
P O L I T I C A L  M O S A I C

THE LESSONS OF THE “ANSCHLUSS”.

When our last issue was being published, we should have 
-considered it inconceivable that the Germans of Austria would in 
a few days —- or rather in a few hours —  be united with their racial 
brethren of the German Empire without any blood being shed and 
indeed without any exceptional agitation. And when the great 
change ensued, we regarded it as an elemental happening beyond 
the capacity of any earthly power to hinder or prevent. W e were 
delighted to find that we had been relieved from the pressure 
of the incubus which had for two decades weighed on us, and that 
there was no more danger of the Austrian question leading to 
the outbreak of a world war. W e were at one with our Govern
ment in regarding the union of the Germans of the countries this 
side of and beyond the Inn as the private affair of the German 
people; and we approved the action of the Hungarian Government 
in conveying its most cordial congratulations to the Head of the 
German Empire. If we look at this event of international historical 
importance from the Hungarian —  or indeed from the general 
European —  point of view, we cannot but approve of the same for 
reasons of principle which we shall deal with below.

As compared with the previous denunciations of the Paris 
Peace Treaties the incorporation in the German Empire of Austria 
is the first revision of a sweeping character. Though the Turkish 
frontiers determined by the Treaty of Sevres have long been 
swept off the map by history, that treaty was never ratified by 
Turkey, so that it never came legally into force, whereas the 
Treaties of Versailles, Saint Germain, Trianon and Neuilly had 
to be ratified willy-nilly by Germany. Austria, Hungary and 
Bulgaria respectively. As a consequence of the incorporation of 
Austria, Article 88. of the Treaty of Saint Germain, which —  as 
is generally known —  made the suspension of the independence 
of Austria subject to the approval of the Council of the League 
of Nations, has become invalid. So no one can take it amiss that 
the Hungarian nation should ardently long for an equally quiet 
extinction of the territorial provisions of the Treaty of Trianon, 
which wrested from Hungary three-quarters of her population 
and two-thirds of her total area.

We are all familiar with the oft-repeated catchphrase that 
"revision means war". This is what we are told by those same
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people who always insisted that the realisation of an ‘'AnschluB"" 
would also involve us in war. Now, the union of Austria and 
Germany has been effected without war, —  a circumstance that 
merely serves to endorse our belief and conviction that a revision 
of the Treaty of Trianon does not by any means necessarily 
mean war. For, if the Great Powers keep their heads and take 
the natural consequences of a situation which is already quite 
untenable, the adjustment of the Danube Valley question can be 
effected with just as little stir as the AnschluB between Austria 
and Germany,

The union of Austria and the German Empire was effected 
on the basis of the right of self-determination of the peoples 
and of the nationality principle. The unprecedented enthusiasm 
with which the turn in affairs was received by the inhabitants of 
Vienna and the whole population of Austria should have con
vinced every one that the union was desired whole-heartedly by 
the vast majority of the Austrians. Those who are familiar with 
the political history of the Austrian people were not for a single 
moment surprised by what happened; for the idea of an "A n 
schluss" was not the invention of National Socialist Germany: it 
had been a living force in the soul of the Austrian people ever 
since 1918. As pointed out very aptly by Signor Mussolini in his 
speech delivered on March 16th, the Austrian National Assembly 
then under the direction of the Social Democrats, in 1918 already 
declared its desire for a union, at the same time demanding the 
cession to Germany of the Sudeta German territories too. A l
though Article 88. of the Treaty of Saint Germain expressly for
bade Austria to effect a union, the plebiscites held in the several 
provinces of the country showed already that, though compelled 
to yield to the wishes of the victors, the Austrian people refused 
to abandon its right of self-determination or renounce the na
tionality principle. The Customs Union Treaty concluded in 
1931 between Herr Curtius, German Foreign Minister, and Dr. 
Schober, Austrian Chancellor, —  though as a consequence of the 
veto of the victorious Powers that treaty could not be put in 
force — , was fresh evidence of the fact that democratic Austria 
and the Germany based upon the Weimar Constitution had not 
given up their hope of a union of the Germans living in the two 
countries. And now the German Empire so remarkably strength
ened in position under the leadership of Herr Hitler has realised 
the long-cherished dream of the German people. And it strikes 
one as really symbolical that Austria should have her dream 
realised by one of her own sons at the head of a popular move
ment thd antecedents of which are to be found in the political 
history of Austria and of the Bohemia now forming the nucleus 
of Czecho-Slovakia.

