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P O L I T I C A L .  M O S A I C
I.

T H E  A U S T R O -IT A L IA N -H U N G A R IA N  E C O N O M IC  P A C T
Of the experiments which in recent times, in con

nection with the Central European problems, have attemp
ted to make a new arrangement between the countries 
of the Danube Valley, nearly all had the fault of wanting 
to preserve the existing power groups and to secure per
petuity to the present so-called Little Entente system. 
These experiments did not reckon with the existing 
moral, political and economic circumstances, the real 
interests of the people, or with those power rela
tions actually prevailing in this part of Europe. It  was for 
this reason that Benes’ Danube Confederation Scheme, 
as well as the conception of M. Tardieu, former French 
Premier, founded upon similar ideas could bring no 
solution, because they wished to secure permanent advan
tages exclusively for the victorious States without reckoning 
with the laws of historic and economic necessities.

After numerous abortive experiments, at last in 1931 the 
common plan of Mussolini and Count Stephen Bethlen, 
former Hungarian Prime Minister, came to the front in 
a decisive form. This plan proposed Italian-Austrian- 
Hungarian economic cooperation, the fundamental idea 
of which was that the two independent Danube States, 
Austria and Hungary (which are politically on good 
terms with one other, and economically not only 
complete each other but are actually interdependent, and 
yet neither can exhaust or take up the other’s surplus 
production) should seek a stronger third partner, i. e. 
Italy, who would be willing to secure the greater part of 
her import requirements first of all from Austria and 
Hungary, while on the other hand these two States would 
be willing to obtain their own requirements from Italy  
under certain preferential customs concessions.

These agreements came into existence in March, in 
Borne, between Mussolini, Dolffuss, Austrian Chancellor, 
and Gyula Gombos, Hungarian Prime Minister. The me
thods employed here and also the results achieved prove 
that in the present grave situation only direct negotiations 
can lead to success and only the power of friendly co-ope
ration was capable of retrieving the critical position of the 
two Danubian States from a dead-lock.

Besides this great significance of the Rome economic 
agreements, their political importance consists chiefly in 
the fact that they are directed against nobody, they are 
not directed against other countries and under certain 
conditions enable all those to join who manifest their 
inclination to do so.

In the present chaotic economic situation of Europe, 
when autarchic ambitions are bordering on the ridiculous, 
the generally pleasing character of the Rome agreements

is that they tend towards the abolition of autarchy, thereby 
taking the first serious step towards a more universal eco
nomic way out of the present impasse.

The Rome agreements are set forth in three proces verbals, 
of which the first concerns the political co-operation of the 
three States; the second, the economic co-operation, while 
the third refers to the extension of the economic relations 
between Italy  and Austria.

In  Protocol No. 1 the three Governments undertake to 
consult each other whenever one of them considers it 
opportune. According to Protocol I I  before 15th May 
1934 bilateral agreements must be made for the facil
itation of mutual export, and furthermore to overcome 
the difficulties with regard to Hungary which have arisen 
owing to the slump in corn prices. They also make bila
teral agreements to lighten the transit traffic via 
Fiume. In order to develop mutual goods traffic 
they send out a commission consisting of three experts. 
In accordance with Protocol I II  Italy and Austria 
before 15th May 1934 must undertake to extend 
the economic agreements abready existing between the 
two States in so for as a preferential system shall be 
put in force in favour of products directed to Italy pro
duced in Austria and originating in Austria.

On 14th. M ay, Mussolini and the representatives of 
Hungary and Austria signed the agreements which were 
to be carried into effect by the date mentioned. The 
Italian-Austrian Agreement secures preference for a 
considerable number of industrial articles in favour 
of Austria. In  lieu thereof, Austria affords Italy customs 
concessions, under the ’ ’most- favoured nation”  clause, for 
many products, chiefly Italian specialities.

The Italian-Hungarian agreement requires the Italian 
Sajni company to purchase one million quintals of wheat 
from an organisation to be appointed by the Hungarian 
Government, at a price calculated to facilitate the 
suitable realisation of the Hungarian crops. Besides this 
the Company received an option for the purchase of 
a further one million quintals. Hungary is obliged to 
give Italy ’ ’most favoured” customs concessions and also 
to consider her wishes in the direction of alleviating 
import restrictions. The Hungarian-Austrian Agreement 
secured the acceptance of a further 2.2 million quintals 
of Hungarian wheat by Austria and also greater possi
bilities for the export of Austrian industrial articles to 
Hungary. These agreements signify the first practical 
step towards the escape of the Danube valley from the 
the blind alley into which it has been driven by the 
autarchic system.

