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O B SE R V A T IO N S ON TH E A TTITU D E  
OF THE ’ ’M AN C H ESTER  G U A R D IA N ”  
IN THE H U N G A R I A N  P R O B L E M

i.
C R O A T IA N S , S L O V A K S  A N D  B lIT H E N E S A N D  A U T O N O M Y

In its issue for June 21st. last, the ’ ’Manchester Guar
dian”  published an Open Letter by Sir Robert Gower 
and his political friends relating to the revision of 
the Treaty of Trianon -—- which Open Letter was 

published in our last issue too. The ’ ’Manchester Guardian” 
appended to the Open Letter a note which among other 
things repudiated the idea of the Croatians, Slovaks and 
Ruthenes being ready to support efforts to obtain auto
nomy for them. Seeing that this statement is liable to 
mislead British public opinion respecting the nationality 
situation in Central Europe, we consider it necessary to 
give a short summary of the struggles of the Croatian, 
Slovak and Ruthenian peoples to secure autonomy.

The whole world is familiar with the struggle being 
carried on by the Croatian nation against the Serbians. 
In February, 1922, in the name of the Croatian Block, 
Stephen Raditch, the leader of that Block, submitted to 
the Genoa Conference a memorandum in which the Cro
atian Deputies protested against the hegemony of the 
Serbians and declared that the so-called Vidovdan Consti
tution had been forced upon the Croatian nation, for 
which reason the Croatian nation and the Croatian Deputies 
representing that nation had never acknowledged that 
Constitution and would never do so.

And on August 13th., 1922, on behalf of the same 
Block, Stephen Raditch submitted a second memorandum 
to the League of Nations proving that the independence 
of the Croatian nation had at all times been recognised 
and declaring that the Croatian nation had never renounced 
—  and would never ronounce —  that independence. So 
in the very first years following the establishment of the 
Yugoslav State there began a bitter struggle to maintain 
the independence of the Croatian people; a struggle which 
led to the murder in the Serbian Parliament of the Croatian 
leader Stephen Raditch, who was shot by the Serbian 
Deputy Punisha Ratshitch. The Serbians attempted by  
brute force to suppress the independence movement of 
the Croatian people; and in succession murdered the 
picked leaders of the Croatians, among their victims being 
Milan Sufflay, university professor: then threw into prison 
other Croatian leaders, including Vladimir Matschek, 
while those who escaped assassination and imprisonment 
fled to foreign countries (the refugees including men like 
Koshutitch, Krnyevitch, Ante Pavelitch, etc-). Conse
quently, anyone who today enters the lists against the 
Yugoslav dictators on behalf of the independence of the 
Croatian people, is irretrievably lost —  either committed 
to gaol or done away with. It  is only the Croatian leaders 
living in exile that are able to openly express the endeavours 
of the Croatian people to secure independence. And these 
exiles lose no opportunity of doing so. Thus, in September, 
1929, Ante Pavelitch, Vice-President of the Croatian 
Constitutional Party, submitted to the League of Nations a 
memorandum in which he declared that owing to the unpre
cedented murder committed in the Skupstina the Croatian 
nation could not possibly continue to live under the 
prevailing political conditions. His memorandum concludes 
with the following plea: —  ’ ’The League of Nations should 
do _ all in its power to procure the evacuation of Croatia 
by Serbian troops in order to enable that country to

decide concerning its future fate without pressure from 
without.”  In the October 13th., 1933, issue of the ’ ’Man
chester Guardian”  there appeared a letter by Dr. K m ye- 
vitch in which the writer referred to the reign of terror 
raging in Yugoslavia and cited instances to show the 
savage methods of ’ ’gentle pressure”  employed by Belgrade 
for the purpose of subduing the Croatians.

On September 20th., 1933, a memorandum was sub
mitted to the League of Nations —  on behalf of and with 
the signatures of 25,000 Croatians —  by the Croatian 
National Council of North America. This petition drafted 
on behalf of Croatians in a position to express their wishes 
also declares in favour of the complete independence of 
the Croatian people. On November 14th., 1932, before 
the London Catholic Foreign Affairs Council, Dr. Augustus 
Koshutitch, former Minister, delivered an address on ’ ’The 
Croatian Problem” in which he described at length the 
oppression of the Croatian people and entered the lists 
on behalf of Croatian independence.

