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of following the precepts of out-of-date imperialism 
and overthrowing and subjecting other nations, for 
it will be well aware that it will sooner or later 
undergo a similar fate. Apponyi believed that a 
new power would come into being gradually in 
the course of future development —  viz. the col
lective interest of human society at large: and 
every single nation would for its own sake have 
to come to an agreement with that power. It is this 
development that constitutes the basis of the future 
of the League of Nations. As yet the feelings of 
mankind have not been able to supply the League 
with adequate spiritual substance; but that sub
stance will be gradually developed by the in
creasing frequency of the meetings between repre
sentatives of the nations and by the public charac
ter of their discussion. These two factors will gra
dually refine the conscience of the nations and 
further its sensitiveness, converting the same into 
a world conscience reacting with adequate im
partiality.

Apponyi’s idealism therefore believes pro

foundly in the ultimate asertion of the moral law 
in the development of mankind. This was the idea 
underlying the impressive speech made by him at 
the Disarmament Conference on February 13th., 
1932, Under the moral law no single nation is 
entitled to look for the conditions of its own 
prosperity or success in the humiliation of others, 
the only possible source of those conditions being 
the solidarity and co-operation of all nations 
founded upon the principles of justice and equity. 
A  sine qua non of success —  of disarmament and 
of peace —  is the impartial application of those 
principles to all nations alike. The Conference 
applauded Apponyi’s ideal principles; but the 
wide gap separating those principles from their 
practical realisation still yawns in hideous impas- 
sability. Indeed, mankind has begun to arm more 
frantically than ever. Without Apponyi's idealism 
it is impossible to believe that at least “ foreseeing 
egoism” should be the really effectual rational 
factor in the political development 9f humanity in 
international relations.

ST. MARGARET OF SCOTLAND: 
HER HUNGARIAN ORIGIN

by
Dr. Alexander Fest

Fellow o f  the Budapest University

W e find a strange mingling of poetry and 
truth in the innumerable medieval 
versions of the story of the Anglo- 
Saxon princes; and we still feel the 

breath of poetry today when we read what 
history has to tell us of the noblest figures of 
these ancient historical legends —  of St. Mar
garet. It is characteristic that —  though tradition 
and history alike have preserved many an episode 
of her life —  we are still unable to fix with 
absolute certainty the origin of her mother, so 
paramount is the importane attaching to the great
ness and the glorification of the woman and the 
saint. Even Freeman himself, the greatest authority 
on her age, in his classical work on the Norman 
Conquest, shows knowledge of St. Margaret's ori
gin which is purely general and mistaken.

To extract the historical kernel of truth from 
the wealth of versions contained in the medieval 
chronicles, is not impossible, though it is no easy 
task. The details have been drawn by British 
historical science —  particularly as a result of 
Freeman's research —  with a sure hand. When 
Eadmund Ironside, the last lawful king of the 
English, died on November 30th., 1016, he left 
two sons to oppose the Danish usurper, Canute 
the Great. The latter sent the young English 
princes, then mere infants, to Sweden, with in
struction that Olaf, his half-brother, should have 
them murdered. He would not have dared to have 
the murder executed in England. The kind-hearted 
Olaf did not however carry out the instructions, 
but sent the two boys to the Court of Stephen,

King of Hungary, where they were received 
kindly and were given every assistance. This must 
have taken place in 1017 or 1018; for Olaf died 
in the latter year. And Canute the Great visited 
Denmark in 1019, when it would not have been 
wise for him to find the young princes there.

It was in Hungary, at the Court of the Hun
garian king, that the two sons of the last English 
king — Eadmund and Edward —  were brought 
up. But it would appear that Eadmund died young, 
only Edward surviving the ordeals. Edward lived 
in Hungary about forty years, forgotten no doubt 
in his native land too. We do not know whether 
the young princes were accompanied into exile by 
their mother Ealdgyth; nor do we know whether 
during the long period of his sojourn in Hungary 
Prince Edward kept up any intercourse with Eng
land. When in 1057, after an absence of nearly 
forty years, he returned to England, he was 
probably more Hungarian than English.

