
FEBRUARY 1935 B A N U B 1 A X  R E V I E W 15

P O L I T I C A L  M O S A I C
LO N D O N  A N D  R O M E

Although in the nature of things the Italian- 
French agreement concluded in Rome far more 
directly concerns Hungary than the British-French 
Air Convention made in London, nevertheless the 
latter is also of a certain importance to our country, 
for there can be no doubt that in the long run 
it will secure Germany international equality and 
thereby facilitate the return of that country to 
the League of Nations.

We are fully aware that there can be no sincere 
reconciliation either of Europe as a whole or in 
particular of the peoples of the Danube Valley 
except as the result of a long process of development 
which in its turn cannot ensue except through the 
disinterested co-operation of the great nations and 
as a consequence of serious determination on the 
part of those nations. We are equally convinced that, 
if the smaller nations realise that an agreement of the 
kind has been concluded between the Great Powers 
providing for those Powers working in complete 
harmony and understanding towards a gradual 
establishment of a juster and more lasting peace, 
then despite existing antagonisms there m ust ensue a 
gradual alleviation of the difficulties impeding rela
tions between the smaller peoples, who will be driven 
to accommodate themselves to the fundamental principles 
of general import, which cannot be postulated or their 
observance controlled except by the Great Powers.

There can be no doubt that H ungary will be the 
first to accept the consequences of a common deter
m ination ; for she is well aware that it is only from 
a serious and courageous peaceful co-operation of 
the kind that the Great Powers can expect a better 
understanding of their vital interests to ensue.

The first step in this direction was the creation 
of a co-operation between France and Italy; and the 
second corner-stone was laid recently in London by 
the British and French statesmen —  a step which 
is most gratifying. However, in the course of the 
further progress of the action we cannot hut desire 
that Germany too should adhere to both the Rom e and 
the London  Convention, for that would probably 
induce a serious relief in the whole political atmo
sphere of Europe calculated to encourage the bright
est and most sanguine hopes. This is particularly 
desirable in view of it being quite evident that 
the Danube Basin questions —  those, namely, 
which most immediately affect the interests of 
Hungary — can never be settled without the bene
volent co-operation of Germany, all solutions ignoring 
these considerations being bound sooner or later to sow 
the seeds of extremely grave antagonisms. Germany 
is herself a Danubian State; political connections cen
turies old, together with economic interests of con
stantly increasing importance, hind her very closely 
to this territory: and these interests are at least as 
important as those of account to Italy or France. 
For that reason, then, we cannot but wish, — alike in 
our own interests and in those of Europe generally 
and of a permanent peace — , that Germany should 
adhere to the Rome Convention.

We would note that, so far as we can see, there

is not a single serious reason or impediment why that 
should not be the case; for the Rome agreements, 
supplemented by the London Convention, would in 
that event be able to serve as real foundations of 
serious peace, not only in the Danube Basin, but also 
in the whole of Europe, whereas otherwise those 
agreements might possibly be utilised as a means 
of further isolating Germany. And in any case we 
are fully convinced that today nothing is farther from 
the intentions of Signor Mussolini and the respon
sible political leaders of Great Britain, or for the 
matter of that of the French statesmen themselves. 
And Hungary too, ready as she is disinterestedly to 
co-operate for the furtherance of peace in the Danube 
Basin, would never adhere to international agree
ments having for their object the isolation of Ger
many.

We regard the Rome Convention as the first step 
towards a wider and more extensive co-operation of 
the Great Powers (inclusive of Germany and Poland  
too) and cannot but welcome the same. We believe 
that developments will justify this hope. These 
developments may be expected to lead to a renewal 
of the F our-P ow er Treaty, though this treaty would 
have to be expanded into a F ive-P ow er Treaty  
with Poland as the fifth Great Power; and the primary 
aim of such a treaty would have to be the solution of 
the Danube Basin problems and the ensurance of 
peace.