The sufferings and independence novement of the 
Croatian people have been dealt with on several occasions 
also in the British Parliament, where Mr. Rhys Davies, 
M. P. (Labour Party), has repeatedly spoken on behalf 
of the Croatian people; while, in October, 1932, Messrs. 
Rhys Davies and Ben Riley drafted a report on the Cro
atian question in which they showed that the prevailing 
situation and the relations between Croatians and Serbians 
could not possibly be maintained.

*
And what about the Slovaks and Ruthenes ? In October, 

1919, Monsignor Hlinka, now President of the Slovak 
People’s Party, reached Paris holding a Polish passport 
and submitted to Clemenceau a memorandum in which 
he requested that a plebiscite should be ordained for the 
purpose of ascertaining and proving that the demand 
for autonomy was really the expression of Slovak popular 
feeling. After the first parliamentary elections, on June 
9th., 1920, in the Czecho-Slovak Parliament Juriga, on 
behalf of the Slovak People’s Party, read a solemn declara
tion to the effect that the Slovak people were not prepared 
to renounce their right of self-determination. On August 
3rd., 1922, the Party resolved to issue the manifesto 
entitled ’ ’The Appeal to the Civilised World of the Slovak 
People Doomed to Destruction” . A t the end of June, 
1923, B61a Tuka —  by mandate of the Party —  applied 
to the Members of the Ambassadors’ Council and demanded 
the carrying into effect of the treaties relating to the 
right of self-determination of the Slovak people. On April 
12th., 1925, in an interview, Monsignor Hlinka declared 
that Slovakia must constitute an independent State 
within the Danube Confederation then so much under 
discussion. Even after entering the Government the Party 
continued to fight for the principle of self-determination, 
as shown by the declaration issued by that Party on 
February 3rd., 1927. On January 1st., 1928, the ’ ’Slovak”  
published an article (”  Vacuum juris'”)  by Tuka containing 
the thesis that in the event of the autonomy not being 
granted by October 30th., 1928, —  the tenth anniversary 
of the ’ ’secret clause”  of Turocszentmarton foreshadowing
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the definitive adjustment of the relation between the 
Czech and Slovak peoples —  Slovakia would be plunged 
into a state of ex-lex. This article was the real reason 
why Tuka was subsequently sentenced to 15 years’ penal 
servitude. During the period between 1929 and 1933 the 
People’s Party, which left the Government as a con
sequence of the sentence passed on Tuka, never ceased 
stressing the point that the Slovak people was an indepen
dent people which had nothing in common with the 
Czechs and still continued to abide by the Pittsburgh 
Convention (May 31., 1918), which was signed by Masaryk 
and ensured Slovakia the most far-reaching autonomy.

On the occasion of the Pribina Festival, on August 
15th., 1933, there were scandalous scenes, the crowd 
numbering tens of thousands forcing Premier Malypetr 
to yield precedence to Monsignor Hlinka. Early in June, 
1933, Louis Bazovsky, the first Czecho-Slovak zupan 
(sheriff) of Nograd County, published an article in the 
’ ’Narodnie Noviny”  declaring that ’ ’revision is a cate
gorical imperative” (his exact words). Bazovsky was in 
consequence arrested, and is still in prison (eight months 
later).

On M ay 15th., 1934, the ’ ’Nastup” , organ of the Slovak 
Junior People’s Party, in connection with the election 
of the new President addressed to Masaryk an Open 
Letter requiring him by virtue of the right ensured him 
in the Constitution to initiate the drafting of a law ensuring 
Slovakia an autonomy similar to that enjoyed by Croatia 
under the Hungarian regime. On M ay 31st., 1934, the 
’ ’Slovak” published a facsimile of the Pittsburgh Con
vention: the leading article of this issue was confiscated, 
evidently because it demanded the fulfilment of the terms 
of the agreement. And this paper is being confiscated 
day by day; and it has been forbidden even to publish 
the resolution of the Deputies and Senators belonging to 
the Slovak People’s Party explaining why that Party 
voted against Masaryk at the recent election of President.