In the meanwhile, in 1042, after the death 
of Canute and his family, a king was elected. 
This election resulted in the accession to the 
throne of Edward the Confessor, though in reality 
— according to the custom in force among the 
English — the right of succession belonged to the 
younger Edward, the prince then living in Hun
gary. But Edward the Confessor had no children, 
so that the English throne was again without an 
heir. Incalculable trouble and danger was in store 
for England in those stormy days. And it was in 
the anxiety aroused by the troubled political situa
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tion that people in England began to recall that 
the young prince Edward living far away in distant 
Hungary was the only lawful heir to the throne. 
In 1054 an embassy was sent to bring him back; 
their destination being the Court of the German 
Emperor Henry III. at Cologne, whom they begged 
to intervene with the king of Hungary to allow 
Prince Edward and his family to return to his 
native land. The wishes of the English people 
were expressed in Cologne by Aldred, Bishop of 
Worcester and later Archbishop of York. The 
embassy had a mangificent reception in Cologne, 
where they were kept a year and then allowed to 
return home without having accomplished any
thing. We think it probable that the powerful 
German Emperor did not want the English prince 
to return to England, seeing that —  as will appear 
later on —  he desired to make use of him in Hun
gary. For it was only a year (1057) after the 
death of the German Emperor Henry III. that 
Edward and his family returned to England. But 
the hope of the English nation dies shortly after 
his arrival in London; while his family —  his 
consort Agatha and his three children, Margaret, 
Christina and Edgar —  lived for years in England. 
After the battle of Hastings it became impossible 
for them to remain in England. Young Edgar — 
still a child —  was the lawful heir to the throne 
and was just as much in the way of William the 
Conqueror as his father and uncle had been pre
viously in the way of Canute the Great. After the 
catastrophe at Hastings the family thought of 
escaping —  as many of the old English chroniclers 
tell us —  to Hungary, their hopes of success in 
their native land having been bitterly disappointed. 
They took ship for the purpose of fleeing to their 
adopted home in Hungary, but fate decided other
wise. The history of Scotland —  and indeed of 
England too —  would have taken a quite different 
turn had accident —  a sudden storm at sea —  
not driven the refugees towards Scotland. The 
family and their English and Hungarian followers 
were cast ashore in Scotland. Young Edgar was 
the hope of the English national party. He was 
the only direct descendant of the house of Cerdic 
and Alfred the Great. The national party twice, 
under the leadership of Stigand, Archbishop of 
Canterbury, elected him king, though he was never 
crowned; but in the end this young prince (who 
would appear not to have been particularly intel
ligent and did not betray any serious moral 
propensities) grew tired of "living an easy and 
contented life as the friend and protegee of his 
Norman patron".

Of the later events of his life we have records 
of a pilgrimage to the Holy Land; and we con
sider it possible that he returned from that pil
grimage by way of his native Hungary.

His sister Christina took the veil and lived 
for a time with her family; then later (1086), 
after Edgar had become reconciled to William 
the Conqueror, she retired to the Abbey of Romsey 
in South England. Of her life we know but little; 
but from her personal friendship with Anselm, 
the famous Archbishop of Canterbury, as also 
from the fact that the Queen of Scotland entrusted 
her with the education of her daughters, we may

conclude that she played a significant part in the 
events of her age.

Margaret, the other sister, gained a reputation 
which still keeps her name and memory alive 
alike in history and in legend. She was not only 
queen of Scotland, but also the national saint of 
that country, the paragon of all womanly virtues 
and the revered and admired ideal, not only of 
her contemporaries, but of posterity too. When 
the family of refugees landed —  probably for the 
second time —  on the coast of Scotland, some
where near the harbour still known as Margaret’s 
Hope, the beautiful and saintly Margaret so en
chanted the Scotch king Malcolm III. (Canmore) 
that he asked her hand in marriage. After some 
hesitation she consented. Malcolm's name is fami
liar to us from Shakespeare's ” Macbeth“ too. He 
was the eldest son of the murdered king Duncan, 
and —  historically too —  brought about the fall 
of Macbeth (August 15th., 1057): it was probably 
in 1070 that he wedded the princess who had 
come from Hungary —  an event, which, as we 
are told by all historians alike, was extremely 
fortunate for Scotland. At an age when the life 
of the ancient Celtic Church was in certain respects 
in conflict with Rome, Margaret redirected it 
to Rome and refined the still rather rough manners 
and customs of the Scoth to such an extent that 
contemporary chronicles speak of Queen Margaret 
as having civilised Scotland. Every moment of her 
life, so familiar to us from legends and from 
history, and every action undertaken by her, is 
calculated to make her respected and worshipped 
generally as the patron saint of her adopted 
country.

