elements of a new and 
horrible conflict to accumulate unimpeded? —  I repeat: 
Hungary is the natural ally of Great Britain, France and 
Italy in Central Europe. Even during the Great War Hungary 
maintained the friendly disposition towards Great Britian 
and the United States which is natural to her, refusing to 
intern the British subjects and American citizens living 
there, who were all allowed to continue their ordinary 
occupations. Hungary was only technically the enemy of 
these two countries” .

In the “Daily News' Lord Rothermere inter alia wrote 
as follows: —  “The new Central European frontiers are not 
justified either ethnographically or geographically or econo
mically. They have reduced Central Europe to a condition 
which must inevitably lead to war”. We could cite from Lord 
Rothermere's book passages galore of a peculiarly instructive 
and interesting character at the present juncture, — in evi
dence of the grasp of realities and the foresight with which 
the noble writer surveyed the Central Europe divided against 
itself by the Treaty of Trianon and in particular the cruel 
situation so unjustly inflicted upon the Hungarians by the 
treaty.
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