Vital economic and political interests make it 
imperative for Hungary that the Rome agreements 
should be carried into effect honestly and disinter
estedly: but it is equally important for our whole 
future and for our national security and national 
sovereignty that the London agreements should not 
fail to stipulate the military equality of H ungary. 
This is just as important a criterion in principle of 
the stability of the European balance of power and 
of European peace as the Danube Valley agreement 
itself. After all it is absurd that Hungary should be 
surrounded by neighbours armed to the teeth, 
while the treaties of peace deny her even the most 
elementary military means of defence. And that 
fifteen years after the conclusion of peace!

Therefore, equality of rights is one of the sine 
qua nons of our adherence to the agreements. 
However, it is essential that on the other side the 
Little Entente States should be just as ready as we are 
to discuss matters honestly and disinterestedly. We 
believe and trust that this will be the case; but we 
shall not be in a position to ascertain the fact until 
the negotiations to be opened are in full swing. In 
any case we must convince ourselves whether the 
Little Entente is not again merely anxious to get us 
to sign a meaningless formula ? for in that event we 
would rather have everything remain as it is. We 
must find out whether the Little Entente desires on the 
present occasion too to interfere in our domestic affairs 
by keeping us in the state of m ilitary subjection in  
which we have been for the past fifteen years, —  whether 
it desires to be able to continue to treat the Hungarian
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minorities ruled by it as hostages, endeavouring to 
utilise the system of persecution employed against 
them as a means of foisting its own will upon us? or 
whether it is prepared to comply with all the conditions

referred to and thereby to contribute to the creation of 
a more serious and better atmosphere than that pre
vailing hitherto? And of course the Little Entente must 
in addition admit the possibility of a peaceful revision.

CON CLUSION  O F IT A L IA N -H U N G  A R IA N  C U LTU R AL CO N VEN TIO N
On February 16th., in the World Chart Room 

of the Palazzo Venezia, Signor Mussolini, Prime 
Minister of Italy, and Dr Homan, Hungarian Minis
ter of Education, signed the Italian-Hungarain 
Cultural Convention.

The Convention contains 20 articles. In terms of the 
Convention the Hungarian Institute in Rome will continue 
to be maintained for the purposes of research into and 
of the development of the scientific, literary and artistic 
connections between Italy and Hungary.

The Italian Government is to establish in Budapest 
an Italian Institute for the purposes of research into 
and of the development of the scientific, literary and 
artistic connections between Hungary and Italy.

The Hungarian and Italian Governments are to 
increase the number of scholarships (fellowships) from 
4 to not fewer than 6. In addition, the Italian Govern
ment will continue to grant exhibitions to deserving 
Hungarian students entered in Italian universities or 
colleges, at all times with due consideration for the 
nominations of the Hungarian Government.

The Hungarian Government is to use every available 
means to ensure facilities enabling as many university 
and college students and graduates as possible to attend 
the holiday courses arranged by Italian universities. The 
Italian Government will also on its part use every means 
within its power to enable as many Italian university 
students and graduates as possible to attend the summer 
courses held at Hungarian universities.

The Hungarian Government undertakes to fill a chair 
in the Budapest Peter Pdzmdny University of Sciences to 
be designated by reciprocal agreement, by the appointment 
to the same under contract of an Italian scholar, while 
on the other hand the Italian Government will continue 
to maintain in the Rome Royal University of Sciences 
the Chair of Hungarian History and Hungarian Literature 
held by a Hungarian scholar.

The Hungarian Government will continue to maintain 
in the Budapest Peter Pazmany University of Sciences 
and in the Pecs Elizabeth University of Sciences Chairs 
of Italian Language and Literature, as also to provide 
for the adequate teaching of the Italian language and li
terature in the Debrecen Stephen Tisza and the 
Szeged Francis Joseph Universities of Sciences.

The two Governments undertake to organise an ex
change of university and college professors —  for the 
present one professor at least on either side to give a 
series of lectures every year.

The two Governments undertake to investigate the 
question as to how the period of work of the exchange 
professors could be extended to a whole academic year.

The Hungarian Government is to devote increased 
attention to the work of teaching the Italian language 
in Hungarian secondary schools, in grammar-schools 
(gymnasiums) and higher commercial schools.

As soon as feasible, the Italian Government is to 
organise a secondary school with Italian as language of 
instruction to be established in Budapest.

The two Governments are periodically to exchange 
lists of those scientific and literary publications the trans
lation of which they m ay consider particularly desirable.