One of the characteristic symptoms of the hypocritical pha-
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risanism of the post-War period was the refusal —  in the name 
of the ideas of liberty and independence —  to allow the wishes 
of the inhabitants of Austria to be realised. The gaolers of the 
Austrian people were feted as the greatest champions of Austrian 
liberty, although in the West too it was well known that the 
liberty and independence foisted on Austria rested, not on the 
will of the masses, but solely and exclusively on the power of 
the bayonet. Not till the realisation of the Anschluss did the right 
of self-determination of the Austrian people become a fact, —  
although the solemn promises of the victorious Powers should 
have made those Powers put that right into practice as far back 
as 1918.

The Hungarian nation gladly welcomes this triumph of the 
right of self-determination; for it too demands that right —  the 
right the flagrant and heinous infraction of which has torn four 
million of its racial brethren from their native land. The Hun
garian nation, however, demands the right of self-determination 
also for those peoples which —  like the Slovaks and Ruthenians 
—  were similarly separated from it against their will and without 
their wishes being consulted. How can peoples be driven like 
fiocks of sheep from one country to another? —  that was what 
Czar Alexander I. asked at the time of the Vienna Congress; and 
this rather rough but at any rate striking and unequivocal de
finition of the meaning of the right of self-determination of the 
peoples should be remembered by those who in the name of 
democracy —  i. e. of the people's will —  have refused to allow 
millions of Magyars, Germans, Ruthenians, Slovaks and Poles to 
escape from their present-day prisons into the refreshing air of 
liberty.

In proof of its self-confidence —  and also of its unerring 
political instinct —  National Socialist Germany has determined 
to hold a plebiscite on April 10th for the purpose of determining 
whether the inhabitants of Austria approve the great change or 
not. After the many spontaneous manifestations of its feelings 
made in recent weeks by the Austrian people there can surely 
be no doubt as to the result of this plebiscite; nevertheless, we 
cannot but feel gratified that the German Government has de
termined to offer the inhabitants of the new province an oppor
tunity —  on the basis of absolutely universal suffrage —  to ex
press its will. Thereby it is asserting a great principle thrown 
into prominence by the French Revolution and by the Italian 
Irredentist movement which towards the end of the nineteenth 
century —  and still more after the Great War —  people were 
rather inclined to forget. Only in a very few places were ple
biscites held after the War, —  and then chiefly for the purpose 
of throwing dust in the eyes of the world and in the hope that 
perhaps it might prove a means of filching other territories from 
the conquered peoples. W e must however admit that the technical
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execution of these plebiscites —  in particular that held in 1935 
in the Saar District —  was almost perfect; and we have no 
reason to doubt that the organising ability of the Germans will'
—  if possible —  teach the world an even more perfect plebiscite 
technique.

After the plebiscite to be held on April 10th is over, no one 
will be any longer in doubt as to whether the population of 
Austria really desires to be incorporated in Germany or not. W e  
Hungarians are naturally delighted at the headway thus made 
by the idea of a plebiscite. Already at the Peace Conference we 
fought might and main for an enforcement of that principle; and 
it was not our fault that the wishes of the inhabitants of the 
territories wrested from us were not consulted, that their opinion 
in respect of the State to which they wish to belong was never 
asked, and that the situation created in the basin of the Car
pathians is in consequence not a final or definitive one. W e are 
still convinced that the majority of the inhabitants of the ter
ritories wrested from us desire to return to the fatherland in 
which they had lived for a thousand years, —  just as the Germans, 
of Austria too have returned to the German Empire to which 
they belonged from 1804 to 1866. And we are ready in advance 
to accept the decision of such a plebiscite.

After making the above comments on the questions of 
principle, we must fain express our conviction that Great Britain 
and France have been politically mistaken in insisting so deter
minedly on the observance of the treaties, making concessions 
only after showing an obstinate resistance and always belatedly
—  in the face of accomplished facts — , instead of hastening the 
events that were in any case bound to ensue and thereby further
ing the definitive pacification of Central Europe. The Great 
Powers of Western Europe have committed blunder after blunder 
and are still the victims of an illusion if they believe that the 
union .of Austria and Germany has settled the Danube Valley 
question. Nothing of the kind!! That question is NOT settled or 
solved!! Those peoples which in 1918 —  against their will and' 
without their wishes being consulted —  were incorporated in 
foreign States have been deeply moved by the events in Austria 
and are in consequence waiting more eagerly than ever for a 
change in the present situation and will never rest until they too' 
feel the warmth of the sun of liberty. The Great Powers of 
Western Europe would be disloyal to their noble traditions if 
they undertook to support reaction against development, slavery 
against freedom and artificial botchwork against the natural order 
of things, and refused to hear the voice of the age. W e trust that 
the twelfth hour is not over yet and that it will still prove pos
sible to find means to convene a new conference of the five Great 
Powers of Europe —  Great Britain, France, Germany, Italy and'
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Poland —  and to give the seething Valley of the Danube a new 
peace, a new order. Unless that is done within a very short time, 
the delay must have incalculable consequences.