II

H U N G A R Y ’S  C O M P L A IN T  
TO  T H E  L E A G U E  O F  N A T IO N S  W I T H  R E G A R D  
TO  T H E  Y U G O S L A V  F R O N T IE R  A T R O C IT IE S

Hungary’s envoy at Berne, Ladislas Tahy, on 12th 
May submitted to the Secretariat of the League of Nations 
the complaint of the Hungarian Government in re the 
frontier violations by Yugoslavia which have occurred 
on the Hungaro-Yugoslav frontier for years past, the 
excesses of the authorities and the Governmental regula
tions tending to ruin the Magyar landowners living 
along the frontier, endangering not only the tranquillity 
and livelihood of the Hungarian population but also 
straining friendly relations between the two countries.

The complaint of the Hungarian Government referred

to 31 frontier incidents. Of these 21 were fatal cases in 
consequence of the unlawful use of fire-arms by fron
tier guards. In  5 cases Hungary’s territorial rights were 
gravely infringed. In 3 cases the Yugoslav frontier- 
guards fired a volley on Hungarian citizens, while in two 
cases they caused bodily injury, keeping their victims 
in prison for a considerable period.

The 21 persons killed, including two old men over 
70 years of age, did nothing but inadvertently stray on 
to Serbian territory across the frontier, which cuts through 
a plain and therefore is recognisable, if at all, only with
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difficulty, the Yugoslav frontier guards, pretending they 
had attempted to escape, shot them down like rabbits 
at a shooting party.

All the pains taken by the Hungarian Government to 
provide that the system introduced by the Yugoslav autho
rities along the frontier should be altered or alleviated, and 
that the use of fire-arms for the Yugoslav frontier guards 
should be altered correspondingly to the instructions issued 
for the Hungarian frontier guards were in vain woing to 
the inexorable attitude of the Yugoslav Government. In  
the very same way the Yugoslavs also rejected the 
concrete proposition of the Hungarian Government that 
in certain especially brutal cases a mixed commission of 
investigation should be sent out similar to those which 
have proved effective on the occasions of incidents 
occurring on the Hungaro-Roumanian and Hungaro- 
Czecho-Slovak frontiers. The brusque rejection of the 
proposition aiming at the mutual settlement of debatable 
questions, and the peculiar attitude of the Yugoslav 
Government, seems to confirm the rumours spread among 
the population living along the frontier, that a reward 
of 1000— 1200 dinars has been set on the head of every 
Hungarian killed, as in the days of the scalphunters.

In excuse of the arbitrary unpunished actions per
petrated by its officials, the Belgrade Government quoted 
the principle of the right of self-defence which, it is alle
ged, compels it to defend itself most energetically against 
subversive elements, terrorists and assassins who steal 
into Yugoslavia from abroad, especially from Hungary. 
That this excuse has no foundation is proved beyond 
controversy by the fact that the victims of the Yugoslav 
frontier guards had nothing to do with politics, conspi
racies, assassinations or any other such activities, and 
that from Hungary, with the exception of the single 
Premec case, no infernal machines or assassins have been 
smuggled into Serbia. But even in that case the Hungarian 
court sentenced Premec, who carried bombs, to 15 
years’ hard labour, in striking contrast to the proce
dure of the Yugoslav authorities, who failed to call to 
account (even in a single case) the murderers of the 21 
Hungarians.

The only purpose of the complaint of the Hungarian 
Government was, by the application of Article II  of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations, to put an end to the 
practice which most gravely endangers the rightful inte
rests of Hungarian subjects, and thereby to prevent the 
economic and public administration questions from 
being turned into political debates. It  was Yugoslavia 
alone that brought politics into this affair, when she

suddenly broke off her negotiations for making a new 
commercial agreement, withdrew her participation in the 
International Athletic World Championship held in 
Budapest as well as in the Agricultural Congress and fur
thermore recalled her Minister from Budapest.

On 5th June the Council of the League of Nations 
dealt with the complaint and on the basis of declarations 
of Tibor Eckhardt, Hungarian representative, and Foties, 
Yugoslav representative, postponed the question for the 
time being and recommended the two States to settle the 
matter by direct negotiation. Certainly the Hungarian 
Government will do everything in its power to bring 
the negotiations to a successful conclusion in the in 
terest of the security of the persons and the property 
of the Hungarian population living along the frontier. 
According to the pertinent statement of Eckhardt, the 
Hungarian representative, not only the important inte
rests of the frontier population depend on a suitable 
arrangement of the existing differences, but it would 
also bring about an understanding and a more favou
rable formation of the Hungarian-Yugoslav relations.