The two Governments will —  for the purpose of further 
developing the cultural connections —  encourage the 
reciprocal performance and production respectively in 
the other country of theatrical works and films.

The Hungarian Government undertakes to encourage 
the travel of Hungarian parties in Italy for the purpose 
of studying Italian art memorials and Italian art monu
ments generally.

The Italian Government also undertakes on its part 
to encourage the travel to Hungary for the same purpose 
of parties of Italians.

The two Governments undertake reciprocally to 
encourage the arrangement of Italian art exhibitions 
in Hungary and of Hungarian art exhibitions in Italy  
respectively.

The two Governments are to encourage the recprocal 
relaying of programmes by the broadcasting stations of 
the two countries. Provision shall also be made for the 
respective broadcasting stations to give addresses on the 
history, literature, art, music, popular customs, tourist 
traffic etc. of the other country.

The Convention is to come into force on the thirtieth 
day following the exchange of the deeds of ratification.

This Convention is one of the corollaries of the 
Rome Protocol and a renewed expression of the 
close friendship uniting Italy and Hungary. Hun
garian public opinion was delighted to read of the 
cordial reception accorded to the Hungarian Minister 
of Education by Italian official circles and by the 
inhabitants of Rome; the culminating event being 
the conversation between the Duce and Dr Homan.

We would note in passing that in all probability 
the Hungarian-Austrian Cultural Convention will 
be signed on March 2nd. On the day on which the 
act of signing takes place the Hungarian Minister 
of Education is to attend the opening of the exhi
bition of Hungarian Popular Art arranged by the 
Vienna Cultural Association.

G R E A T  B R IT A IN  A N D  TH E H U N G A R IA N  P R O B L E M
On the occasion of the recent visit to London of M. 

Flandin, French Prime Minister, and M. Laval, French 
Foreign Minister, the ’ ’Daily Mail” , Lord Rothermere’s 
organ, wrote as follows:

’ ’Although everybody in this country has the warmest 
feelings towards France, M . Flandin and M . Laval are 
not able to express the real French view. They are bound 
to express the view of the Little Entente.

’ ’The British people are not interested in that combi
nation of minor Powers. They are certainly not going to 
have their foreign policy dictated from Prague, Belgrade, 
or Bucharest, or embroil themselves in any such combi

nation. In France’s foreign policy it is the Little Entente 
which at present calls the tune.

” As The Daily M ail has for years pointed out, the Little 
Entente, by its adamantine attitude in regard to any 
changes in the Treaty of Trianon, has made a conflict 
certain sooner or later in Central Europe. How, then, can 
any British Government enter into any kind of agree
ment when it knows that there is the risk that one or 
other of these smaller Powers might involve France in 
war, and thus possibly drag us in?”

*
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A  few days later the ’ ’Daily Mail” published the fol
lowing article:

’ ’One point must be emphasised. In any agreement 
regarding the future of Europe it would be madness for 
Great Britain to associate herself with a country such as 
Czechoslovakia, which has as Foreign Secretary a fire
brand like M. Benes. Czecho-Slovakia is a creation of the 
Treaty of Versailles. In defiance of the spirit of that 
treaty, from the date of her birth as a State she has 
devoted her energy to the creation of armaments which 
are pronounced by impartial authorities to be the largest 
in Europe in proportion to her population.

’ ’She has ill-treated the Germans, Hungarians, Slovenes 
and Ruthenes in her territory, which is a fresh offence 
against the treaty that brought her into existence. Her 
capital, Prague, is at the moment a centre of violent 
propaganda against Germany. That fact in itself is cal
culated to bring her sooner or later into collision with 
the new Germany, which is the most formidable Power 
on the Continent.

’ ’Czecho-Slovakia and the other States of the Little 
Entente should be left to their own devices so far as Great 
Britain is concerned. Their future is no business of ours. 
Free from entanglements with them, a defensive alliance 
between Great Britain and France on the lines suggested 
above would be far preferable to the nebulous Pact of Locarno, 
full of dangerous implications as that document is.”