In which country was this princess, one of the 
noblest women-figures of Anglo-Scottish history, 
born and educated? She was born and educated 
in Hungary: but has Hungary any other claim to 
St. Margaret than that of having given her birth? 
This brings us to a hotly disputed question of 
older English and Scotch history respectively, — 
a question to which no satisfactory answer has 
yet been given. According to the generally ac
cepted opinion of English and German historians 
Margaret's mother was Agatha, a German princess 
somehow related to Gizella, the first Queen of 
Hungary, who lived at the Court of St. Stephen, 
where she met the exiled Prince Edward. On the 
basis of the oldest English chronicles, we have 
taken a different view and have come to con
clusions at variance with the results of previous 
researches. St. Margaret's mother Agatha was not 
a German princess —  was not the niece or distant 
relative of Queen Gizella — , but the daughter of 
King Stephen and Queen Gizella, so that St. 
Margaret was in reality the grand-daughter of the 
first king of Hungary.

In the Hungarian chronicles or historical re
cords we do not find even the slightest mention 
of the English princes who lived in exile in Hun
gary. Consequently, we cannot find there any 
evidence in support of the Hungarian origin of 
Queen Margaret of Scotland. What we know of 
the question comes to us from English chronicles. 
Here, however, we have at our disposal so sur
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prisingly rich an accumulation of variations and 
deviations and errors that it is only after care
fully examining and very cautiously sifting the 
material that we are able to make head or tail 
of the contradicitions and to extract what is 
historically probable from all the additions con
tributed by the imagination of later centuries. We 
shall rely solely upon contemporary or almost 
contemporary records and shall investigate merely 
the records dealing with the Anglo-Saxon princes 
and the origin of Margaret down to the middle 
of the twelfth century. For the records of chro
niclers contemporary with Margaret's children are 
surely of more weight as historical evidence than 
the coloured narratives of later chronicles, which 
handed on automatically errors and contradictions, 
thereby utterly confounding historical conscious
ness.

There can be no doubt that the person in 
England who knew most about the exiled princes 
was Aldred, Bishop of Worcester (died 1069). 
Politician, priest, ambassador —  and even soldier 
— , he had been to Rome, and in 1054 —  as we 
have seen —  was sent by Edward the Confessor 
to the Emperor Henry III. to beg the Emperor 
to prevail upon the Hungarian king to allow 
Edward Atheling to return to England. As we 
have seen, he remained a year in Cologne, where 
he was magnificently received by the Emperor 
and Archbishop Herman, who had been there from 
Aachen for the purpose. In 1058 he made a pil
grimage to the Holy Land, passing through Hun
gary. He no doubt chose to travel that way because 
he was curious to see the country which had for 
decenniums provided Edward and his family with 
a home. According to the chroniclers he was the 
first English bishop to make that pilgrimage. From 
1060 he was Archbishop of York. In 1061 we find 
him once more in Rome. After the battle of 
Hastings he continued to be leader of the English 
national party. He entered the lists on behalf of 
the rights of Eadgar, son of Edward and Agatha; 
but the hopelessness of his cause prevailed upon 
him later to offer his allegiance to William at 
Berkhampstead. Although it was he who crowned 
William, and though he lived much in the Court 
of the Conqueror, he never sank to the depth of 
being the Conqueror's tool. When the Danish fleet 
invaded East England, driven to despair by the 
fresh ordeals of his native land, Aldred died of 
a broken heart in September, 1069,

We know of no English statesman so familiar 
with the forces and personalities behind the move
ments of the age. And it is surely no mere 
coincidence that the first record of the return from 
Hungary of Edward and his family should have 
originated from Worcester, the seat of Bishop 
Aldred. And in the Worcester version of the 
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle we find the following 
record in verse under date 1057: —  "MLVII. Her 
com Eadward Atheling to Englelande. Se waes 
Eadwardes brothor sunu kynges. Eadmund cing 
Irensid waes geclyped. For his snellscipe. Thisne 
aetheling Cnut haefde forsend on Ungerland to 
beswicane. Ac he thaes getheh to godan men swa 
him God uther & him well gebyrede, swath he