In the meantime the direct negotiations between the 
commissioners of the Hungarian and the Yugoslav 
Governments have begun. According to the latest reports 
the negotiations are going smoothly and promise a favou
rable result. Within a short time] the signing of the 
minutes will take place which will regulate the debatable 
questions that have arisen.

Besides the free movement of the dual proprietors, the 
contact between the frontier guards will aiso be regulated 
and n ew ' instructions will be issued to the Yugoslav 
frontier guards with regard to the use of fire-arms.

However, we must remark that since the complaint of 
the Hungarian Government was submitted to the League 
of Nations two other Hungarian have fallen victims to the 
violence of the Yugoslav frontier guards. On 19th M ay the 
Yugoslav frontier guards shot dead Stephen Lengyel, a 
citizen of Budapest. On 23rd June Michael Dergez, an in
habitant of Berzence, was dragged away from his estate in 
Hungarian territory by Serb frontier guards, who tortured 
him and afterwards killed him in Serb territory. It  is 
characteristic of their brutal proceedings that they refused 
afterwards to give up the body to his widow. They 
buried the unfortunate victim on 24th June, thereby 
preventing an inquest being held by the Hungarian 
commission sent out for the purpose.

In  the districts flanking the frontier the opinion is 
general that the murderers of the Hungarian farmer 
received a reward of 1400 Dinars.

III.

H U N G A R Y ’S D IG N IF IE D  P R O T E S T  A G A IN S T  T H E  
S T A T E M E N T S  M A D E  B Y  M . B A R T H O U

Of the kaleidoscopic events of last month none affected 
the Hungarian nation so closely or so painfully as the 
happenings in Bucharest and Belgrade when M. Barthou 
made the statements now familiar to everybody.

The visit of the French Foreign Minister was the cor
ner-stone of the Bucharest Conference of the Little En
tente Foreign Ministers. As is well known, this Confe
rence summarised the present political programme of the 
Little Entente in nine points, one of which ’ ’regrets” to 
have to establish the fact that ” by her recent statements 
Hungary has herself turned her back on economic co-ope
ration” . This was a further proof of the aggressive atti
tude of the Little Entente towards Hungary ; for in the 
speech delivered by him at the sitting of the Upper House 
held on June 20th the Hungarian Premier, Gyula Gombos, 
once more declared that the revisionist attitude of Hungary 
’ ’did not in the least affect the question of the maintenance 
and expansion of economic relations, which question he 
was prepared at any moment to discuss in the spirit of 
friendship and loyal neighbourliness” .

The Hungarian nation has in the course of the pa 
fifteen years grown accustomed to the aggressive tone 
the Little Entente ; but —  owing to their sharp tone 
quite unusual in the case of a French diplomat —  the 
statements made by M. Barthou dum founded even franco
phile Hungarians.

For on his arrival in Kolozsvdr (Cluj) M. Barthou —  as 
reported by the ’ ’Adeverul”  —  made the following 
statement to the journalists assembled there:

” Both France and Rumania have succeeded in reco
vering the provinces which were originally theirs. . .  Both 
the French and the Rumanians have re-occupied what 
was originally theirs.'’’

In Brasso (Brasov) M. Barthou made a similar sta
tement.

A t the sitting of the Rumanian Parliament held on June 
22nd. —  at which sitting he was elected honorary citizen
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of Rumania —  M. Barthou delivered a long speech, in the 
course of which he made the following statements too:

’ ’Your frontiers are yours, have been yours and will 
be yours for ever. Remember that if any attempt is 
made to take away a single square centimetre of your 
territory, France will be behind you” .

The statements made by the French Foreign Minister 
once more added fuel to the fire of the nationalistic ele
ments of the Little Entente; and by the time M. Barthou 
arrived in Belgrade, the Yugoslav Foreign Minister, Uzu- 
novitch, had already declared that in Czecho-Slovakia, 
Rumania and Yugoslavia there was not a single person 
(evidently the large numbers of oppressed minorities in 
these States no longer count at all) ready to tolerate any 
revision of the frontiers except at the cost of a bloody era 
such as we had witnessed in the past.

The Hungarian nation protested as one man against the 
statements of M. Barthou, which were unusually sharp 
and based upon a completely mistaken historical con
ception. In the following pages we intend to present the 
parliamentary manifestation of our national protest, 
together with an article written by one of the most emi
nent of our historians proving that Transylvania —  which 
M. Barthou would have us believe was always Rumanian 
—  was the home of the genius of the Hungarian (Magyar) 
people from the end of the ninth until the end of the 
second decade of the twentieth century.

