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I. THE OUESTION OF SECURITY

by
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In the discussion which has been going on for 
years in the matter of the Danube problem, people 
are apt to forget the development of this question 
in the past —  and to forget how the present has 
been built on the past; though it will hardly be 
possible to base the future on non-existing found
ations.

It would be a far cry to tell the old-old story 
of how from the Middle Ages onward the Estates 
of Austria, Bohemia and Hungary more than once 
agreed to jointly assert their common interests 
against the Vienna Government of the Habsburgs. 
We are on more familiar ground when we ascertain 
that the same community of interests between the 
three countries existed right down to 1866, this 
circumstance making it evident that the Austro- 
Hungarian Compromise of 1867 must have con
tained something to break up the unity between 
the three countries. That at least would seem to 
be the natural conclusion to be drawn from the 
Memorandum submitted to the Paris Peace Con
ference by the Czech Peace Delegation. For accord
ing to that Memorandum the Prussian War so 
thoroughly undermined the political and military 
power of Austria that the Emperor of that country 
proved too weak to reject the demands of the 
Hungarians; those demands being of so far-reach
ing a character that Hungary took away from 
Austria not only Hungarian territories but also 
territories inhabited by non-Magyar nationalities, 
which territories must therefore be restored to 
those from whose possession they were then 
wrested. This was the ground advanced by the 
Czech Delegation in support of their demand for 
the annexation to Bohemia of Upper Hungary; 
and it was on this ground that that territory was 
actually allotted to the Czechs under the Treaty 
of Trianon of 1920.

The leading statesmen present at the Peace 
Conference did not show sufficient knowledge of 
the Danube questions to allow of our supposing 
for a moment that they were aware of the real 
meaning of their decisions. However, seeing that 
they themselves eventually admitted that their 
judgments were a grave outrage on truth and the 
interests of the peoples living in the valley of the

Danube, it is doubly incumbent upon us to take 
the trouble to closely investigate the essential 
points of the Danube question.

To be quite frank, we must say that public 
opinion in Hungary never approved of the in
corporation of Bohemia in Austria. We must not 
forget that at the battle of Bila Hora in 1620 
Hungarian troops fought on the Bohemian side in 
the hope of preventing what actually ensued — 
the absorption of the Czech Kingdom by the 
Austrian Empire. Yet we must never forget either 
that both Austria and Bohemia were once German 
Imperial principalities, and that the struggle 
waged for centuries by Austria and Bohemia was 
only a chapter in the inner discords of the Ger
man Empire. Let us presume for the sake of arg
ument that the governments of Austria and Bo
hemia decide to return to their places within the 
German Empire from which in 1866 Bismarck 
drove them; the Hungarian State would find itself 
facing an event over which it had no control. It 
would at the same time be impelled to provide 
more effectually for the security of its independ
ence, seeing that the German Empire would in 
that event receive the addition of territories which 
were wrested from Hungary and allotted to Bo
hemia and Austria respectively in consequence of 
a decision of the Paris Peace Conference and of 
the relevant provisions of the Treaty of Trianon.

When as a result of the Prussian victory of 
1866 he created a German Empire which 
was purely German in character and deprived 
Austria and Bohemia of their position as Members 
of that Empire, Bismarck was just as little 
responsible for Bohemia being incorporated in 
Austria after the defeat at the battle of the Bila 
Hora (White Hill) as were the leaders of the 
political life of Hungary in 1867 for the Czech 
Kingdom having been annexed by the Duchy 
of Austria in 1621 or for Bohemia having 
remained a Member of the Austrian State. The 
supposition that in 1870 Count Julius Andrassy, 
Prime Minister of Hungary, prevented Bohemia 
from obtaining the autonomy she desired, has 
been disproved by documentary evidence, — 
though there had been proof enough previously
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too in the fact that the Hungarian Government at 
ail times rejected the idea of Austria interfering 
in the internal affairs of Hungary on the ground 
that the Hungarian Government had also retrained 
at all times trom interfering in the domestic affairs 
of other countries. It must be remembered that 
politically the Austrian Empire and the Kingdom 
of Hungary were sovereign States independent of 
one another.