*

The following report of a lecture on the Hungarian 
Question delivered by Mr. F. Noel Palmer, M. P., before 
the Guildford Natural History and Literary Society and 
Guildford Institute, was published in the „Surrey Adver
tiser and County Times:

’ ’ The people of Europe must organise opinion for the 
revision of the Treaty of Trianon, not only for the sake of 
the Hungarians, but because there is a very actual danger 
of war” , said Mr. F . Noel Palmer, of Normandy, National 
Labour Member of Parliament for South Tottenham, 
in a lecture on ’ ’Europe’s danger spot— Hungary” , 
to members of the Guildford Natural History and Lite
rary Society at Guildford Institute on Thursday.

’ ’Introducing the lecturer, the Mayor (Aid. W . G. L. 
Sheppard), who presided, said he had known Mr. Palmer 
for some time, and he was sure he would do justice to 
an interesting subject. The papers, with their different 
angles, seemed to say what they wanted people to believe, 
and it was like a breath of fresh air when someone who 
had actually been to Hungary came back and told them 
about it.

” Mr. Palmer said his lecture was the outcome of a visit 
of inspection to Hungary at the invitation of its Govern
ment, and every facility had been granted to inspect 
wherever the visitors wished. They disoussed the pro
blem with many prominent people in Hungary and the 
adjoining State of Austria. They came away from these 
countries with the impression of two peoples crucified to 
satisfy the greed for power of statesmen of other nations. 
In Western Europe people were learning that the Treaty

of Versailles —  a dictated peace —  was no peace at all, 
but a breeding place for future wars. But the evils and 
weaknesses of the Treaty of Versailles were insignicant 
beside those of the Treaty of Trianon. He thought they 
were entitled to ask themselves, ’ ’ W as the position 
carefully considered by those who held the destinies 
of the millions of the Danube Valley in their hands?”  
They had to say ” N o.”  Five gentlemen dismembered 
Hungary without, apparently, seeming conscious of their 
responsibility. In  an alternoon spent by five tired, over
worked statesmen, Hungary lost three-quarters of her 
population, and boundaries which had been hers for a 
thousand years, and for which she had fought against 
many enemies, vanished away as it they had been a dream. 
What had been an economic unit became an economic 
jig-saw puzzle.

’ ’These treaties cannot stand” , continued Mr. Palmer, 
” If we fail to get a peaceful revision, wars, sooner or 
later, will come. That stern oppression cannot go on, 
and permanent peace and stability cannot be built on an 
injustice” .

” There was no justice in the formation of Czecho-Slovakia 
The Czechs and the Slovaks were in no way related to each 
other. The pledge of autonomy and control of internal 
affairs given to the Slovaks had never materialised. H un 
gary, being a wheat growing country, would always be 
able to feed herself to a certain extent, but Austria was 
not so certain of that. W ith her industries declining, 
she would have to go to other nations for loans. All this 
was because of the Treaty of Trianon.

All the Hungarians asked was that those people on their 
boundaries who belonged to them and who spoke their 
language, should be re-united to their own country. It  was 
quite a possibility that it could be carried through 
without any danger of war, because Yugoslavia and 
Czecho-Slovakia had minorities of which they might 
be glad to be rid.

’ ’The treatment meted out to Hungary was totally  
different from that meted out to the other Central 
Powers. Germany lost ten per cent, of population, Bulgaria 
eight per cent, and Hungary 64 per cent. Everybody in the 
country had the one idea of a re-united Hungary.

” Mr. Palmer showed slides of the architectural beauties 
of Hungary, and said his hearers could imagine what was 
felt by persons who built such beautiful cities when they 
were put under peoples of a lower standard of culture. 
The Hungarians looked to England as a basis for the 
commonwealth of peoples, and we should do something 
to right their wrongs.

” In answer to a question by Mr. H . E . Lee, Mr. Palmer 
said Article 19 of the League Covenant provided for 
treaty revision, and that was one reason why they wanted 
a stronger League of Nations. ” 1 want to see a League 
of Nations strong enough to set right this trouble” , he 
said.