—  y —

REPERCUSSIONS OF GREAT CHANGE IN 
CZECHO-SLOVAKIA

When these lines are being written Czechoslovakia is the 
part of Europe on which millions and millions of eyes are riveted. 
Premier Hodza’s broadcast speech of 28th March has not suc
ceeded in dispelling the anxiety as to what the consequences of 
Czechoslovikia’s minority policy are likely to be. For M. Hodza, 
although admitting that the Czech minority policy “still labours 
under a certain inequality” (that is to say, he offered a belated 
admission of the justice of the complaints so frequently referred 
to in the columns of this paper), continues to imagine that the 
minority question can be solved on the basis of the Constitution 
of 1920, in spite of the fact that the nationalities were not allowed 
to take part in the framing of that document and that owing to 
its centralistic character it offers no basis for a satisfactory 
solution. The Premier has promised the codification of minority 
rights and a minority statute, but all we can say is that hitherto 
there has been no lack of partial codification, for the Language 
Act of 1926 alone contains 100 paragraphs. What is the use of 
all this, if the Constitution itself is . bad, and if even this defective 
Constitution and the ordinary laws of the land are not observed?

The minorities of the Republic, who in the aggregate 
constitute more than half the population of the country, one and 
all demand autonomy. In the extremely tense atmosphere of the 
Prague Parliament, on 29th March, Herr Kundt, speaking on 
behalf on Henlein’s powerful Party, first demanded new general 
elections, and then continued:

"You know our complaints and grievances. You therefore 
know what would satisfy us, if you wish to satisfy us. But you 
must not expect us to be content with a broad solution or to 
make concessions running counter to our responsibility to our 
people. Remember that we are responsible not only to them but 
also to Europe. The serried ranks of the Sudeta Germans are 
behind us. Let no one imagine that anything short of a funda
mental and courageous solution of the minority problem will be 
able to guarantee the internal and external order of this State.”

Speaking on behalf of the Slovaks, M. Tiso inter alia said:
“The struggle of the Slovaks for political autonomy is after 

all simply an action to enforce in practice the right of the Slovak 
nation to self-determination in the Czechoslovak Republic. Those 
who in these critical and historical times in our effort to 
safeguard the independence of the State refuse to respect that
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right, do not realize what the interests of this State are and are 
guilty of a serious offence against it.”

M. Geza Sziillo, speaking for the Magyars, said:
‘All of us who live in this Republic are conscious of the flaw 

in its construction due to its having been created of two States 
each with an independent life: Austria and Hungary. In the 
course of a thousand years the civilization, laws and economic 
interests of each developed along different lines. These differences 
still exist, for the two States were not the result of chance, but 
the creations of geo-physical necessity. For this reason the in
habitants of Slovakia and Ruthenia must find prosperity in other 
ways than the people of the historical provinces . . .  The basis of 
the autonomy we demand is laid down in the Pittsburgh Con
vention, while Ruthenia’s autonomy was guaranteed in the Peace 
Treaties. The Government has not respected either document, and 
this is the cause of the present unstable situation. Consolidation 
here cannot be guaranteed by rattling sabres or trusting to the 
swords of others, but only by the spiritual contentment of the 
people. The Government must be brought to understand that the 
only way to attain success is by granting to each nation here, on 
the principle of complete equality, what is due to it according 
to the laws of God and man.”

On behalf of the Poles M. Leo Wolf read the following 
statement:

“The policy hitherto pursued has endeavoured to dena
tionalize the inhabitant of Polish race. When between 1934, and 
1936 the Poles energetically demanded their rights, it seemed as 
though a change were imminent and that their wrongs were to be 
redressed. As, however, the demands of the Poles of Teschen 
were not granted even after the statement made by Government 
on 18th February 1937, they decided to insist upon a radical 
amelioration of their situation. No fundamental settlement of the 
Polish demands is possible until they have been granted self- 
government, for autonomy alone would secure them from further 
denationalization and ensure a restoration of the conditions pre
vailing in 1920.”