It is in this connection that we are able to 
refute the statement made by the Czech Peace 
Delegation to the effect that Hungary had separ
ated from the Austrian State and had on that 
occasion seized also non-Magyar territories. See
ing that the Hungarian State has never been a 
part or dependent province of any other State, 
she was never in a position to separate from any 
other State or to "take with her" territories belong
ing to any other State. The Hungarian State, the 
independence of which was acknowledged by the 
chancelleries of Europe also during the rule of the 
Habsburgs, took its own territory with it when 
under the command of the Hungarian king it 
separated from that Austria which during the 
Hungarian War of Independence of 1848/49 at
tempted with the assistance of Russian armies to 
master Hungary and to absorb the sovereign Hung
arian State in the Austrian Empire. On that oc
casion the Czechs served in the Austrian army 
and co-operated in the occupation of Hungary, 
deserting the principles for the vindication of 
which against the pan-Austrian imperialistic en
deavours of the Vienna Governments the Estates 
of Austria, Bohemia and Hungary had once fought 
shoulder to shoulder. We must not however forget 
that the sovereign who had Hungary occupied by 
his military forces was at the same time King of 
Hungary; so that the liberation of Hungary in 1867 
from the military rule under which she had been 
suffering, did not mean at all a dismemberment of 
Austria, —  still less did it mean that Bohemia and 
Austria were both disintegrated. It is universally 
known also that, in order to secure the possession 
of the territories in Upper and Western Hungary 
claimed by them, the Czech Peace Delegation 
made the Conference believe that the territories 
of Hungary known today as Slovakia, Ruthenia 
and "Burgenland” had been wrested by Hungary 
shortly before the Great War from Bohemia and 
Austria. The names given above have been in use 
only since the severance of the said territories 
from Hungary.

Prior to the Great War not even those pub
licists who have subsequently become the apostles 
of the suggestion, asserted that the Austro- 
Hungarian Compromise of 1867 was built up upon 
the ruins of Bohemia. Should we accept their one
sided allegations as true, the responsibility for not 
having sought the causes of this grievance in 
Vienna, must rest with the political leaders of the 
Czech people. That Compromise was the im
mediate result of the catastrophe of 1866, in con
sequence of which Austria lost all her German 
and Italian possessions; and the South Slav gen
erals of the Monarchy attempted to secure com

pensation for the losses suffered by expansion at 
the expense of the Balkan Peninsula. And that 
again created in the minds of the Czech politic
ians the impression that the endeavours of a 
Vienna Government bent on expansion at the 
expense of Bohemia with the purpose of 
enhancing the power of Austria, could only 
be counteracted and the grievances of the Czechs 
redressed by an appeal to the Great Power which 
stood in the way of Austrian imperialism. And 
that again involved a danger to Hungary just as 
grave as that which menaced her when the Czechs 
were the vanguard of the Austro-German imperial
istic endeavours. For thereby the control of the 
destinies of the Danubian peoples was once more 
taken over by foreign forces; and in the Austria 
which had been driven out of the German Empire 
those Czechs strove to obtain the upper hand who 
insisted on the necessity of securing the support 
of Russia.

However: the Austrian Empire whose South 
Slav generals and politicians after 1866 diverted 
it from Germany and Italy and made it turn to
wards the Balkans, was defeated in the Great 
War. One consequence of this issue was the fact 
that on October 16th., 1918, the Austrian Govern
ment abandoned the shaken foundations of im
perialism and adopted the principle of self-deter
mination. This principle had been designated by 
President Wilson as the sine qua non of his ratify
ing the conclusion of peace; and every credit is 
due to Count Stephen Burian, then Austro-Hung
arian Minister of Foreign Affairs, for having ac
cepted this principle and having thereby created 
a basis for the conclusion with the Allied and 
Associated Powers of a compromise well adapted 
to further the realisation of peace among the 
peoples of the Danube basin.

Had any one desired to construct a Danube 
Union on the basis provided for the purpose in 
the Imperial Letters Patent dated October 16th., 
1918, it would have been possible to develop out 
of German Austria, the Czech and Hungarian 
Kingdoms a federation which by satisfying fully 
all national ambitions would have made good all 
the war losses, and by separating the Italian, 
Polish (Galicia), Serbian (Bosnia) and Rumanian 
(Bukovina) territories from the main body of the 
Monarchy might have laid the foundations of a 
stronger Danube structure destined to be long- 
lived. For in terms of the said Letters Patent the 
Compromise of 1867 was invalidated and the three 
States —  German Austria, and the Kingdoms of 
St. Venceslas and St. Stephen —  were given the 
right of self-determination. There was to be no 
other bond of union between them but the person 
of the monarch; and as a natural consequence the 
three States would proceed, after constituting their 
own internal governments independently, to create 
a new Danube Union based upon the ancient 
Pragmatic Sanction.

