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REPLY TO “THE CENTRAL EUROPEAN 
OBSERVER"

BY
SIR ROBERT GOWER, K. c. V. O., D. c. L., M. p.

The November 12, 1937, issue of ,,The Central European 
Observer” , a periodical published by the Orbis firm 
of publishers in Prague, that is to say under the aegis 

of the Czechoslovak Foreign Ministry, contained an article 
arguing against Sir Robert Gower, M. P.'s striking booklet 
,,The Hungarian Minorities in the Succession States" (Grayson 
and Grayson, Ltd.), which appeared a few months ago. 
Below we publish Sir Robert Gower’s reply to the Editor of 
that magazine, a copy of which was sent to us by the author.

House of Commons, 1st January, 1938.
The Editor,

„The Central European Observer”
Prague.

Sir,
In your issue of the 12th November, an article appeared 

impugning the accuracy of certain statements I made in my 
recent book, ,,The Hungarian Minorities in the Succession 
States". I do not propose to enter into en exhaustive dis
cussion of the arguments propounded by the writer of the 
article, I shall restrict myself to the following observations:

It is gratifying that a paper serving the cause of Czech 
propaganda should condescend to the admission: „W e do 
not say that the Magyar minority in the Czechoslovakian 
State is already satisfied and has nothing left to fight for.” 
I submit that this sufficiently justifies the publication of my 
book. Exception is apparently taken not to essentials but to
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details: as for the details in question the real facts are on 
my side.

I do not know what foundation the writer has for his 
statement that ,,burning nationality problems are at the 
moment best solved by internal political treaties concerning 
the mutual protection of minorities". It does not appear to 
me that the problem of the minorities in Czechoslovakia 
could at present be satisfactorily solved either by mutual 
minority treaties or by measures of internal politics. This 
view is justified by the fact that Czechoslovakia has failed 
to observe the provision of the Minority Treaty concluded 
with the Great Powers. Having broken her pledges in the 
past, Czechoslovakia cannot reasonably complain if dispas
sionate and impartial observers are apprehensive that she 
may break them in the future. What guarantee is there that 
she would scrupulously observe a minority treaty with 
Hungary or an agreement with the leaders of the Hungarian 
minorities within her boundaries? For instance, the promises 
made on the occasion of the last presidential elections 
(December 1935) have not yet been fulfilled. This is true 
also of the minor concessions promised on 18th February 
1937. These circumstances confirm me in my conviction that 
the problem of the Hungarian minority in Czechoslovakia 
cannot be solved by measures of internal politics, and that 
the only adequate solution is the restoration to Hungary of 
the territories with predominantly Hungarian populations. 
Nor has my conviction been in the least shaken by the 
writer's statement that ,,Central Europe and the Valley of 
the Danube have anxieties to-day other than revision. The 
Central European States to-day are arriving at a sensible 
recognition of the fact that nationality questions are soluable 
by mutual understanding and agreement without upheavals.” 
That may be the prevailing opinion in the Little Entente 
States; but Hungary, the cardinal State of the Danube 
Valley, holds the opposite opinion, and without the collabo
ration of Hungary there can be no solution at all.

I confess to my surprise at the writer’s statement that 
the liberation of Hungary from the Turkish yoke owed 
something to the efforts of the Czechs. I know that the
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expulsion of the Turks from Hungary was due, not only to 
the bravery of the Hungarian soldiers, but also to the 
stragetic genius of Charles of Lorraine and to the relief of 
Vienna by John Sobieski, King of Poland. Moreover, the 
Hungarian armies that defeated the Turks included Slovak 
warriors. But I have never heard before that the Czechs 
played a really significant part in the liberation of Hungary; 
and I should, therefore, ge grateful if the ,,Central European 
Observer” would publish any historical evidence it may 
possess in confirmation of so novel a pronouncement. That 
„in the Middle Ages Hungary repulsed the Tartars and the 
Turks” is a historical fact established beyond dispute.

