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P O L I T I C A L ,  M O S A I C
H U N G A R Y  A N D  TH E N E W  SITU A TIO N  

IN  IN T E R N A T IO N A L  P O L ITIC S
As was to be expected, the tragedy enacted in Vienna 

in the last days of July brought the problem of the Danube 
Valley into the forefront of a diplomatic situation which 
for some time had anyhow been extremely eventful.

The attitude adopted by Yugoslavia towards an Italy  
energetically determined to safeguard Austria’s indepen
dence, and thus indirectly towards France, who has shown 
herself throughly in sympathy with Ita ly ’s action, has 
created an entirely new situation. A  further breach has 
made its appearance in France’s system of allies, which 
was shaken months ago by Poland’s deflection; indeed 
there is every reason to ask whether the Little Entente 
as such still exists at all.

In view of this circumstance the negotiations between 
Italy and France place the problem of the Danube Valley 
in a new perspective. Italy ’s policy in the Danube Valley 
was based first on Hungary, afterwards on Austria; she 
strongly supported Hungary’s demands for a revision of 
the Treaty of Trianon, to which policy Mussolini has 
over and over again pledged himself before the whole 
world: and the agreements concluded in Rome in the 
spring of this year, were the outward sign and seal that 
Italy ’s economic interests coincide with those of Hungary 
and Austria.

After the Vienna tragedy Czecho-Slovakia, the leading 
Member of the Little Entente, did everything she could 
to make friends with Fascist Italy, the creation of which 
had been criticised in Prague perhaps more severely and 
harshly than anywhere else. Czecho-Slovakia now shows 
a strong inclination to adhere to the Italian-Hungarian- 
Austrian economic pact. Supposing that Yugoslavia could 
be brought to do so too —- which at the best is very 
doubtful, —  this would mean that the Little Entente 
would join a political, or at least an economic, system in 
the Danube Valley in which Italy would play the leading 
role.

Hungary follows these developments, which naturally 
closely affect the future of the country, with the greatest 
attention. Count Stephen Bethlen’s article in the ’ ’Pesti 
Naplo”  of September 8th., which is dealt with in another 
part of our Review, strikingly illustrates Hungary’s 
aspirations.

The Hungarian statesman’s article, however, was 
misunderstood by several foreign newspapers, amongst 
others by the ”Le Temps”  of September 11th., the article 
being interpreted to contain a renunciation of Hungary’s 
demands for revision in the event of the minority rights 
being safeguarded. To dispel this misunderstanding it is 
enough to quote Count Bethlen’s fine words: —  ’ ’Revision 
is life itself, and life is nothing but a continual revision. 
A  revision of the present to make room for a better future. 
All attempts to adjust Europe to the H oly Alliance of the 
victors in order to preserve post-War conditions ad infinitum 
will be successful only in appearance and for the moment, 
for life will sooner or later rend that alliance asunder.”

Another incorrect interpretation of the former Prime 
Minister’s words was given by those who understood them 
to point to a weakening of friendly relations between 
Italy and Hungary. This is out of the question. Bethlen 
says clearly that in his opinion friendly relations between 
Hungary and Italy must be preserved and fostered as far 
as possible, not only in Hungary’s interests, but also in 
the interests of Europe as a whole.

From the above it follows that Hungary will in future 
too continue to look upon a peaceable revision of the 
Treaty of Trianon as the lodestar by which her policy 
must be guided in these eventful times. The ” Fiiggetlen- 
seg” , a journal closely connected with the Hungarian 
Government, stated in a manner admitting of no mis
interpretation that ’ ’the aim is revision. For no matter 
how sincerely we deplore the sufferings of our Hungarian

kindred languishing as minorities under a foreign yoke, 
we are not, we cannot be, in a position to look upon any 
acceptable settlement of the problem of the Hungarians 
wrested from us as the fulfilment of our historical aspir
ations, or as a countervalue for entering into economic 
or political relations of a nature affecting the future witk 
the States of the Little Entente —  even within the 
limits of the Rome agreements.”