Our Premier 6 Y U L A  G O M B O S
issued the following statement to the press:

” The well-known statement recently made by the French 
Foreign Minister, M . Barthou, has naturally given rise 
to surprise and even astonishment in those Hungarian 
circles which so far believed that the foreign policy of the 
French Government rested, not on bayonets, but on justice, 
and that the primary object of the foreign policy of France 
was to reconcile the violent antagonisms unfortunately still 
rife between the peoples of Europe, to bring those peoples 
nearer to one another, and thus gradually te prepare the 
way for the European co-operation so often stressed by 
French statesmen.

”M . Barthou's statement has shattered these hopes.

” The French Foreign Minister proudly declared that 
he was a blunt, outspoken man who never tried to hide his 
thoughts and his feelings; so M . Barthou will certainly 
appreciate our stating our point of view calmly but with 
complete sincerity.

” A s is well known to everybody, the Hungarian Go
vernment’s policy is one of peace; it will resort to none but 
peaceful means to attain its objects. This policy is rooted, 
not only in the soul of our nation, but in the Treaty of 
Peace itself. This policy based on strictly legal founda
tions will be pursued by the Hungarian Government in the 
future also by the aid of the same exclusively peaceful 
means —  but with the same resolution —  as in the past.”

A t the sitting of the Lower House (House of Deputies) 
of the Hungarian Parliament held on June 26th., protests 
were made against the statements of M. Barthou. In the 
name of the National Unity (Government) Party

A L A D i R  K R tiG E R
delivered a speech in which he said :

” The question of Transylvania is an exceedingly difficult 
problem as between two nations so interdependent as the 
Hungarians and the Rumanians. In  1918 unfortunately 
persons blinded by a spirit of hatred induced a solution of

the problem of Transylvania which must keep alive in Hun
gary a feeling of embitterment and protest and a steadfast 
belief in the triumph of justice. It is to be regretted that 
these two interdependent peoples should today be antagonistic; 
and to my mind the French Foreign Minister, M . Barthou, 
committed the gravest blunder when by his statements based 
upon a complete misinterpretation of history he sowed seeds 
of hatred between nations which —  in view of the present 
situation —  are in any case not living in relations of a nor
mal character, but in what is to a certain measure an atmos
phere of tension. B y the continual repetition —  in crescendo 
—  of his illstarred declaration M . Barthou has roused the 
demon of passion; and the only possible result of that must be 
an increase of nervousness in the Danube basin: though it is 
greatly to be feared that the effect produced by these speeches 
and statements will still further enhance the fury of nationalism 
in the States of the Little Entente —  a fury the unexampled 
violence of which is naturally causing bitterness, not in Hun
gary only, but throughout the world.

” 1 do not wish to tear open old wounds or to enumerate all 
those terrible sufferings which our Magyar brethren —  alike 
in Transylvania and in the other occupied territories too —  
are compelled to undergo at the hands of the Powers now 
in occupation. Nor do I  desire to stress the fact that 173.000 
Magyars have been driven out of Transylvania alone, or 
that tn Transylvania alone three million cadastral yokes 
of Magyar land have been confiscated. Nor do I  wish to 
show the number of schools and churches taken from the 
Magyars; I  would only ask the French Foreign Minister, 
M . Barthou, whether there were any cases of such barbarism 
in Alsace-Lorraine during the period of German occupation?”

On behalf of the largest Opposition Party —  that called 
the Independent Smallholders Party —

T IB O R  E C E H A R D T

made a long speech, in the course of which he said: —  ,,The 
essential point in these statements made by the French F o
reign Minister is that M . Barthou had behind him the whole 
weight and power of the great French nation when he declared 
that he would not tolerate the slightest change being made in 
the present Trianon frontiers. That is the essential point. 
That is the essential point, which is after all not new at 
all, for we all of us know quite well —  and have for the 
past fifteen years been compelled to our greatest regret to 
note —  that the successive French Governments all cling 
rigidly and persistently to the statusj quo —  consistently 
insist on the stabilisation of the injustices codified fourteen 
years ago in the Treaty of Trianon.

” The attitude is therefore not a new one : what is certainly 
surprising, however, is the fact that the French Foreign 
Minister voiced this view in a vehement form so far unparall
eled —  I  would venture to say, in a gratuitously provocative 
manner —  at a very ill-chosen juncture —  and in a style 
which instead of encouraging the spirit of conciliation, 
understanding, agreement and international co-operation 
of which Europe is so sadly in need, vented itself in silly 
threats and sabre-rattling.”