S

begeat thaes caseres maga to wife & thaere 
faegerne bearnteam gestrynde. Se was Agathas 
gehaten .“ This is the first historical record the 
authenticity of which we have no reason to doubt. 
For we know that the records of the Anglo-Saxon 
Chronicle derive mostly from contemporaries 
from persons who were eye and ear witnesses of 
the events recorded. There can be no doubt that 
the entry for the year 1057 was the work of some 
follower of Aldred's. It is remarkable that Agatha, 
mother of our Queen Margaret, figures as a relative 
of the Emperor (caseres maga). No mention is 
made of her Hungarian origin. But that is com
prehensible from the English point of view. If  we 
presume that Agatha was the daughter of St. 
Stephen and Gizella, she was naturally at the same 
time a relative (or rather niece) of St. Stephen's 
brother-in-law, the Emperor Henry II. Now this 
family connection between Agatha and her children 
(in particular of Eadgar Atheling) and the Ger
man imperial House was an excellent letter of 
introduction in an age when —  as we shall see — 
English politicians did all they could to secure 
the friendship of the German imperial House. This 
relationship lent a particular weight to the cause 
of Eadgar Atheling and ensured him and his 
sisters greater authority in England than if their 
mother had been regarded only as the daughter 
of the less familiar king of Hungary. We believe 
this to be the reason why the very first record 
too expressly emphasises the fact that Agatha was 
related to the "Emperor".

The next record too takes us to Worcester, 
— clear enough proof that it was in Worcester 
that people knew most about Edward's family —  
as a result of Aldred's embassy. This time we are 
dealing with a chronicler known to us by name —  
Florence of Worcester. What he has to tell us 
about the exiled princes is that the king of Sweden 
sent them to Solomon, king of Hungary. One of 
them, Eadmund, died young, while the other, 
Edward, wedded Agatha, who bore him two 
daughters, Margaret and Christina, and a son 
Eadgar. We herewith quote the passage from 
Florence of Worcester's chronicle word for word, 
seeing that the passage became the source of a 
series of later errors: —  "Qui  (viz. the King of 
Sweden) illos ad regem Hugarorum, Salomonem  
nomine, misit nutriendos, vitae-que reservandos. 
Quorum unus, scilicet Eadmundus, processu tem- 
poris ibidem vitam finivit: Eadwardus vero Aga- 
tham, f i l  i am  g e r  m a n i  i m p e r a t o r i s  
H e n r  i c i in matrimonium accepit; ex  qua Mar- 
garetam, Scotorum reginam, et Cristinam sancti- 
monialem virginem, et clitonem Eadgarum susce- 
pit“ . The ambiguity present in the above passage 
misled both contemporaries and later chroniclers 
and became the source of the confusion still 
obscuring the origin of Margaret and Agatha 
respectively. The word ” germanus"  has two mean
ings — "German" or "germane" (near relative: 
in this case brother-in-law).  A  cursory reading of 
the text tells us that Edward, the English prince 
exiled to Hungary, wedded Agatha, daughter of 
the German Emperor Henry. As we know, this is 
impossible. Henry II. —  for he is the only Emperor 
to be taken into account in this connection —
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never had any children. So Agatha could not have 
been his daughter. We must read the other mean
ing of the word "germanus" into the text and 
explain the passage to mean that "Edward wedded 
Agatha, daughter of a relative (brother-in-law) of 
the Emperor Henry and became the father of 
Margaret, Queen of the Scotch, Christina and 
Eadgar Atheling.

The relationship with the German Emperor is 
therefore stressed by Florence of Worcester too: 
for the German Emperor was a mighty monarch 
known the whole world over with whom it was 
desirable to be related. His "brother-in-law" —  
taking the word in that sense —  was St. Stephen, 
King of Hungary, whose daughter Agatha was 
wedded by the Anglo-Saxon prince: the remark 
made by Florence of Worcester that Agatha was 
a niece of the German Emperor being in perfect 
harmony with the datum in the Anglo-Saxon 
Chronicle already quoted which tells us that 
Agatha was ” caseres maga”  —  a relative of the 
Emperor.

It is naturally a question whether this inter
pretation of the word "germanus" is not arbitrary. 
Does it really mean "relative, brother-in-law" and 
not "German"? Another chronicle some decen- 
niums later in date —  that of Aldred Abbot of 
Rilvaulx —  to which we shall refer later as being 
a first-class source, contains a similar expression 
in referring to Agatha. After having told the story 
of the embassy sent by the English king to the 
German Emperor this Chronicle tells us that the 
Emperor kept the ambassadors a long time pend
ing the building of the ships that were to take 
Edward and his wife and children to England: — 
"Imperator . . . Eadwardum cum uxore sua Agatha 
germani sui filia  liberis-que ejus, Edgar Edeling, 
Margareta atque Christina, . . .  ad Angliam mittit".

It is evident that the word "Germanus" can
not possibly mean "German" in this passage, and 
that Florence of Worcester also meant "relative", 
possibly "brother-in-law". However, the ambiguity 
found in Florence's chronicle still remained and 
served naturally to mislead later chroniclers, 
particularly seeing that it was the usual thing to 
take over word for word the narratives of the 
chroniclers.