This was the situation on the last day of March. The further 
developments will be manifest from the following reports:

•

Nowhere, perhaps, did the Austrian events create so deep 
an impression as in the neighbouring State of Czecho-Slovakia. 
Czech public opinion is intensely alarmed by the knowledge that 
the historical provinces of the Republic are now bounded on 
three sides by Germany; but hope runs high among the Sudeta 
Germans that a radical change in their lot will very shortly take 
place. This feeling of expectation entertained by the largest 
minority in the State cannot, naturally, fail to make its effect
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felt on the rest of the non-Czech peoples of the Republic. Among 
the Slovaks and Ruthenians, too, signs of great excitement are 
manifest. The former demand the autonomy promised them in 
the Pittsburgh Convention of May 30, 1918, which was signed by 
Dr. Masaryk; the latter demand that guaranteed in the St. Ger
main Treaty of September 10, 1919. Otherwise, in their opinion, 
nothing can delay tor long the dissolution of the Czecho-Slovak 
Republic. The Magyars of Slovakia and Ruthenia and the Poles 
of Silesia also expect shortly an amelioration of their intolerable 
lot. The next few weeks will decide whether Czecho-Slovakia 
is able to satisfy the rightful demands of her nationalities —  a 
thing her French and British friends regard in the light of a 
necessity —  and, abandoning the fiction of a "national” State, 
resign herself to accepting the truth that the majority of her 
inhabitants are non-Czechs, or whether her lot is to be that of 
the Plabsburg Empire?

The reactions to Austria's union with the German Reich in 
evidence in Czecho-Slovakia’s nationality quarters may be 
summed up as follows:

The Sudeta Germans.
At a meeting of the Sudeta German Party held in Teschen 

on 13th March, Herr Henlein, leader of the Party, speaking on 
behalf of the Sudeta Germans, warmly greeted their “Austrian 
brethren”, after which he issued an appeal urging the minor 
German factions in Czecho-Slovakia, which had hitherto held 
aloof from his Party and as “Activists” were supporting the 
Government, to join the Sudeta German Party. In a speech 
delivered in the Czech Parliament on 15th March, Herr Frank, 
acting as deputy for Henlein (who like Hitler prior to 1933, 
refuses to sit in Parliament), Congratulated the German Reich on 
the occasion of the Anschluss and then went on to point out 
that instead of growing excited over Germany's concern for the 
German racial groups, the Czechs would do better to voluntarily 
create conditions that would give no just cause for complaint. 
The Sudeta German Party —  he said —  could not afford to be 
satisfied either with the idea of a "national” State or with the 
agreements arrived at on 18th February 1937 between the Govern
ment and the German Government Parties. Herr Frank began his 
speech with his arm raised to the Hitler salute and addressed 
his hearers as "Comrades” (Kameraden), which provoked a 
storm of indignation and cries of “Shame! Shame!” from the 
Czechs. According to the press organs of the Sudeta German 
Party, the effect of Herr Henlein's appeal to the Germans of 
Czecho-Slovakia was tremendous; an ever increasing number of 
them have now joined the Party. More important still, the Bund 
der Landwirte (Farmer's Alliance), i. e, the German Party 
which since 1926 has been represented in the Cabinet by Profes
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sor Spina, has announced its determination to withdraw its 
delegates from the central office of the Activist Parties and from 
the local Activist centres

On 22nd March the spokesman of this Party, Herr Gustavus 
Hacker, announced the withdrawal from the Government of the 
Bund der Landwirte. The reason stated was that the attempt in 
1926 to achieve national reconciliation and obtain a guarantee of 
the vital rights of the Sudeta Germans through co-operation with 
the Government, had proved as great a failure as was the policy 
instituted by an Order in Council on 18th February 1937, The 
German Agrarians had therefore decided en bloc to join Hen- 
lein's Party, the developments of the past weeks clearly demand
ing a unification of all racial forces. Next day the representatives 
of the Bund der Landwirte, with the exception of Professor 
Spina, who has resigned both his post as Minister and his seat 
in Parliament, took an oath of alliegance to Henlein,

On 22th March, Herr Aloysius Stenzel, with full powers 
from the German Industrial Party hitherto co-operating with the 
Bund der Landwirte, announced the dissolution of his own Party, 
stating that in the light of recent events it was clear that for 
the struggle for the existence and future of the Sudeta Germans to 
be triumphant co-operation and united leadership were imperative. 
He appealed to the members of his Party to join Henlein.

At a meeting of the Executive Committee of the German 
Christian Socialist Party held on 21st March, a Committee of 
six was delegated to investigate the possibilities of the situation. 
This Committee is to report its findings in a fortnight to the 
Executive Committee, which will then decide whether the Party 
is to remain in the Government or go into Opposition. The pre
vailing mood of the Party may be described as leaning towards 
the latter alternative. Their adoption was followed by the re
signation of M. Zajicek, representative as Minister without Port
folio of the Party in the Cabinet, who has given up his place in 
the Government and his seat in Parliament.