The writer had no need to inform me that the Russo- 
Czechoslovak Pact followed the rise to power of the German 
National Socialist Party. The Pact concluded on the 16th 
May 1935 was the outcome of a friendship contracted with 
Russia long before the repudiation by Germany of the mili
tary clauses of the Versailles Treaty.

In refutation of my statement that the minorities in the 
States adjacent to Czecho-Slovakia were in a better position 
than the Hungarian minority living in Czechoslovakia, the 
writer adduces the fact that the Hungarian minority is pro
vided with more schooles than the Poles living in Germany. 
I have never disputed that fact; but I must remark that 
Germany — apart from her not being bound, as Czechoslo
vakia is, by international obligations respecting her non- 
German minorities — has secured to her Polish minority 
equal opportunities in the economic field. Such equality of 
opportunity does not prevail in Czechoslovakia, where the 
power of the State is used to discriminate against the Hun
garian minority and to deprive them of their due, for the 
benefit of the Czechs. Nor am I aware that the German 
authorities had imprisoned nearly as many Poles as the 
Czech authorities have imprisoned Hungarians. The writer’s 
statement that, as against 692,000 Hungarians in Czechoslo
vakia, ther are at least 1,000,000 Poles and Magyars in Ger
many is misleading: for the actual number of Hungarians in 
Czechoslovakia, as against the figures shown by the official 
Czech Census, is well in excess of 692,000, and in fact, 
amounts to at least 1,000,000. Exception has been taken to
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the Czech Census not only by the Hungarians but also by 
the Germans, Poles and Ruthenians. It has been described 
as ,.unreliable” even by Professor Radi, the eminent Czech 
Professor of the University of Prague.

As for the other charges made by the writer, I have the 
following observations to offer:

(1) The declaration made at Turocszentmarton on 30th 
October 1918, by certain West Slovak politicians, cannot be taken 
as expressing the will of the whole Slovak people, for, as Louis 
Steiner points out in his book entitled "Ungarns Vergewaltigung” 
(p. 561), of the 103 signatories of that declaration only two 
were from Eastern Slovakia, and those two were really West 
Slovaks. It should be noted that the declaration was supplement
ed with a secret clause, which provided for the final adjustment 
of the relations between the Czechs and Slovaks by an agreement 
to be concluded ten years later. That agreement has not yet 
come into being. The resolution of the Eastern Slovaks ex
pressing their anti-Czech feeling which was drafted on 12th 
December 1918, was passed, not at Presov (Eperjes) as the 
writer asserts, but at Kosice (Kassa). Victor Dvortchak, now 
President of the Slovak National Council, is at least as good a 
Slovak as Hodza, Derer, or Hlinka. His native language is 
Slovak, he speaks Slovak with his parents, he once edited the 
Slovak "Nasa Zastava”, at the end of 1918 the Eastern Slovaks 
were behind him to a man; and only the Czech authorities drove 
him from his native land.

(2) The writer does not deny that the Ruthenian National 
Council formed at Ungvar, the present capital of Ruthenia, at 
the end of 1918 decided in favour of remaining part of Hungary. 
The representatives of the pro-PIungarian Party were not even 
allowed to take part in the deliberations of the "National 
Council” formed in May 1919, after the town had been occupied 
by the Czechs. In any case, the resolution passed by this Council 
made its adherence to Czechoslovakia dependent on con
ditions that have not been fulfilled.