Thus, according to the first two records — 
which both originated from the abbey of Worcester 
and ultimately from the entourage  of Bishop 
Aldred —  Agatha, the princess who had come to 
England from Hungary, was a relative of the 
German Emperor. Though we know that it could 
only have been Henry II., in the course of time 
his figure was relegated to the background and 
people thought of the powerful emperor Henry III. 
who was far better known than St. Henry. There 
is nothing surprising in the manner in which this 
relationship is stressed, not merely because of the 
glory and glamour of the name of the Emperor 
Henry, but also because prior to Hastings, English 
politicians deliberately endeavoured to establish 
connections with the German Empire. The first 
signs of this policy are to be found already in the 
days of Canute the Great, who gave his daughter 
Gunhild in marriage to the son of Conrad, who

later became the Emperor Henry III. When 
Henry III. succeded to the imperial throne (1046), 
thus inheriting the right of filling the Papal See, 
which was for a time occupied by a relative of 
his, Leo IX., the efforts of English politicians to 
establish connections with the German Empire 
were redoubled. Harold in particular, who later 
became King of England advocated this policy, —  
even after the death of the powerful Henry III. 
The sympathy of the national party for Germany 
•— of the party of which Aldred was leader even 
after the battle of Hastings —  makes it easy for 
us to understand why we find the Worcester 
Chronicles making so emphatic a statement of the 
relationship between Agatha and the future queen 
of England ond the one hand and the imperial 
House of Germany on the other. Supposing — 
and we do not here treat the matter as anything 
but as a supposition — that Agatha was the daugh
ter of the king of Hungary, her marriage with our 
Prince Edward, the future king of England, would 
gain enormously in weight and importance by her 
relationship with the German emperor. For the 
Emperor was so mighty and so great that his 
power was greater even than that of Rome. We 
find the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle in one place al
most boastingly stressing the fact that Margaret 
was related to the German Emperor: —  "Hire 
modor cynn gaeth to Heinrice casere, t h e  
h a  e f d e a n w  a l d o f e r R o m  e".

And Aldred's embassy to Cologne must have 
exercised a misleading effect upon those whowere 
not familiar with the interdependence of events. 
Why did the Bishop of Worcester go to the 
Emperor when the Anglo-Saxon princess was in 
Hungary? though we know the object of the 
embassy, we are nevertheless quite in the dark as 
to why the absence from home for almost a whole 
year of Aldred's embassy produced no direct 
results? Henry II. had to die to enable Prince 
Edward to return; the Atheling having arrived in 
England in 1057, the year after the great Emperor's 
death. From this we may conclude that the Ger
man Emperor did not wish Edward to return. 
If Agatha was really the daughter of St. Stephen, 
the ambitious German Emperor could have found 
an excuse and an opportunity at any time after 
the blinding and murder of his protege Peter to 
interfere in the succession to the Hungarian throne. 
May be this was the reason why he hesitated to 
comply with the request of the English king.

We have seen that the oldest records dealing 
with Agatha are equivocal in the matter of her 
origin and calculated to mislead. The ambiguous 
expression used by Florence of Worcester only 
added to the mystery; for the better-informed 
monkish chroniclers were well aware that Henry
II. had no children. Perhaps this contradiction 
was the source of the error made by a very famous 
and well-informed chronicler who endeavoured to 
find and actually did find an explanation of 
Agatha's origin. This was William of Malmesbury, 
whose Gesta Regum  was perhaps the most popular 
and most widely-known chronicle of the first half 
of the twelfth century. The story of the Anglo- 
Saxon princes is naturally familiar to Malmesbury
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too. The names given to them in his chronicle are 
Edwin and Edwardus. They go to the king of the 
Huns (Hungarians) and live in his court. The 
elder brother dies very soon, the younger, the 
Prince Edward so often spoken of, wedding 
Agatha, th e q u e e n s  y o u n g e r  sister .

Malmesbury's mistake is evident. History 
knows nothing of any younger sister of Queen 
Gizella; and even if she had had such a sister, 
that sister would have been some 20— 22 years 
older than Prince Edward. Queen Gizella's father, 
Henry, died in August, 995. So the Agatha re
ferred to by Malmesbury would have been at least 
22 years old, while Edward cannot have been 
more than 1 or 2 . . . So Malmesbury either was 
mistaken or deliberately falsified the facts in

order to be able to somewhow explain the relation
ship with the Emperor.