These evente show unmistakably how discontented the 
Slovak people is with its present position in the State. 
It is only natural, however, that as a consequence of the 
fear of severe reprisals only the most dauntless men dare 
even to hint at the necessity of a revision; but autonomy 
is demanded by all classes alike, that not being as yet 
an offence involving imprisonment. The following state
ments are exceptionally interesting as illustrating the 
inner feelings of the Slovak people: •—-

In the work by Masaryk entitled ’ ’Cesta democrace”  
which appeared last year we read the declaration made 
by the President early in January, 1919, to the effect 
that no plebiscite could be ordained in Slovakia owing to 
the alleged political immaturity of the Slovak people. 
In other words —  because those in power feared the result 
of such a plebiscite. In his Memoirs Srobar, the first 
plenipotentiary Minister for Slovakia, admitted that the 
reason why the ’ ’Slovak Club”  (consisting exclusively of 
the depuites of the socalled ’ ’Revolutionary National 
Assembly”  who had been nominated ex officio) was 
afraid to grant autonomy, was that it felt convinced that 
the Slovaks would not have secured the majority in the 
Slovak Diet (v. ’ ’Osvobozene Slovensko” , Vol. I ., p. 351). 
In  August, 1929, during the trial of Tuka, Milan Ivanka, 
one of the leaders of the small band of Centralists, gave 
evidence under oath to the effect that the reason why 
autonomy could not be granted was because there was 
every reason to fear that the first Slovak Parliament 
would vote in favour of re-annexation to Hungary.

The Slovak National Council established in Geneva 
in the summer of 1933 —  the organisation embracing large 
numbers of Slovak exiles functioning under the direction 
of Francis Jehlicka, former university professor, who in 
pre-War days sat in the Hungarian Parliament as re
presentative of the Slovak People’s Party, so that his 
Slovak national feelings are above suspicion —  stands 
for re-incorporation in Hungary. That the movement has 
met with full approval in Slovakia, is shown and proved 
with striking emphasis by the innumerable sentences 
passed against Slovaks belonging to the lower classes for

reading and propagating Jehlicka’s pamphlets and the 
paper —  ’ ’Rakusky Slovak” —  published by the Slovak 
exiles living in Vienna. To give an instance: on M ay 28th., 
1934, the Pozsony District Court for offences of this 
character sentenced seven Slovaks to imprisonment for 
periods of 1— 3 months.

The autonomy of Ruthenia is ensured under Articles 
X — X I I . of the Saint Germain Minority Treaty, not a letter 
of which has so far been carried into effect by the Czechs. 
It should be noted in this connection that the signatories 
of the Treaty include also Great Britain. Gregory Zatko- 
vitch, the first Governor of this territory (who was brought 
back from America for the purpose), resigned his office 
already in 1921 and returned to America owing to the 
Czechs having failed to meet the obligations undertaken 
by them under the Treaty. Ruthenians living both in 
Ruthenia and abroad have submitted numerous memo
randums to the League of Nations to complain of the 
failure to put autonomy into practice. Particularly 
noteworthy are the petititions submitted by the late Ivan  
Kurtyak (former President of the Autonomous Agrarian 
Union) —  this petition being dated August 21st., 1928, 
and demanding the carrying into effect of the autonomy —  
and by Michael Yuhasz, President of the American 
Ruthenian National Council —  the latter being dated 
1930. A  more flagrant breach of treaty obligations than 
that involved in the whole Ruthenian policy of the Czechs, 
is quite inconceivable. As to the ardent desire of the 
Ruthenians to be liberated from the Czech prison in 
which they are languishing, on this point anyone taking 
the trouble to visit the Verhovina (the mountain district 
of Ruthenia) will be able to convince himself. Every 
Ruthenian peasant will tell him that he wishes to return 
tu Hungary.

II.
2 .3  M ILL IO N  H U N G A R IA N S COULD  

B E  R E A T T A C H E D  TO  H U N G A R Y  
W IT H O U T  TH E SA C R IF IC E  O F  A N Y  

IM P O R T A N T  N U M B E R  O F  SL A V S  
A N D  R O U M A N IA N S

Sir Robert Gower and his colleagues wrote the following 
letter to the Manchester Guardian on 25th July.