Then Echhardt stressed the importance of the minority 
question and referred to the official report of the British 
Labour Party M. P.’s who had visited Transylvania and 
had declared that despite Rumanian rule Transylvania 
was still Magyar in character.

After criticising the French ’ ’blockade” policy Echhardt 
formulated the feeling of the Hungarian nation as follows :

" I  ask what are we to do —  what are we in a position to 
do in face of this situation? All we can do is ■—- not to take 
the path marked out by M . Barthou. We shall not follow 
in his steps here, —  shall not take the path leading to a 
system of military alliances — , but shall continue on the 
only correct path —  that marked out by the better conscience 
of the world, —  on that road which is the summarisation of 
two simple principles easily expressed. We abide by the
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national principle, which in the Hungarian question in 
particular means that every people —  small and great alike —  
is entitled to unite in one State all persons racially belonging 
to that people who live in adjacent territories. It means 
therefore that no threat or menace whatsoever will ever 
make us swerve from our determination to strive for the 
automatic re-incorporation in the mother country of all 
Magyars living in territories adjacent to our country.

" The second principle on which that road rests is that 
proclaiming the right of self-determination of the peoples, 
which postulates that here in the Danube Valley —  in this 
home of an ancient culture and a high standard of civilisation 
—  all peoples alike should enjoy the same rights as those 
not denied even to a negro republic, —  and that every people 
should decide for itself the manner of life it desires to live, 
as also the question with which other peoples it wishes to 
live in harmony or in union, or whether it desires to build 
up an independent state life for itself?

” I  am not betraying a secret when I  say that these principles 
were surely once placed on the table of the Peace Conference —  
in the form drafted by President Wilson —  and were solemnly 
procliamed by France as the basis of a new order in Europe. 
I f  M . Barthou thereateningly warns us not to take seriously 
those principles proclaimed by his compatriots —- the princip
les on the basis of which they constructed entirely new States 
such as Czecho-Slovakia — , if they now threaten us for 
taking their principles seriously and for believing what 
they said — , I  ask whether we have anything to be ashamed 
of and whether we may not proudly face the public opinion 
of the world, appealing equally proudly to our good faith, 
our honest and peaceful intentions and our European way 
of thinking —  that way of thinking upon which M . Barthou 
turned his back when he made these statements?

’’And must I  remind my hearers of the fact that in addition 
to the principles proclaimed by France, which we still continue 
to take seriously —  deadly seriously — , we have in our 
possession a solemn promise given by France —  that made 
by M . Millerand when the Hungarian nation was summoned 
in the name of the Principal Allied Powers to sign the 
Treaty of Trianon. A  French Premier undertook an 
obligation in the name of the French nation —  the obligation 
contained in this important document (the covering letter 
accompanying the text of the Treaty), which forms an integral 
part of the Treaty of Trianon and is incorporated in the 
Hungarian code of laws, therein giving expression to the 
opinion that the Treaty of Trianon might comprise material 
cases of injustice and promising redress and the alteration 
of the territorial provisions.

” And now they would threaten us with war, —  with rivers 
of blood — , simply because we take France's word seriously. 
To m y mind the honour of France too is engaged here ; 
and it is not our business —  but the business of the French 
nation —  to defend the honour of France, if necessary even 
against the French Foreign Minister.

” The tragic antagonism which during the past few days 
has so gravely shaken the whole Danube Valley —  and the 
whole Balkan Peninsula —  more gravely perhaps than 
any other event recorded since the Peace Conference —  is a 
question not merely of nations or of the bad treaties made 
long ago. Here we have two divergent Europes fighting 
against one another, —  the decrepit Europe of former days —  
the Europe of heavy industries, the Europe of the comite des 
forges, that Europe which believes imperialistic expansion 
to be the means of serving the cause of the nations —  and 
the other Europe of enlightened nationalism which must 
ultimately lead to European co-operation by honestly serving 
the interests of the peoples. The birth of this new Europe 
is being impeded by that debilitated generation of Frenchmen 
which is unable even in its own country to establish the order 
for which the French nation is thirsting —  that debilitated 
generation which is incapable of leaving Europe in peace 
and would try to foist a purely French policy on the whole 
of Europe at the cost of subordinating the popular ideas of the 
younger generations to the tyranny of its one-sided and 
short-sighted and decayed mentality.

" I  still look with unchanged confidence to the numerous 
personal friends of mine in France —  to the large number 
of Frenchmen who are friends of Hungary and are just as 
opposed to the French system now in force as we ourselves ;  
and I  believe —  most implicitly do I  believe —  that in the 
course of a few years a change in the political life of France 
will bring the long-expected day when Frenchmen and 
Hungarians will —  like brothers —  eliminate the differen
ces which today seem to form a gap that cannot be bridged.