This possibility was frustrated by that other 
decision declaring war on the Habsburg Monarchy 
which was preparing to re-construct itself on 
a federative basis. It would not be easy today
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to determine whether the moment that pre
vented the peaceful re-organisation of the Mon
archy and the free re-grouping of the Danubian 
peoples was merely the ignorance or indulgent 
weakness of the .Western statesmen, or whether 
it was merely a return for the military assistance 
received from the Russia of the Czars and an 
admission of the necessity that that Power should 
advance? In any case we cannot afford to ignore 
the documentary evidence at our disposal today 
in respect of the demand for a partition of the 
Monarchy and the means to be taken for that 
purpose. Evidence of the kind is that provided by 
the Memorandum submitted to the British Foreign 
Office, on April 15th., 1915, by the Czech Pro
fessor George Thomas Masaryk, Austrian subject 
then in exile, in which he demanded the occupa
tion by Russia of Bohemia and of the Hungarian 
territories leading to that country. He did not 
confine his demand, therefore, to the partition of 
that Austria of which he was a subject but de
manded the occupation also of the State of Hung
ary with which he was in no way connected. The 
same idea was broached by the Czech Professor 
Edward Benes, Austrian national in exile, in a 
pamphlet ( “ Detruisez iAutriche-Hongrie")  pub
lished in 1916 the very title of which made the 
idea of a partition of Austro-Hungary by the aid 
of Russian arms a war catchword. And the same 
plan of partition was propagated in the Memoran
dum published by Lord Northcliffe in October, 
1918, the "Austro-Hungarian" part of which was 
written by Dr. Seton-Watson, —  a great friend of 
Masaryk who in 1915 took the latter's Memoran
dum to the British Foreign Office and later on 
was appointed to hold the Masaryk Chair of 
Slavonic History established in the University of 
London by the Czech Governemnt. All these facts 
are already general knowledge; and my only 
reason for mentioning them is to show that in 
the face of these bits of evidence it would hardly 
be possible to assert that the Monarchy collapsed 
of itself without any pressure from without. We 
would further establish the fact that the demands 
referred to above were in defiance, not only of 
President Wilson's Fourteen Points and of the 
Imperial Letters Patent of October 16th., 1918, 
but also of the tacit agreement concluded on the 
basis of the conditions of peace proposed by Pre
sident Wilson and accepted by the Foreign 
Ministry of the Monarchy.

Still more striking proof that it was all the 
result of interference from without is afforded by 
the following facts. Benes intervened with the 
French Government and Masaryk with the United 
States Government in the endeavour to prevent 
the carrying into effect of the terms of the Letters 
Patent of October 16th. and therewith of the whole 
scheme, which latter showed that the Habsburgs, 
by accepting the terms of peace postulated by 
America, were preparing with the assistance they 
hoped to obtain from the Western Governments to 
constitute in the Danube Valley a Power independ

ent of Germany. In his Memoirs Benes himself 
tells us that Berthelot, Secretary-General of the 
French Foreign Ministry, accepted the Czech con
ditions and thereby decided to support the scheme 
for the partition of the Austro-Hungarian Mon
archy; "Austria-Hungary is doomed to disappear, 
and nothing on earth can save her” , Masaryk also 
tells us in his Memoirs how he persuaded President 
Wilson to decide to send in answer to the latest 
Note of the Monarchy a reply diametrically op
posed in spirit to the attitude he had previously 
adopted. In his answer to Count Burian dated 
October 18th. Wilson declared that he was ready 
to open peace negotiations, not on the basis of the 
conditions which he had proposed and which had 
been accepted by the Monarchy, but on the basis 
of new terms in respect of which he had come to 
an agreement —  without the knowledge of the 
competent Austrian Government —  with an Austr
ian subject then in exile. That Austrian subject 
had secured the approval of the American Gov
ernment, not only for the partition of his own 
country, but also for the dismemberment of Hung
ary, a State entirely independent of Austria. Now, 
seeing that it has been unanimously established 
that it was Wilson’s Note dated October 18th. 
that led up to the partition of the Monarchy, it 
is evident that the break-up of Austria-Hungary 
was not due to internal disruption. In the event 
of natural dissolution it would surely not have 
been necessary to resort to the weapons of armed 
occupation and annexation. Particularly when we 
consider that Wilson decidedly opposed the em
ployment of such weapons at the Peace Conference 
in Paris, declaring that such procedure would 
shake the very foundations of the right of posses
sion already allotted.

And foreign troops did actually march into 
the territory of Hungary, beginning military oper
ations there in defiance of the terms of the armist
ice and seizing property, while the Governments 
concerned openly annexed the territories occupied 
by armed force and incorporated them in foreign 
States.