M IN O R IT Y  P R O T E C T IO N  
A N D  R E V IS IO N

The announcement made on September 13th. at the 
General Assembly of the League of Nations, by M. Beck, 
Polish Foreign Minister, that Poland refuses to consider 
the provisions of the minority treaty concluded between 
Poland and the Allied and Associated Powers as binding 
unless the obligation to observe the minority protection 
provisions is extended to all Members of the Leagus, created 
a great impression in Hungary too. In terms of the minority 
treaties concluded with Czecho-Slovakia, Yugoslavia and 
Rumania, the Magyar minority in those three States is 
entitled to the same rights as the minorities in Poland 
enjoy. Hungarian public opinion is uninimously agreed 
that Hungary may on no account forgo the international 
protection of the minorities which, even though it is very 
imperfect and requires to be extended rather than curtailed, 
is, after all, secured under the treaties. Those who are 
desirous of setting the minority treaties aside, or of 
modifying them in any way, must be well aware that this 
would be a revision of part of the post-War treaties and 
would necessarily involve a revision of the rest. Baron 
Aloisi, Ita ly ’s Principal Delegate, made the following 
unequivocal comment on Poland’s attitude: —  ’ ’This 
proposal”  he said in his speech to the Assembly ’ ’has 
brought up the question of revision. My country -—  as 
everyone knows —- was the first to broach the idea that 
the treaties must be adjusted to changed circumstances; 
for this is the best way to ensure lasting peace: but, at 
the same time, we have always insisted that their adjust
ment must be effected in a legal manner. If, therefore, 
it is deemed necessary to modify the treaty in question, 
we must be prepared to apply the same principle to other 
questions which were also decided by the provisions of the 
peace treaties and are already even less calculated to 
satisfy the exigencies of the present situation.”  This 
attitude of Italy is very important, pledging, as it does, 
that Power anew to a policy of treaty revision.

P A N -S E R B  IM P E R IA L IS M  D R E A M S  
O F F U R T H E R  CON QU ESTS

There are over 30 Yugoslav ’ ’emigrant”  societies in 
Yugoslavia, their members being chiefly Yugoslav 
’ ’emigrants”  from Italy and Carinthia. On the initiative 
of their Union, which has its headquarters in Belgrade, 
a congress was convened to meet at Maribor (Marburg) 
early in September. The report of the congress and the 
resolutions taken published by the Yugoslav press was, 
for obvious reasons, extremely brief and colourless. All 
the more interesting therefore was the article which ap
peared in the Mariborski Vecernik Jutra, a paper belon
ging to M. Kramer, former Deputy Prime Minister, and 
which drew the attention of the Southern Slavs to the 
great importtance of the congress. The following extreme
ly characteristic passage taken from that article will 
disclose to our readers Yugoslavia’s dreams of further 
conquests, which she no longer attempts to keep secret.

’ ’The knowledge that the aspirations of the Yugoslav 
emigrants are at the same time the aims of all Y u 
goslavs, is beginning to spread through ever-growing 
strata of the population. The vast majority of the Y u 
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goslavs realise that the problems of our racial kindred 
across the borders are problems closely affecting all of 
us, since we feel ourselves linked up with them in an in
divisible ethnical whole. W e owe it as a moral debt to 
the ’ ’emigrants”  who have been driven away from Y u 
goslav soil to reiterate this over and over again. The Lit
toral or Carinthia does not belong to this or that section 
of the Yugoslav people, it belongs to all the Yugoslavs. I f  
this applies to every single bit of Yugoslav soil beyond the 
boundaries of the State, it applies in even greater measure 
to the Yugoslav minority in Italy, which, though sorely ha
rassed, still lives to prove to the whole world by its 5 
years of martyrdom that its Yugoslavism is no empty 
catchword, but the most valuable of its possessions, for 
which no sacrifice is too great.”

This undisguised imperialistic programme was appro
priately complemented by an article in a newspaper be
longing to the Narodna Odbrana and bearing the same 
title. That nationalist press organ, in its eagerness for 
conquest, laid claim to the Hungarian County of Ba- 
ranya. The arguments supporting its claim were as fellows!

’ ’The part of Hungarian Baranya inhabited by Serbs, 
and to a certain extent by Croats, is a strip of land 10 
kilometres broad on the northern bank of the Drave, 
between Lake Balaton and the Danube. Where the latter 
river is joined by the Drave, it makes a broad sweep 
towards the east and encircles the plain of Mohacs. In 
the eighteenth century the ,,pravoslav”  autochthonous 
inhabitants (??) of this part of Baranya, the Sokac 
people, were forced in great numbers to embrace the R o
man Catholic faith (??). The number of Yugoslavs in 
Hungarian Baranya is not 58.000, as stated by Hunga
rian statistics, but over 83.000 (?).”

,,Let our racial brethren beyond the frontier hear what 
we demand. Wherever Yugoslavs live, there is Yugoslavia. 
This is our irredentism. All the efforts of aliens to de
nationalise those of our brethren who live outside the 
boundaries of this free country will prove fruitless when 
confronted with the current of a revised Yugoslavism  
which will bring new life, the like of which never existed there 
before, to the territories as yet in bondage and to our bre
thren living in them.”

Those who believe that the territorial claims of the 
Serbs were satisfied by the enormous spoils of war allot
ted to them under the peace treaties, will surely recon
sider their belief on reading the above possages, which 
mirror faithfully the opinions and the secret or openly 
avowed aspirations of all the Serb people.