"These French statements of which we have been speaking 
will not only not avail to make us inclined to reduce our 
revisionist demands, —  not only will we refuse to renounce 
our claims to a revision — , but in reply to the threats of 
war and retaliation we demand a new Peace Conference ; 
demanding the convening of a new Peace Conference be
cause we are convinced that it is wiser to hold that con
ference before the war begins than when the war is over".

The attitude of the Christian Agricultural Party was 
explained by

COUNT MAURICE ESTER H AZY
a former Prime Minister, whose speech contained the 
following statements ,,To me it seems quite incomprehen
sible that it should be possible to threaten with war a nation 
simply because that nation desires to avail itself of the right 
ensured it in the League of Nations' Covenant? I f  we desired 
war, we should surely not talk of revision or of negotiations 
to discuss laws and legitimate demands and of the satis
faction of-such demands ? But I  ask what on earth is the 
use of the League of Nations if revision is one-sidedly to be 
declared a casus belli ? What is the use of this League, I  ask, 
if the desire of certain members with equal rights to avail 
themselves of this privilege is to be thwarted by an armed 
veto ? And is it possible to threaten a disarmed nation 
with war simply because it appeals to the force of law as 
a Member of the League of Nations endowed with the same 
rights as others ?”

The spokesman of the Social Democratic Party,

EMMANUEL. BUCHINGER
declared his adherence to the revisionist movement, 
saying : —  " I f  we are told that our opponents are prepared 
to go to war to prevent the revision of the unjust peace trea
ties, our answer is that we consider a peaceful revision 
necessary and at the same time declare that the peoples do 
not want a war, for they are still bleeding from the wounds 
of the war fought twenty years ago. It we are told that before 
revision is carried out blood will flow in streams, the answer 
which we Social Democrats give to this threat is that we 
desire a peaceful revision, not blood, for the peoples and 
nations have lost blood enough in wars."

Finally,

NICOLAS GRIGER
spoke on behalf of the Christian Opposition, describing 
in telling words the spiritual disposition of the Hungarian 
nation. "W e  may conscientiously assert that never did 
country or people or nation suffer such inhumanity with 
such self-denial and self-control as Hungary. Not because 
she is reconciled to the continuance of this state of things, 
but —  on the contrary —  because of the implicit belief, of 
the sure knowledge and the consoling hope, and because of 
her unwavering resolution, that things shall not remain as 
they are. We suffered in silence because we knew that, 
though countries may be dismembered on paper, new fron
tiers demarcated in blue and red pencil, and river systems 
cut in half no power on earth can compel rivers to 
make their sources flow in any other direction than the 
valley and the sea. We suffered in silence because we knew 
that no map is eternal. Every map is a pattern-card of 
history and in consequence is constantly subject to change. 
Our hopes have not been shattered or our faith undermined
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by the amazing statements made by M . Barthou or by the 
recent events in Bucharest and Belgrade. Why ? Because 
M . Barthou is not France. The spiritual world in which M . 
Barthou lives is not that of France. There are millions in 
France who would answer the question put by their great 
compatriot, Michelet, when he ashed whether the French 
were ever going to express their gratitude to the Hungarian 
nation which had shed its blood to save Romanic culture —  
would answer that question in a spirit very different from 
that shown by M . Barthou."

In the name of the Hungarian Government the Foreign 
Minister,

k Al m An  k A n y a

read the statement made by the Premier, Gyula Gombos, 
to which we have already referred, adding the following 
words : —  "T h e Hungarian Government fully appreciates 
the extreme indignation aroused in all classes of the H un
garian people by the statements made by M . Barthou ; 
but at the same time I  would beg the Hon. Members of the 
House not to lose their sang froid and to endeavour also to 
calm the minds of their electors and to convince them that 
the Hungarian Government will continue to abide by the 
policy of calm deliberation which it has hitherto pursued 
and will find a way, despite all difficulties, to provide for 
adequately ensuring the vital interests of the Hungarian 
people."