(3) The assertion that "the preamble to the Constitution 
expressly refers to the Minority Treaty as the source of the con
stitution" betrays the writer's ignorance of the Czech constitution, 
which contains no such reference. Articles 106 and 128 of the 
Constitution incorporated the Minority Treaty, though with 
certain material modifications, which are therefore —  under 
Article 1 of the Minority Treaty —  invalid. The very important 
paragraph of Article 8 of the Minority Treaty which provides 
that "Czecho-Slovak nationals who belong to racial, religious, or 
linguistic minorities shall enjoy the same treatement and secu
rity in law and in fact as the other Czecho-Slovak nationals" has 
never been incorporated with the Czecho-Slovak constitution.
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(4) The number of Members of the Czecho-Slovak National 
Assembly belonging to the Club of the United Hungarian Party 
is only nine. Since the total number of members of the Czecho
slovak National Assembly is 300, the Hungarians, who even 
according to the incorrect figures of the Czech Census represent 
4.78 per cent of the population are not represented in proportion 
to their percentage of the population. The Members representing 
the ,,international Communist Party —  Kosik and Torok —  
cannot be regarded as representative of the Hungarians; nor 
can Schultz, Member of the Czecho-Slovak Social Democrat 
Party, and Csomor, Member of the Czecho-Slovak Agrarian 
Party. Further, the Members of the Club of the United Hunga
rian Party include one of German nationality (Nietsch) and one 
of Slovak nationality (Petrasek). This reduced the number of 
those who represent the Hungarian to seven. The writer admits 
that Petrasek is of Slovak nationality; but, on the ground of his 
being a member of the Hungarian Club, denies his being in rea
lity a Slovak! Yet he treates Kosik, Torok, Schultz, and Csomor 
as Hungarians. Strange logic, indeed!

(5) The Election Act of 1925 settles the question of the 
third security by providing that the seat falling to the minority 
group shall be allocated to the party that obtained the largest 
number of votes throughout the Republic. As there are three 
times as many Germans as Hungarians, no Hungarian Party 
has the remotest chance of obtaining more votes than those that 
are polled by the biggest German Party, that of Henlein.

(6) A  mere enumeration of the names of Hungarians impri
soned for various political reasons would occupy several pages. 
It would be equally laborious to enumerate the names of Hun
garians arrested on political charges who, for lack of evidence, 
have had to be released from prison after long periods of con
finement. The large number of political trials suggests that there 
are grave defects in the minority policy of Czechslovakia, The 
conduct of such trials in Czechoslovakia is curiously irregular, 
at least from the British standpoint. Most of the convictions are 
obtained on the evidence of ,,Military Experts". According to 
the latest amendment to the Defence of Republic Act, persons 
charged with most of the offences enumerated in that Act may 
be defended only by advocates on the list approved by the Mi
nistry of Justice. Advocates who retain their Hungarian nationa
lity are excluded from this list. Charges are brought on the most 
frivolous pretext. I have heard of a case in which a student 
(Gustavus Krausz) of Budapest University, whose parents live 
at Kassa (Kosice) was confined in prison from March to June 
1937 simply because he resided at the Budapest Hunfalvy Col
lege. Though there was no other complaint, against him, he was 
convicted, and sentenced. As for the Rabely-case which I men
tioned in my book, it is immaterial whether the innocent victim
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was imprisoned for six or eight months. The essential fact is 
that in Czechslovakia many innocent persons are unlawfully 
imprisoned and receive no compensation for the loss or injury 
they suffer by reason of their imprisonment.

(7) When the final proofs of my book went to the press,
I was not in a position to know that Professor Tuka was to 
receive a "pardon". Now I know what that "pardon" cost. He 
was sentenced by a Czechoslovak Court of law to fifteen years 
penal servitude. According to the penal law in force in Czecho
slovakia, condemned persons whose conduct in prison is un
exceptionable must be released conditionally after they have 
served two-thirds of their sentence. Professor Tuka, who was 
arrested on 2nd January 1929 and whose conduct in prison was 
unexceptionable, would therefore in any case have had to be 
released on 2nd January 1939. The special “pardon" was granted 
to him on the 3rd June last. Thus, after he had been treated 
as a common criminal for eight years and a half, his sentence 
was remitted by merely eighteen months. He had to pay dear 
for his release. Instead of receiving the pension to which as a 
Professor he was entitled he was appointed to a minor office 
in a Court of law. Ostensibly he was convicted of a conspiracy 
against the State; but the real cause of the proceedings was his 
article, "Vacuum Juris", published on 1st January 1928 in which 
he demanded that in fulfilment of the provisions of the secret 
clause appended to the resolution passed at Turocszentmarton, 
the Czecho-Slovak question should be settled by 31st October 
of that year.

