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Dr. Seton-Watson attempts to justify Rumania's 
annexation of Transylvania with the Gyulafehervar 
Resolution. Upon this he builds up a justification 
of the Treaty of Trianon which on the 4-th June 
1920 created the unity of the Rumanian race.

The revolution of 1918 certainly abolished the 
Dualism which beginning in 1848, had developed

in the Danube Valley. If Dr. Seton-Watson finds 
the greatest failing of that Dualism in the fact that 
its construction was not favourable to the interests 
of the peoples living in Hungary, let 'him blame 
those who cured the faults of the Monarchy by 
destroying it, for the sufferings which those peoples 
are undergoing at the present time.

ON THE YUGOSLAV SITUATION
by

Iv o  F ra n k , ex-member o f  the Croatian Sabor.

Though the elections of May 5th. procured for 
Jefti<£ a parliamentary majority, they proved at the 
same time that the Croatian people, uncrushed by 
the six years of dictatorship, henceforward continues 
to yearn for the fulfilment of its national claim and 
rejects the erroneous ideal of the "national unity" 
which that party raised to the height of the highest 
state principle.

In Croatia, Dalmatia, Bosnia and the Szeremseg 
(a part of Croatia), these historical Croatian units, 
the Croatian national list received a two thirds ma
jority of the delivered votes. This majority, in the 
case of even a partially free election — and there 
would be no doubts concerning this — would have 
reached a 90°/o result, similar to the Saar district 
plebiscite.

The Jeftic government could have been expected 
to reckon with this election result and to pursue a 
new course against the Croatians. Instead of this, 
threats and demands were heard issuing from the 
ranks of the government party majority, which led to 
suppose that the Jeftic system was preparing for 
further persecutions of the Croatians.

In the meantime, general Zifkovic, with the aid 
of the "Croatian ministers", exploded the Jeftic mi
nistry, and after the customary negotiations with the 
government-council — into which they involved Vla
dimir Macek, also, they proceeded to form the Stoja- 
donovic government.

The Yugoslavian government press very cleverly 
represented this personal change as a great political 
victory of the Croatians.

On July 4th. occurred the new Prime Minister's 
programme-declaration. It was to be seen in advance 
that the government would not change its course, but 
the Yugoslav public opinion hoped to hear at least 
a report of the fundamental changes of internal policy 
from the mouth of the new premier. From the very 
beginning, the Croatians reduced their expectations to 
the minimum, but the declaration of the Prime Mi
nister offered even less.

Everything remained unaltered. The foundation of 
the new cabinet continued to be the constitution of 
1931, and the highest principle the ideal of the "Na
tional Unity". This was the frame for the Premier's 
promise of election reform as well as the extension 
of political rights and the autonomy of the Bans&g.

Every Croatian is convinced that Yugoslavia’s 
most urgent problem, the gratification of the Croatian 
people, cannot be solved on the basis of the Constitu
tion of 1931. This constitution wounded the Croatian 
nation mortally in two vital places. First, by denying

the existence of the Croatians, and second, by rend
ing the Croatian territorial units to pieces.

The Croatians cannot and will never yield as 
regards these two points, and as the new cabinet in
sists upon carrying out the Constitution of 1931, there 
is no prospect for the smoothing down of the con
trasts.

Not even the promised reforms can alter the 
situation noticeably and least of all the prospective 
election bill. For the most liberal and progressive 
election bill could, at the most, do no more than in
crease the number of Croatian's in the Common Par
liament.

As regards the extension of the autonomy of the 
Bansag that has been promised by every government 
since 1932. The Croatians do not even desire this. 
They demand the complete unlimited state autonomy 
as regards the Croatian territories. After all, they 
constitute a nation, and not a political party which 
could be bought with personal and objective con
cessions. The struggle of the Croatians is not a party- 
struggle, but the movement of a self-conscious people, 
an effort to attain unity and independence.

If, in spite of all this, the centralists insist on 
adhering to the constitution which does not acknow
ledge the Croatians as constituting a nation, they will 
step on a false path which will not lead out of the 
difficulty.

The new Prime Minister does praiseworthy efforts 
to apply the laws in force as liberally as possible. 
This can be noticed especially in the field of the press 
and the right-of-assembly. Amnesty was also pro
claimed, this, however, referring only to the election 
misdemeanours. On the other hand, the state-defence- 
court is working with full steam. Quite recently, 
numerous Croatian grammar-school boys of 17—48 
have been sentenced to years of prison, while hund
reds of Croatians still languish in exile.

It is impossible to regulate the Croatian question 
with the prevailing methods. The knot, which the 
sixteen years old Serbian-Croatian contrasts entangled 
but all the more, and which — due to Jan. 6th. 1929 
— became unsolvable, cannot be disentangled bv 
means of political intrigues, personal concessions and 
scattered crumbs. Only a manly and resolute sword- 
cut could undo it.