M. BARTHOU ADMITS THE EXISTENCE
OF ARTICLE X IX

The statements made by M. Barthou in Rumania were 
received with mixed feelings in France too. In the Foreign 
Affairs Committee of the Chamber, after the Foreign 
Minister had delivered his cxpos6, Henry-Have, Deputy 
for Versailles, gave expression to the consternation which 
certain statements made by M. Barthou had aroused not 
only in the speaker, but in fellow-deputies belonging to 
all parties represented in the Chamber: "though fully 
conscious of the dangers latent in the revisionist policy", —  
he said —  " I  should like to see an understanding shown

towards the Hungarian people, who are justly proud of their 
great past and their noble character". The Foreign Minister 
having declared that he was not in the least hostile to
wards Hungary, and had always regarded the Hungarians 
to be a great nation, Henry-Have asked what interpretation 
was to be put on the statement made in the Rumanian 
Parliament to the effect that in the event of any attempt 
to take away a single square centimetre of her territory 
Runania would find the whole force of France behind 
her? In reply M. Barthou said: —  "The meaning of my 
statement was that anyone attempting to seize Rumanian 
territory by the force of arms would have to face France too. ’ 
Hereupon Henry-Have observed that nowhere in Hungary 
had he heard of any but a peaceful revision, and asked the 
Foreign Minister whether he admitted that Article X I X  of 
the Covenant of the League of Nations opened the way 
to a peaceful revision of the Treaties of Peace. To this 
question M. Barthou replied as follows:

" I  am fully aware of the existence of Article X I X . "

The Foreign Affairs Committee hereupon decided that 
in view of its importance this statement should be in
cluded in the official communique dealing with the sitting 
of the Committee. In the course of the discussion that fol
lowed Deputy Jean Longuet pointed to the fact that only 
55° /0 of the inhabitants of Transylvania were Rumanians, 
the rest being Magyars and Germans. Ernest Pezet em
phasised the fact that a rigid anti-revision attitude might 
provoke a war, and urged the necessity of finding a means 
of reconciling the two antagonistic extremes and dis
covering the necessary via media (cf. the interview with 
Henry-Haye —  in re the sitting of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee of the French Chamber —  in the July 7th. 
issue of the ’ ’Pesti Hirlap” ).

W e would once more stress the fact that the demand 
of Hungary for a revision of her frontiers is based solely 
on Article X I X  of the Covenant and that Hungary 
repudiates even the very idea of a w a r ; emphasising 
also that, if the French Foreign Ministry is likewise 
fully aware of the provision contained in Article X I X  
the time will come after all when it will be possible to 
reconcille the antagonistic extremes.

IV.

T H E  V IE N N A  T R A G E D Y
The martyrdom of the Austrian Chancellor Dollfuss 

affected public feeling in Hungary more than in any other 
country outside Austria. The deceased was a true friend 
to Hungary; and during his term of office as Chancellor 
the warm relations existing between Austria and Hungary 
as the result of centuries of common history and of the 
common sufferings of recent years, became closer than 
ever. And close ties also bound Dollfuss and our Premier, 
Gyula Gombos, together as men; and this friendship 
extended also to many other leading factors of our public 
life. On the occasion of his numerous visits to Budapest 
the late Chancellor endeared himself to all classes of the 
Hungarian people by virtue of his human qualities; and 
the speech he made on the occasion of the International 
Agrarian Congress held recently in Budapest aroused 
enthusiasm everywhere in Hungary.

The Hungarian Press unanimously —- and with the 
utmost contempt —  expressed its profound condem
nation of the heinous attempt to which the eminent 
Austrian stateman fell a victim. And the Government sent 
a representative —  Foreign Minister Kanya —  to the 
funeral, hereby also expressing the friendly sentiments 
felt in Hungary towards Austria.

So far as the situation created by the Vienna tragedy 
can be judged, there is every hope —  indeed, it may be 
taken for granted —  that the calm circumspection of the 
Powers will prevent all complications. Like all well- 
intentioned people in Europe, we Hungarians too desire

peace and cordially hope that the peace of Europe will 
not be disturbed by any incident, however shocking and tra
gical it m ay be. The avalanche set moving just twenty 
years ago destroyed so many human lives, so much wealth, 
so many intellectual and material assets, that those who 
light-heartedly or out of malice were to start another 
such avalanche on its way, would be guilty of an irre
parable crime against humanity.

The Vienna tragedy is therefore a memento for us all. 
Not long ago the city of Vienna was the emporium of the 
Danube Valley. I t  was the home of welfare and 
wealth; and peace and quiet ruled in the city, where scien
ces and arts thrived and there was a general mood of 
gaiety. During the last fifteen years a complete change 
has come over this city. Material decay has fallen upon it, 
and its soul is filled with the resignation of apathy; while 
politically it has become the scene of a rapid succession 
of terrible events. In this manner Vienna has become as 
it were a symbol of the political, economic and moral 
crisis from which the Danube Valley is now suffering.