’ ’Sir, —  Recently you published a letter written by a 
number of our Parliamentary colleagues and us in which 
the view was expressed that the Hungarian claims for revision 
are not immoderate but essentially reasonable, inasmuch 
as they are limited to the demand that Hungary shall have 
restored to it those dstricts which have a predominantly 
Magyar population and are adjacent to her present frontiers, 
and that, as regards other territories wrested from her which 
have mixed populations, Hungary asks that the principle of 
self-determination— to be ascertained by plebiscites— shall 
apply. W e adhere to this view, which is shared by a group 
of over two hundred and fifty members of all parties in this 
House, as also do we to the considerations we advanced in the 
letter to which reference ha been made.

We observe, however, that it is contended by you that the 
opinions expressed in our letter are wrong, inasmuch as, 
it is alleged, Hungary’s claims are ” monstrous”  and ’ ’im
moderate”  and in consequence ” reasonable”  frontier revi
sion is rendered impossible. We are satisfied that this con
tention is entirely without foundation. The Little Entente 
States have from the first obstinately declined to consider any 
territorial revision at all and nothing has been said by any 
responsible Hungarian statesman— including Count Beth- 
len— which is in any respect inconsistent with the principle 
of Hungarian claims to which we have referred.

The statement made by Count Bethlen at Cambridge, to 
which you referred in an editorial note, is in accordance with 
fact. From the northern part of old Hungary now under 
Czech rule there could be allotted a territory of 15.643 square 
kilometres, with 1.122 villages, by which 858.308 Magyars 
(73.3 per cent), 21.156 Germans (1.8 per cent), and 
220.012 Slovaks and Ruthenians (18.8 per cent) would be 
returned to Hungary. From the part of old Hungary now
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under Rumanian rule there could be reattached to Hungary 
5.230 square kilometres, with 220 villages, by which there 
would be returned to Hungary 413.104 Magyars (81 per 
cent), 17.324 Germans (3.4 per cent), and 61.784 Ruma
nians (12.1 per cent). In  the event of the purely Szekely 
countries, together with the surrounding Hungarian coun
tries, being restored, a territory of 28.848 square kilometres, 
with 1.338 villages and 1,203.606 Magyars, 17.324 
Germans, and 466.195 Rumanians would be reattached to 
Hungary. From Southern Hungary, now under the rule of 
Yugoslavia, there could be reattached a territory of 11.884 
square kilometres, with 201 villages,and thus 374.073Magyars 
and 220.733 Germans could be reattached to Hungary, 
but only 212.143 Serbians and 58.106 Yugoslavs.

We submit that these figures, which are official, refute 
your contention that 2,000.000 Magyars could not be 
reattached to their country without the sacrifice of "a  larger 
number of Slavs and Rumanians". Apart, however, from 
the consideration whether these statistics are right or wrong—  
we believe that they are accurate,— what we urge is that 
the question of revision should be considered impartially 
by the Assembly of Nations at Geneva, when the precise 
facts can be quasi-judicially determined. The question 
should be studied exclusively and entirely upon its merits 
and recommendations under article 19 of the treaty made 
accordingly. That is what we ask should be done.

British members of Parliament are not directly concerned 
with either Hungary or the Little Entente States, but we are 
acutely concerned— as is the whole of Europe— with the 
situation which exists in the Middle Danube Basin. We 
repeat that it is in a highly inflammable state and that a 
spark applied to the tinder may at any moment result in an 
outbreak, leading to a world conflagration with disastrous 
results to civilisation. We are convinced that it is only by a 
just and equitable revision of the Trianon frontiers that 
peace, in every sense, can be restored and maintained in an 
important part of the world. More than a just and equitable 
revision we do not advocate. We are, however, seriously 
alarmed at the present situation. Is  the matter to be allowed 
to drift until war intervenes? That it should be permitted to 
do so is unthinkable. I f  the League of Nations pursues in so 
important a matter a policy of moral ineptitude and declines 
even to consider so momentous a matter, where indeed is its 
usefulness?