(8) The writer does not deny that before the Tuka case 
arose, political prisoners were deprived of the privileges to 
which the Hungarian laws entitled them. Nor does he dispute 
that Professor Tuka received no favours; he merely adduced the 
fact that the new law securing certain privileges to political 
prisoners was not passed till 1931, when the Tuika case was 
closed and forgotten. The truth is that the sentence did not 
become law till about the end of 1930.

(9) At Rozsnyo (Roziiava) in 1934, within a period of three 
weeks the publication of three Hungarian papers was suspended; 
Sajovidek, Mi Ujsagunk, and Rozsnyoi Hirlap.

(10) One of my chief objections to the Land Reform was 
that where the Czech authorities redistributed the estates of 
Hungarian landowners in districts of purely Magyar population, 
“the! minor claimants of Hungarian nationality were virtually 
ignored". Once the lands had been expropriated, I raised no 
objection to their apportioning among Slovaks the estates of 
Hungarian landowners in districts of purely Slovak populations. 
On the Czech side it has been asserted that the objects of the 
Land Reform were primarily social. In that case the estates of
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Hungarian landowners in districts of purely Hungarian popula
tion would have been apportioned among Hungarian peasants. 
The practice of paying inadequate compensation to the owners 
of Latifundia is opposed to the legal principle, in force in every 
country except Soviet Russia, that provides for the payment of 
full compensation to expropriated landowners,

(11) The writer asserts that “Church Schools to-day in 
Czechoslovakia are not as they were in old Hungary, maintained 
chiefly by the Churches". This assertion is in conflict with the 
present state of things. For Hungary, whose school system was 
established on the foundation of the denominational schools, 
gave such schools a larger measure of assistance than Czecho
slovakia has thought fit to give. The evidence that the writer 
cites in support of his contention serves to confirm my statement 
that the majority of the Hungarian schools “were supplied by 
denominational, parochial, and private beneficence”.

(12) The statement that there are only twelve schoolrooms 
for the 1,800 Hungarian pupils at Beregszasz (Berehovo) was 
published in the issue for 22nd July 1934 of the Hungarian 
Journal of Prague (Pragai Magyar Hirlap) which is censored by 
the Czech authorities.

(13) The writer is disposed to admit the possibility that 
copies of the works of Petofi, Jokai, Madach, Goethe, and even 
Pestalozzi, may have been removed from the libraries of the 
Hungarian schools in Czechoslovakia. He attempts to minimize 
the irregularity of such a procedure by dismissing it as “only 
an administrative infringement”. My book was written to protest 
against such "administrative infringements”, v/hich are of frequent 
occurrence in Czechoslovakia and the other Succession States 
and constitute deliberate infringements of law.

(14) According to paragraph 1 of Article 9 of the Minority 
Treaty, Czechoslovakia is required to maintain for the use of 
the minorities living within its boundaries, not only elementary 
schools, but also institutions for higher education grades, including 
universities. Hungary is not and never has been under any such 
obligation. It is, therefore, indifferent regarding the minority 
policy of Czechoslovakia, whether there was any Slovak secondary 
school in pre-War Hungary or not. The writer admits that the 
denominational secondary schools at Ungvar and Rozsnyo have 
been closed or abolished in direct defiance of Article 8 of the 
Minority Treaty —  by the Czech Authorities — . His only plea 
in extenuation for such defiance is that the Hungarian inhabitants 
of Ruthenia have a secondary school Beregszasz (Berehovo). 
This is scarcely convincing for, if the 34,000 Czech and Slovak 
inhabitants in Ruthenia have two secondary schools, then the 
Magyar inhabitants, who according to the Czech Census number 
110,000 are entitled to have six secondary schools.
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There are other points upon which I could join issue 
with the writer of your article but consideration of space 
deter me from doing so. In conclusion I would add that as 
a dispassionate and impartial student of Central European 
politics I took the most meticulous care to ensure that the 
statements I made in my book are accurate. Nothing the 
writer of the article has said leads me to alter the views 
I have expressed. Were it otherwise I should not hesitate 
to do so. I am sure you will give this my reply equal 
publicity to that which you gave the article criticising my 
book.
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