” A  vote of thanks to Mr. Palmer was proposed by the 
Mayor and seconded by Mr. F . H . Elsley, who also 
thanked the Mayor for presiding.”  (— y)

F O R E IG N  A F F A IR S  COM M ITTEE O F F R E N C H  C H A M B E R  M ISIN T E R P R E T S
T R E A T Y  O F T R IA N O N

On the motion of Longuet, Socialist Deputy, the 
Foreign Affairs Committee of the French Chamber 
declared that the criminal trial of Matthias Rakosi, 
one of the People’s Commissaries in the Soviet 
Government of Bela Kun of ill-omened memory, — 
in which the Budapest Court of Law as court of first 
instance sentenced the accused to penal servitude 
for life — , was a breach of Article 76 of the Treaty 
of Trianon, seeing that the trial was connected with 
political events that had happened prior to the 
ratification of the Treaty.

We must confess that this resolution of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee of the French Chamber caused no 
little indignation in Hungary, —  not only in political 
circles, but also among members of the legal pro
fession. For Article 76 of the Treaty of Trianon runs 
as follows:

”No inhabitant of the territories of the former 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy shall be disturbed or 
molested on account either of his 'political attitude 
between July 28, 1914, and the definitive settlement 
of the sovereignty over these territories, or of the deter
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mination of his nationality effected by the 'present 
Treaty” .

As already shown convincingly by Emil Nagy, 
former Minister of Justice, in the Hungarian press, 
Article 76 speaks of ’ ’ these territories”  referred to 
already in the previous Article as those to which 
Hungary had to renounce ’ ’all rights and title” . 
Moreover, Article 76 aims only at precluding dis
turbance or molestation on account of any political 
attitude prior to the definitive settlement of the 
sovereignty of these territories, that in its turn 
making it impossible that the passage in question 
should refer to the present-day territory of Dismem
bered Hungary, seeing that Hungary was a sovereign 
State also prior to June 28, 1914, so that there 
could be no question of a definitive settlement of 
the sovereignty of that territory, the only territories 
the sovereignty of which required to be definitively 
settled being those severed from Hungary and 
incorporated in the Succession States. It appears, 
therefore, that the only political actions not 
punishable under Article 76 are those which 
were committed between July 28, 1914, and the 
day on which the Treaty of Trianon was ratified, in 
the territories formerly belonging to Hungary which 
have been incorporated in Czecho-Slovakia, Rumania, 
Yugoslavia and Austria.

In answer to a question in the British House of 
Commons Mr. Eden, Lord Privy Seal, stated that 
in the opinion of Hungarians Article 76 of the Treaty 
of Trianon did not apply to political crimes com
mitted during the Soviet regime. If we wish to clear 
up the situation, we must try to reconstruct in 
imagination the intentions guiding the drafters of the 
Article in question. What the drafters of the Treaty 
of Trianon desired to prevent by Article 76 was the 
possibility of calling to account before a Hungarian

court of law persons guilty of political actions 
directed against the territorial integrity of Hungary. 
This Article was therefore designed to protect against 
persecution those Czech, Slovak, Rumanian etc. 
agitators who during the Great War and until the 
putting into force of the new settlement displayed 
an activity hostile to the Hungarian State. The 
intentions of the drafters of the treaty cannot possibly 
be brought into connection with the commu
nists, if only because in 1919 France and her Allies 
were prepared to employ even military measures to 
overthrow the communist regime in power in Hun
gary. Although the text of the Article in question 
is rather ambiguous, the intention underlying the 
Article is evident enough, as is also the fact that the 
French drafters of Article 76 did not propose at all 
to offer protection to the persons guilty of commu
nist crimes.

If we apply the explanation of the treaty put 
forward by Mr. Eden to the concrete case under 
discussion, we find that Article 76 cannot be applied 
to Rakosi’s attitude. However, for the sake of 
absolute precision it should be added that in our 
opinion the said Article is not applicable either to any 
other political crimes committed in the territory of 
Dismembered Hungary, because the sovereignty 
of the Hungarian State in respect of this territory 
was not ’ ’definitively settled”  by the Peace Con
ference, seeing that Hungary was a sovereign member 
of the family of nations —  of the international 
community —  also prior to the Great War. Con
sequently, the explanation of Article 76 given by the 
Foreign Affairs Committee of the French Chamber 
is wrong; while the conclusions drawn from this 
mistaken interpretation are such as must be consi
dered unwarranted interference in the internal 
affairs of Hungary.