The South-Slav State's construction — the three 
factors of which: the Serbians, Croatians and Slovens 
united to form the new state at that time — should 
have happened in a natural trial form, — excluding 
all endeavours towards hegemony.
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Instead of this, we see a centralistic unity-forma
tion, the constitution of which ruins both state and 
people.

If the leading statesmen of Belgrade wish to pre
serve Yugoslavia, they must find means wherewith —

and this is possible even by maintaining the authority 
of the creator of the prevailing state- and national 
unity-conception — to create a situation including the 
probability of solving Yugoslavia’s internal political 
problems among her peoples on an equal standing.

P O L I T I C A L M O S A I C
BBMBKmassaBSBJsssasamBBBmmmK&sasmamEsmBMBBSKsa

THE PRIME-MINISTER ON HUNGARIAN 
FOREIGN-POLICY QUESTIONS

During discussions of the 1935,36 Budget on 
June 21. in the Hungarian House of Peers, Julius 
Gombos, Prime-Minister touched questions of foreign- 
policy in his speech

Among others, he said: ,;The Danube Conference 
the source of so much expectation, is postponed. At 
present, the affair of the Danube Conference is in the 
background, probably because the self-same states 
which ought to make known their final view-points 
at the Danube Conference — as regards the question 
of equality of rights — to a certain degree refrain 
from accepting the equality of rights, because the 
present prevailing one-sided European condition, this 
one-sided, false centre of gravity in the field of 
European policy is exceedingly favourable to certain 
states — which — for this reason are not at all in
clined to alter this situation.

We have stated already, that, clearly on the 
ground of justice and truth, and true to the spirit and 
institution of the League of Nations, we demand the 
equality of rights — which we should be granted not 
only on the ground of the principle of truth and 
justice, but because we have deserved it for behaving 
correctly and fairly in every respect.

We ask for the general conscription, a maximum 
of two years of service, the same armaments as the 
Little Entente — aerial weapons included — and 
when we shall have been granted all this — I empha
size — that the peace-time military strength of Hun
gary will still be less than the that of the state of 
the Little Entente possessing the least military power, 
so that there need be no fear of danger from Hungary 
even in the case of her being endowed with equal 
rights to the degree of 100°/o. We thus come forward 
with arguments strong enough to defy any attempt at' 
refutation and which we represent with becoming 
dignity and self-esteem.

This is what interests us. It is interesting, further
more, to note what will become of the territory 
revision from a view-point of principles and also the 
fate of the minority questions. For it is first and fore
most the duty of mutilated Hungary to call the atten
tion of the world to the grievances which the Hun
garian minority continually suffers.

Thirdly, we raise the question that the formation 
of the international economic and financial situation 
is not independent of the formation of the Hungarian 
economic and financial situation. We are convinced 
that we can surmount the present prevailing economic

situation wisely and judiciously if — regarding the 
economic questions and first of all that of financial 
aid — we discuss with the international forums the 
special Hungarian desires. This belongs to the great 
question-complex which we want to make known to 
the international public.

Germany, as a powerful country of 70 million 
inhabitants, its special geographical position endow
ing it with predominance, sought to assert its rights 
in other ways. From the very moment when Germany 
declared its equality and reverted to the general con
scription, I have represented the view-point that Hun
gary may not follow Germany on this path. We 
profess the standpoint in principle that the peace 
treaty contains fixed rights for us and it is not only 
our duty to respect these as well as our obligations 
— but first of all it is the duty of those who dictated 
the peace terms.

We claim our rights on this juridical ground and 
in the consciousness of the moral superiority which 
Hungary commands in the representation of her 
claims — because we are convinced that of all the 
defeated states we were treated the most injustly at 
the signing of the peace treaties. I am convinced that 
the world acknowledges already that Hungary is 
destined to play a leading role in the basin of the 
Carpathians and in East-Europe — and admits that 
it is preposterous to discuss politics and to hunt 
international solutions in the Danube Basin with the 
exclusion of Hungary. We trust that this discrimina
tion will assert itself also in practice, if a peaceful 
settlement of the questions is earnestly sought for.”

In a later part of his speech, the Prime Minister 
spoke of the Hungarian revision claims as follows: 
"Even to-day, if I were to -form the government from 
anew, I should rate the revision as the first and most 
important Hungarian problem. It must be brought to 
the knowledge of the world that this question is not 
a private one in Hungary but it is the affair of the 
whole nation. The world must know that in the basin 
of the Carpathians there lives a nation which sacri
ficed much for the existence of Europe, for Christia
nity, for the integrity of other nations and this nation 
has suffered a terrible injustice."