At the time it never occurred to anyone that 
the integrity of the territory of the Hungarian 
State was under the protection of international 
law. Yet, in his speech in the Czech Parliament 
on April 23rd., 1933, Benes, then Foreign Minister, 
explained in classical terms how international law 
was based on the territorial integrity of States 
and how the very foundations of that law were 
being shaken by aggression. "W e do not know” — 
he said —  "how anyone could for a moment 
imagine that an independent State would suffer 
a number of other States —  whether Great Powers 
or not —  to dispose of its territory either directly 
or indirectly, in the consciousness of their strength 
or of their political or moral influence, on the 
basis of some preliminary agreement concluded by 
them for the purpose, —  to dispose of its territory,
i. e. of something that for every State alike con
stitutes the basis of its existence and the indispens
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able sine qua non of its continuity. We are unable 
to understand how States can combine for the 
purpose of distributing the territory of a third 
State, seeing that territorial questions relating to 
outside States are outside their sphere of authority, 
simply because they refuse to approve of any 
agreement not to their advantage. The determin
ation I here refer to must be a surprise in partic
ular to an entirely unbiassed politician, seeing 
that it is not merely a question of someone making 
unjustifiable claims upon the property of a third 
party, but also of a fact the injustice of which 
would be cryingly evident. This fact itself should 
suffice to make everyone refrain from demanding 
the application to other peoples of something the 
application of which to his own people he would 
never tolerate. In that event it would be imposs
ible to prevent another similar group of States 
coming into existence and disposing in the same 
manner of the frontiers of other States and there
by increasing the danger of conflicts and anarchy 
all over the world.”

When we contrast Benes's speech with the 
events which led up to the destruction of the 
territorial integrity of the Hungarian State — 
after the conclusion of the Armistice of Padua 
(November 3rd., 1918), which respected the terri
torial integrity of that country and stipulated the 
maintenance of that integrity —  the comparison 
leaves no doubt in our minds that the words of 
Benes apply far more forcibly to the situation in 
1918, when Czech, Serbian and Rumanian troops 
sent by their Governments invaded the territory 
of the Hungarian State, than to the situation pre
vailing in 1933, when the integrity of the territory 
of the Czech State was not threatened by anyone. 
Now, seeing that he never suggested that his words 
applied solely and exclusively to his own State, 
he may therefore be supposed to be ready to ad
mit that other States too —  including Hungary — 
are entitled to insist on preserving intact their ter
ritories and to expect the security of that territory 
to be safeguarded by the same international law 
which Benes regarded as guaranteeing the pro
tection of the territory of the Czech State. Hereby 
he would appear to have admitted that it would 
scarcely have been conceivable to secure the peace

of Danubian Europe except by the German- 
Austrian, Czech and Hungarian nations and States 
taking the path mapped out for them by the Let
ters Patent of October 16th., 1918, and uniting in 
a Danubian Federation based upon the right of 
self-determination and territorial autonomy. We 
might add at once that in that case Charles of 
Habsburg would have remained at the head of 
the Czech Kingdom, while Masaryk could only 
have become President of a Czech Republic after 
the power of the Habsburgs had collapsed. That 
is the personal basis, which might lead however to 
the interests of the Danubian peoples and the 
cause of European peace being degraded to a 
mere rivalry of persons. And that we would avoid 
at all costs; for we believe that we shall better 
serve the cause we have at heart if we establish 
the fact that Benes —  the advocate of the idea of 
security —  himself differentiated between the pro
cedure preceding the partition of Hungary and 
that following that event. On the other hand, if 
we accept Benes's views, we cannot but express 
admiration for the Hungarian nation for having 
—  despite the terrible outrages inflicted on inter
national law and on the Hungarian State —  re
fused to enter the path of sowing the seeds of 
conflict and anarchy in Europe for the purpose of 
recovering the territories wrested from it by an 
infringement of international law and by armed 
attack and of restoring the international law which 
has been so gravely outraged.

The public opinion of Hungary has been wait
ing patiently for a calm admission of the fact 
that the status quo of 1920 was built up on a 
status quo brought into being by flagrant breaches 
of international law and for the Great Powers to 
realise that the ruins of international law have 
buried, not only the security of the Hungarian 
State, but also the security of the Danubian 
peoples generally. And those who desire to provide 
for the security of the States must rememebr that 
this security cannot be restricted to those States 
which demand that they should be able safely to 
maintain the territories wrested by armed force 
from other States, but must be extended also to 
those States the security of which has been pre
judiced by a breach of interantional law.
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