The post-War Treaties of Peace created in the very 
heart of Europe conditions which should not be tolerated 
for a single moment. Maybe, however, that the martyrdom  
of Dollfuss will finally convince the persons responsible 
for the peace of Europe that a new order must be brought 
into being to replace the present chaos prevailing in the 
Valley of the Danube. And this object can only be attained 
by a peaceful revision of the Treaties of Saint Germain, 
Trianon and Neuilly.



AUGUST, 1934 D A N U B I A H  R E V I E W 39

V.

M U SSO L IN I A N D  T H E  R E V IS IO N  O F  T H E  T R E A T Y
O F  T R IA N O N

The July 28th. issue of the”  Pester Lloyd”  publish
ed an extremely interesting article from the pen 
of Mussolini written prior to the tragic events in 
Vienna: in this article the Italian Premier writes as 
follows of the revision of the Treaty of Trianon: —  
’ ’ The State rightly endeavouring more than any other 
to bring about a revision, is H ungary. It is not solely 
for national reasons that Italy has adopted the atti
tude by which she abides; she is inspired also by 
the fundamental principle of justice which leads to 
peace. The Treaty of Trianon literally strangled Hun
gary. A  strangled H ungary cannot live and can never 
acknowledge the Treaty of Trianon.

’ ’There are even numbers of Frenchmen who admit 
that this situation cannot be justified and must 
eventually lead either to war or to the application 
of Article X IX . of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations. To me ’ ’however”  the application of that 
Article seems very problematical. I t  is m y conviction 
that without a revision of the Treaty of Trianon  —  
though there m ay possibly be a mare or less 'prolonged 
armistice —  there never can be peace in  the Valley of 
the Danube.”

VI.

T H E  D E C IS IO N  O F  T H E  A S S O C IA T IO N  O F  L E A G U E  O F  
N A T IO N S . U N IO N S O N  R E V IS IO N

The XVIII. complete session of the Association 
of League of Nations Unions held on 18th— 24th 
May at Folkestone by the invitation of the English, 
differed from the others first of all because during 
this session debates on minority questions were hardly 
heard. The cause of this was hopelessness reflected in 
the fact that the minorities begrudge the paper and 
ink, and even the words, to protest against the pro
ceedings which are manifest in Geneva.

The sincere tone in which Revision was discussed 
was a pleasant change. In 1928 the question wounded 
the susceptibility of the French so much that on 
the request of M. de Jouvenal, the leading delegate, 
Lord Cecil withdrew his proposition and the affair 
has since lain dormant. It was once more, in interest
ing circumstances, placed on the agenda.

On Lord Cecil’s initiative a Peace Reservation 
Conference was held at Brussels in February at 
which Dr. Bela Poka-Piony, representing the Hunga
rian Revisionist League, expounded that treaty revision 
is a very important if not the most important prelimi
nary condition of peace, because without this, dis
armament can be neither sincere nor just and he 
begged the acceptance of his propositions con
cerning this. Owing to the agenda and the drafting 
committee he could not obtain this, but he succeeded 
so far as to start a debate on Revision which lasted 
the whole afternoon and in course of which many 
west-European delegates raised their voices in favour 
of Revision. Under the influence of this debate the 
British League of Nations Union placed a Revision 
proposal before the Folkestone conference. This 
froposal runs as follows:

” 1. That, when a Member of the League desires the 
Assembly to advise, under Article 19 of the Covenant, 
the reconsideration by Members of the League of a 
treaty (on the ground that it has become inapplicable) 
or the consideration of specified international conditions 
(on the ground that their continuance might endanger 
the peace of the world), a Commission of Inquiry should 
be appointed to report on the facts and to recommend 
what, if any, action should be taken.

2. After considering the report or reports of the Com
mission of Inquiry, the Assembly should ’ ’advise” ; and, 
if the Members of the League who are parties to the 
treaty or are responsible for the international conditions 
in question, do not act upon the advice within a reaso
nable time, it may be desirable that the Council should 
consider the matter under Article 11.”

One member of the Chinese, the German, the 
Austrian, the Italian and the Hungarian delegation 
respectively, and three members of the British dele
gation agreed to the proposal. Only two Poles were 
against it who, seeing that they could not prevent the 
proposal being accepted, asked that Articles X  and 
X V I which are paragraphs on integrity should be 
included in the text. The conference accepted this. 
The Hungarian delegate proposed a vote of thanks 
to Lord Cecil for his lead, begging him to continue 
his activities in this affair. The solution of the Revi
sion problem, said he, is the starting point of a better 
and saner European policy. Lord Cecil, in his reply, 
explained that the idea of the League of Nations 
demands that the old principle that injustices can 
be redressed by force of arms only, must be done 
away with, and in its place the peaceful method 
of co-operation shall appear.

This is the profound significance of the article.