Therefore, according to the earliest records 
Agatha was —

1. a relative of the German Emperor (Anglo- 
Saxon Chronicle), o r

2. daughter of a near relative of the German 
Emperor (Florence of Worcester), o r  f i n a l l y

3. the younger sister of the Queen of Hungary.
The first version (1) is general in character,

the second (2) is ambiguous, while the third (3) 
is decidedly an error: we must therefore not be 
surprised by the innumerable contradictions in 
evidence in relation to the question of the origin 
of Agatha and her daughter Margaret.

(To be continued.)

A STATUE TO THE MEMORY 
OF MAJOR-GENERAL BANDHOLTZ

AT BUDAPEST
On the suggestion of Mr. Eugene Boros, an American 

art collector, a movement has been set on fott to per
petuate the memory of Major-General H. Hill Bandholtz by 
placing his statue in he Hungarian National Museum 
garden. The leaders of the movement are Mr. Charles 
Szendy, Mayor of Budapest, and Baron Sigismund PerSnyi, 
Keeper of the Holy Crown. Mr. Nicolas Ligeti is to be 
the sculptor. Hereby the Hungarians are paying an old 
debt of gratitude to the American Major-General who as 
the American delegate on the Inter-Allied Military Com
mission, was in Budapest from August 1919 till February 
1920. In that most tragic period of modern Hungarian 
history, when after the collapse of Bela Kun's Bolshevist 
regime Budapest was occupied by Rumanian troops, Major- 
General Bandholtz rendered never-to-be-forgotten services to 
the Hungarian nation. Over and over again, often with whip 
in hand, he protected the inhabitants of Budapest and 
their institutions against the deprevations of the Rumanian 
soldiers. It was he who prevented the Rumanians carrying 
off to Bucharest the Transylvanian art collections of the 
Hungarian National Museum — that is to say the collections 
most closely connected with Hungarian history — as they 
had carried away the bulk of the rolling-stock belonging 
to the Hungarian State Railways and of the live stock in 
the country. Now that the town is about to erect a statue 
to the memory of this distinguished American officer, it 
seems a fitting opportunity to publish that part of Majo*-- 
General Bandholtz's diary (“ An Undiplomatic Diary". 
Edited by Fritz-Konrad Kriiger, Professor of Political 
Science in Wittenberg College) in which he describes how 
he managed to stop the Rumanians carrying away the 
above-mentioned objects of art from the Hungarian 
National Museum.

OCTOBER 6, 1919. Last night, just after we 
bad risen from one of the excellent meals with 
which Captain Gore is nourishing us, Colonel Ho
rowitz reported and stated that the Roumanians 
were at the National Museum with a whole flock 
of trucks, and proposed to take away many of the 
works of art.

At a meeting of the Military Mission on Octo
ber 1, 1919, it was decided that although the 
Roumanians did claim many articles in the 
National Museum as belonging to them on account 
of their present ownership of Transylvania, they 
should have none of these articles until passed 
upon by our committee, of which Captain Shafroth, 
U. S. A., is chairman. On the same date the Rou
manian Commander in Chief was notified of our 
decision.

Accompanied by Colonel Loree and one 
American soldier, I followed Colonel Horowitz 
back to the Museum, which we found under a 
strong Roumanian guard. One man tried to stop 
us, but it did not do him much good, and we 
went into the building and eventually routed out 
the Director. It appears that about 6 o'clock in 
the afternoon, General Serbescu, accompanied by 
an entourage of officers and civilians, showed us 
at the Museum conveying fourteen trucks and a 
detachment of soldiers. He stated that he was 
authorized by General Mardarescu and High Com
missioner Diamandi to take over the objects from 
Transylvania, and demanded the keys. The 
Director informed him that the Inter-Allied 
Military Mission had taken over the Museum and 
he would not give up the keys. General Serbescu 
then told him that they would return in the 
morning and that, if the keys were not produced, 
they would take the objects by force.

I, therefore, had the Director deliver the key 
to the storeroom to me and left a paper worded as 
follows:

To whom it may concern —
As the Inter-Allied Mission is in charge of all 

the objects in the Hungarian National Museum at 
Budapest, the key has been taken charge of by the 
President of the Day, General Bandholtz, the 
American representative.

This was followed by my signature. I then 
had Colonel Loree place seals on each of the 
doors, on which was written:

This door sealed by Order of Inter-Allied Mi
litary Mission.

H. H. Bandholtz, Pres, of the Day.
5. October 1919.

As the Roumanians and all Europeans are