We and over two hundred and fifty of our colleagues in 
this House are convinced that the Hungarian claims are 
sound. W e have not come to this conclusion hastily or wi
thout considering the matter impartially. All we ask, howe
ver, is that the League of Nations should examine for itself 
the claims and recommend accordingly. That is what we 
urge. The Little Entente objection to this being done seems 
to us to be pregnant with significance. We regard the "war
like" pronouncements of its statesmen with infinite regret.—  
Yours, & c."

The ’ ’Manchester Guardian”  made some comments on the 
letter to the Editor written by the Pro-Hungarian mem
bers of the House of Commons. In the first place we read: 
—  „On April 25, 1933 Dr. Benes, the Foreign Minister of 
Czecho-Slovakia, detailed the three conditions subject to 
which ’ ’adjustment of the treaty frontiers”  might be 
considered. ’ ’There must” , he said, ” be no external pres
sure. . . Such an agreement is only possible in an atmo

sphere ef calm . . . Such an agreement is only possible if 
equivalent compensation is g iv e n ... so that the Parlia
ments and public opinion (of both parties) can give their 
free consent.”

These words were indeed taken from Dr. Benes’s speech, 
but later on, when Benes and Titulescu met in Kassa in 
the November of 1933, we heard the (since then) oft-repea
ted slogan: —  ’ ’Revision means war.”  In the speech to 
which the ’ ’Manchester Guardian”  refers Dr. Benes —  in 
view of the fact that treaties have sometimes to be modi
fied because of changes in the balance of power —  declared 
that he would do all he could to prevent Czecho-Slovakia’s 
position weakening and to avoid the necessity of altering 
her treaties whether her position was good or bad. In  
practical politics this means that, in contradiction of his 
statement made in 1927, Dr. Benes refuses to entertain 
the idea of treaty revision by agreement. In his speech 
the possibility of revision is merely a theoretical postulate, 
and it is very typical of his policy that he made revision 
contingent on ’ ’equivalent compensation” . W hat does he 
mean? Surely not that he expects Dismembered Hungary 
to hand over more of her territory?

The ’ ’Manchester Guardian”  objects to Sir Robert Gower 
supporting his statement that 2,000.000 Magyars could 
be re-attached to Hungary without Hungary’s neighbours 
suffering greatly, with pre-War statistical data. According 
to the ’ ’Manchester Guardian”  only 600.000 Magyars 
could be thus reattached. Our answer is that we must use 
the statistics for 1910, partly because some of the Little 
Entente States —  e. g. Rumania —  have as yet 
no reliable comprehensive statistics as to the distribution 
according to nationality of the population, and partly 
because the Hungarian data gathered in 1910 are more 
reliable than the post-War Little Entente Censuses, in the 
taking of which all sorts of measures were applied —  such 
as the ’ ’analysis of names”  and ’ ’racialanalysis” , the regis- 
stration of Hungarian-speaking Izraelites as Jewish natio
nals and different forms of terror —  in order to prevent 
numerous Magyars from declaring their true nationa
lity. How mistaken th e ’ ’Manchester Guardian’s”  data are 
is best shown by the fact that, even according to the 
Czecho-Slovak Census in 1930 in that State alone there 
were over 474.066 Magyars living in districts where the 
majority of the inhabitants were Magyars. In their case 
no doubt attaches to the statement that they might be 
restored to Hungary without any wrong being done to 
the Slovaks.

Finally as regards the ’ ’Manchester Guardian’s”  comment 
that ”As Dr. Benes has repeatedly pointed out, article 
19 of the Covenant of the League does not give the Assembly 
any power to dispose of the territory of Member States” , 
it is true that the League of Nations has no power to dis
pose of the territory of Member States, but it has the 
power to ask Member States to revise the territorial dispo
sitions of the peace treaties. W e cannot believe that should 
the League of Nations appeal to the Little Entente to 
revise the untenable territorial provisions of the Trianon 
Treaty, that is to sayto give back certain areas to Hungary, 
the Little Entente would rigidly refuse to accede to 
the request of League of Nations. Every lover of peace, 
therefore, should endeavour to induce the League to make 
that appeal.