As an illustration of the measures used by Serb im
perialism it is sufficient to point to the way the Narodna 
Odbrana has falsified the population statistics relating 
to Hungarian Baranya. These statistics can easiliy be 
checked by anyone desirous of doing so. The Narodna 
Odbrana asserts that there are 83.000 Yugoslav inhabi
tants in Hungarian Baranya; but the authentic Hunga
rian census statistics for 1930 show that the distribution 
according to nationality of the 259.997 inhabitants of that 
region was as follows: 151.194 Magyars, 96.581 Germans, 
753 Serbs (!), 7060 persons of Bunyevac, Sokac, Vend 
Slovene and Croat nationality, 20 Slovaks, 49 Rumanians 
and 2497 ’ ’others” . The total number of Southern Slavs 
was therefore 9596. Even if we add the 2497 persons clas
sified as ’ ’others”  that number does not amount to more 
than 12,095. This circumstance, however, in no wise pre
vents the Narodna Odbrana and its colleagues from bol
stering their demands for further territorial expansion 
with arguments of the nature described above and de
vised deliberately to mislead uninformed foreigners.

If this is allowed to go on, the time will shortly come 
when, on the principle contained in the memorandum 
laid before the Peace Conference that „■wherever Yugoslavs 
live, there is Yugoslavia” , and in order to appease a vo
racious appetite, claim will be laid to Szentendre, a small 
town in the vicinity of Budapest where the census taken 
in 1910 found 176 Serbs, or even —  for ’ ’l ’appetit vient 
en mangeant”  —  to the district in Germany inhabited 
by the so-called Lausitz Serbs (Vends).

SE TTLE M E N T B Y  A G R E E M E N T  
O F H U N G A R IA N -Y U G O S L A V  

F R O N T IE R  IN C ID E N TS.
In the matter of the complaint lodged by the Hungarian 

Government in re the fatal frontier incidents provoked 
by Yugoslavs, the Council of the League of Nations called 
upon the Governments of the two States to treat direct. 
The negotiations begun in consequence were completed 
on July 21st. last by an agreement under which the question 
of crossing the frontier and the right of frontier guards 
to use arms, as also frontier trade and the conditions and 
terms ruling the carriage from the territory of either 
State to that of the other State of the produce of farmers 
holding estates in both States, were duly settled. The 
result thus obtained shows that the Hungarian Govern
ment was justified in calling the attention of the League 
of Nations to the absurd and intolerable conditions 
prevailing on the Hungarian-Yugoslav frontier; for it 
was only that procedure which made it possible to prevail 
upon the Yugoslav Government to consent to direct 
negotiations.

R U M A N IA N  W R IT E R  A T T A C K S  
R U M A N IA ’S A L L IE S

The well-known Rumanian publicist Zachary Stancu, 
in an interesting article published in one of the August 
issues of the ’ ’Credinfa”  under the title ’ ’Allies” , explained 
that Rumania’s allies, though good enough in times of 
peace, are entirely unreliable in times of crisis. He refers 
to the fact that in 1918 Rumania took no account of the 
treaties binding her to the Central Powers; though on the 
other hand, he says, Rumania herself would be left to her 
own devices in the event of a general chaos. In illustra
tion of this thesis he points out that at the time of the 
Austrian ’ ’putsch” , when Italy sent troops to the Austrian 
frontier, Yugoslavia did likewise without however taking 
the trouble to inform her allies —  and therefore Rumania 
too —  of her intentions. And in the event of compli
cations leading to war —  he adds —  Czecho-Slovakia 
would surely have kept aloof. In words betraying the 
utmost indignation Stancu then tells us that for the pur
pose of making business Czecho-Slovakia had supplied 
Rumania with bad war materials; while Yugoslavia, Ruma
nia’s ally, did not buy from Rumania even so much as 
Hungary. He stresses the point that in the event of the 
time coming when the whole world will be plunged into 
war, Rumania will find herself in a desperate plight, left 
to her own resources, and will not be in a position to resort 
to moral weapons; for a country where military deserters 
hold ministerial offices, while the public squares and 
parks are full of blind men, cripples and disabled soldiers, 
cannot expect moral support.

R A P P R O C H E M E N T  B E T W E E N  
B U L G A R IA  A N D  Y U G O S L A V IA

In one of its recent issues, the ” Zora”  (Sofia) estab
lishes the fact that on the Bulgarian side everything 
possible has been done to show that Bulgaria sincerely 
desires an agreement with Yugoslavia, though there is 
no sign of any similar endeavour on the Yugoslav side. 
The said journal refers to an article in the Belgrade 
” Pravda”  declaring that a sine qua non without which 
no such rapprochement is possible, is the neutralisation 
of Bulgarian nationalism by fostering Yugoslav natio
nalism. (???) Now there is no such thing as ’ ’Yugo
slav nationalism” ; and this catchword is being employed 
solely to disguise the interests of Belgrade in respect 
both of inner policy and of aggrandisement. According 
to the ” Zora” no lasting political agreement is possible 
except between States with equal rights, for in the 
event of such equality being absent the Party not 
possessing full rights would in time be driven to ab
sorption in the other State and would be unable to 
maintain its own national culture. For the present, 
therefore, all endeavours must be restricted to achieving 
an agreement in economic and cultural matters.