P LE B ISC ITE  D E M A N D E D  B Y  P O L E S IN  SIL E S IA
In its January 26 issue the semi-official ’ ’Polska 

Zachodnia”  published in Kattowitz reported that the 
Polish National District Labour Union had held a 
congress at Polish-Teschen at which 216 delegates 
were present. The Labour Union, the strongest 
party on the Government side, passed a resolution 
comprising four points recording (1— 2) the oppres
sion of the Polish minority in Czech-Teschen and 
approving of the activity of the Polish Consul in 
Mahrisch-Ostrau, Malhomme, who was being con
tinuously attacked by the Czechs, while in the 
fourth point it called upon the competent factors 
to take the necessary measures to ensure the or
daining of a plebiscite in Teschen-Silesia, seeing 
that Poland had never acknowledged the legality 
of the division into two parts of the Teschen 
District.

A great stir was created in Czecho-Slovakia too 
by the book by the Polish professor V. Studnicki

entitled ” System politiczny Europy i Polska” , which 
advocates the partition of Czecho-Slovakia between 
Poland, Hungary and Germany. And the address 
given at Warsaw by Stephen Swedovski on the 
subject of ” Our possessions in Czecho-Slovakia”  also 
offended the Czechs, for the lecturer demanded the 
incorporation in Poland —  as unredeemed minority 
—  of the Poles of Silesia. The Czech Press replied to 
these Polish opinions by saying that the Russian 
Soviet claimed the Novogrodek, Lemberg, Tarnopol 
and Stanislavov Departments of Poland which are 
inhabited by White Russians and Ukrainians; adding 
that by the loss of these territories Poland would be 
deprived of almost the half of her area, whereas 
Czecho-Slovakia would become the immediate neigh
bour of Soviet Russia. This was the gist also of an 
article in the February 9th. evening edition of the 
” Ceske Slovo” , the organ of the Czech National 
Socialist Party of Foreign Minister Benes.

D ISSO LU TIO N  O F Y U G O S L A V  N A T IO N A L  A S S E M B L Y
The dissolution of the Skupstina was not a surprise 

to those who had followed developments in connection 
with the formation of the Yeftitch Government. If 
Yeftitch really desires to introduce legal order in the 
strictest European sense of the term and to put an end to 
internal dissension by complying with the legitimate

demands of the peoples of the historical provinces on the 
basis of absolute equality of rights, then he had no other 
alternative than to effect the immediate dissolution of 
the Skupstina, the majority of the Members of which 
body were in favour of the most rigid conservatism. 
The essential point in the election speech made by
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Yeftitch —  which may he regarded practically as his 
political platform —  was that he refused to allow any 
infraction of the principle of Yugoslav national unity 
laid down in the 1931 Constitution, —  that meaning 
that the Opposition cannot make an election slogan of the 
Croatian or Slovene question. In a statement made to the 
Zagreb correspondent of the "Courrier de Geneve”  Macek 
described the idea of Yugoslav national unity as a 
dream and declared that in the opinion of the Croatian 
nation the only possible form of yugoslavism was a 
federation of the Southern Slav nations on the basis of 
absolute equality. Croatia would not under any circum
stances renounce the exercise in her own national State 
of the rights which she enjoyed as a dominion forming 
a constituent part of the Kingdom of the Holy Crown 
of St. Stephen. Of exceptional importance for the issue 
of the elections is also the resolution passed on February 
15th. by the Yugoslav National Party to the effect that 
it will not file a separate list of its own —  that meaning 
the absolute defeat of Uzunovitch, the former Premier, 
and his adherents.

*

Dr. Vlatko Macek, the Croatian popular leader recently 
set at liberty by the Yeftitch Government, told a re
presentative of ” The Times'" that, while acknowledging 
the unity of the Yugoslav State, he must persist in 
demanding the administrative independence of Croatia 
as Member of that State and was only prepared to accept

as ’ ’common” institutions the army (war department), 
foreign affairs, public finances and foreign trade. So the 
new programme here defined involves an insistence —  
with slight deviations from the well-known ’ ’Zagreb 
Points”  —  on the original Croatian federal scheme.

*

The senator elections ordained under the law passed 
by the dictatorship were held on February 3rd. The 
926 senator-electors of the Danube Banate possessing 
the right to vote (the national assembly deputies elected 
in the territory of the Banate, the officially appointed 
members of the Banate Council, the officially appointed 
mayors of the towns, and the parish presidents) —  there 
being no opposition list —  elected 3 senators, including 
the Prime Minister Bogoljub Yeftitch too. In illustra
tion of the equality of rights ruling in Yugoslavia, 
as of also the treatment meted out to the minorities, 
we would note that the ’ ’Bunyevac”  people numbering 
barely 70,000 souls were on this occasion too allotted 
1 senator, while the Magyars of the Danube Banate 
(some 400,000 strong) —  as also the German minority 
of almost equal numerical strength —  were not represen
ted by a single senator (or even a deputy senator) on 
the official list.

G O V E R N M E N T  C R ISIS  IN  B U L G A R IA

As is well known, after the resignation of the Georgiev 
Government General Zlatev, who had previously been 
W ar Minister, formed a new Cabinet. The change must not 
be attributed to causes connected with the international 
political situation. The introduction of a whole series 
of radical reforms and the proclamation of further reforms 
paralysed the economic life of the country; and Georgiev 
had to take the consequences. W hat the new Govern
ment has to do —  apart from carrying into effect those 
reforms which are really of an opportune character —  
is to restore or rather develop the economic circulation 
of the country. The suppositions voiced abroad to the 
effect that there were reasons for the change also con
nected with the international situation, are groundless. 
The Foreign Minister of the new Government, Batalov, 
was a confidential adviser and Paris Minister of the 
Mushanov Cabinet and later Foreign Minister in the 
Georgiev Government. And indeed the very geographical 
situation of Bulgaria precludes the possibility of any 
other policy than that of a free hand. The creation of 
strong ties binding Bulgaria closely to either of her 
neighbours might lead to the Balkan equilibrium being 
upset and to a conflagration. And Bulgaria is not likely to 
risk another war. This does not of course preclude the 
possibility of dismembered Bulgaria seeking a rap
prochement with all her neighbours for the purpose of 
ensuring her vitality and endeavouring to bring about 
normal conditions by a peaceful settlement of disputed 
questions. This endeavour is in harmony also with the 
interests of Bulgaria’s neighbours. Today Bulgaria is 
playing the part of a buffer State as between the count
ries belonging to the Balkan Block, for which reason the 
existence of Bulgaria as an independent State is of vital

importance to them too; for such a Bulgaria is a guarantee 
of the balance of power and is in the way of any attempt 
to secure the hegemony of the Balkans. Now the real 
object of the Balkan Pact was to enable the signatories 
to bind one another’s hands in respect of any possible 
disturbance of the equilibrium and thus indirectly to 
guarantee Bulgaria’s frontiers. It is therefore of vital 
importance to the several States belonging to the Balkan 
Block to facilitate the independent existence of Bulgaria 
and to stregthen the vitality of that country. And the 
only alternative open to the persons responsible for the 
foreign policy of Bulgaria is to continue to show her 
goodwill towards her neighbours, to convince the world 
in general of the peaceful character of her intentions, and 
to wait patiently until the injustices committed against 
her are repaired peacefully on the basis of the principles 
laid down in the treaties of peace. And this is the foreign 
policy of the present Bulgarian Government, as it has 
been that of every Bulgarian Government in power since 
the end of the Great W ar. There have certainly been 
tendencies in evidence in the country making for the 
establishment of a closer co-operation with certain of 
the country’s neighbours, —  a circumstance to be attri
buted to the internal troubles created by the treaties of 
peace and to the endeavour to escape from the difficul
ties resulting. Although the Governments have so far 
succeeded in keeping the official policy of the country 
free from tendencies of the kind, their very existence is 
in itself a warning to all Bulgaria’s neighbours and to 
the other European States too, showing them that the 
only way to solve the Bulgarian problem is to place the 
foundations of Bulgaria’s independence on a sound 
basis. (~ev-)