Herr Dr. Kotrba, representing the German Democratic Party 
in the Provincial Assembly of Bohemia, abandoned the Party 
because he disapproved of the speech of one of its members, 
Senator Kostka, as being "too Activist".

A  clash also occurred in the Party of German Social De
mocrats between Herr Czech, its representative in the Cabinet, a 
Jew, and Herr Jaksch M. P. who some time ago was sent to 
England to counteract the work being done there by Henlein. 
Jaksch asked Czech either to resign his seat in the Cabinet or 
to give up the Chairmanship of the Party. When Czech refused 
to do either, Jaksch got up and left the meeting.

On 25th March the Committee of the Party resolved to 
recall Herr Czech from the Cabinet. The Party, though con
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tinuing to support the Government, declines to be represented 
in the Cabinet.

The German Activist trend inaugurated in 1926 has thus 
collapsed entirely and Henlein is undoubtedly victor in the 
Sudeta German areas. With 53 seats in Parliament his Party is 
now, not merely the biggest German one, but also by far the 
largest Parliamentary Party in the Republic, and practically the 
totalitarian representative of the Sudeta Germans. According to 
the rules of Parliamentary democracy, he should be asked to 
form a Cabinet, but Czech Parliamentarianism has nothing in 
common with real, honest democracy.

Slovakia.
Before the recent events in Austria, the Slovak Autonomist 

Party under the leadership of the Rev. Andrew Hlinka had 
stated —  as reported in our last issue —  that there could be no 
question of joining the Government until the Pittsburgh Con
vention guaranteeing the autonomy of Slovakia had been in
corporated in the Czecho-Slovak Constitution, and that the Party 
had entered into closer co-operation on the platform of autonomy 
with the Magyars, Germans and Ruthenians of Czecho
slovakia. After the new turn of events in Austria, rumours were 
abroad that the Government intended reopening negotiations with 
a view to inducing the Autonomist Party to enter the Cabinet, 
and was hopeful of results. These hopes, however, were soon to 
be dissipated. Namely, the organ of the Party, the "Slovak’',, 
commenting on these current reports said: —  "The whole world 
knows that the largest Party in Slovakia is not represented in 
the Prague Government. It cannot be, without a betrayal of the 
Slovak national programme”. Later on it said: —  "Prague for 
the present is not willing to dismount from the high horse, and 
the Government itself is to blame for its failure hitherto to 
understand the spirit of the times and its inability to cope with 
its responsibility for the future of the State.” (March 18),

At a meeting of the Party Committee held on March 24 
with M. Hlinka in the Chair, certain weighty resolutions were 
adopted. According to the official report issued, it was established 
that the national minorities of Slovakia had linked up with the 
Autonomist movement and were desirous of co-operating with 
Hlinka’s Party in its struggle for self-government, convinced that 
through autonomy they would secure the rights guaranteed the 
minorities in the Peace Treaties which were theirs by divine 
right. It was resolved by the Committee that initial steps should 
be taken to elaborate a concrete plan and establish co-operation. 
After Easter the Party proposes holding demonstrative mass 
meetings, together with the rest of the autochthonous inhabitants 
of Slovakia, in several towns of that province. Since in these 
stirring times it seemed imperative for the Party to adopt an
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official attitude without delay, a smaller Committee with Hlinka 
as Chairman was delegated to draw up the principles of resolu
tions binding upon the whole Party. The invitation of the 
Czecho-Slovak National Council asking the Party to send 
representatives to the Central Offices of the Party in Prague and 
the Pozsony (Bratislava) Department, has been declined by the 
Party Committee, Here let it be said that most of the re
solutions adopted were deleted from the “Slovak" by the censor, 
although the Prague newspapers were allowed to publish them.

These resolutions signify a further consolidation of Slovak, 
Magyar, Ruthenian and German co-operation and the intensi
fication of the struggle for autonomy, as well as a final rejection 
of the idea of Czecho-Slovak national unity.

The Government’s Attitude.
Under the pressure of the great events M. Milan Hodza 

prepared to reconstruct his Cabinet, but, in consequence of the 
dissolution of the German Activist Parties, all that happened 
was the appointment of M. Jezek, member of the ultra-nationalist 
(hitherto Opposition) Party of Czech National Unity, as Minister 
without Portfolio. With this, it is true, the position of the Govern
ment in Parliament has been reinforced, but the new composition 
of the Cabinet signifies retrogression rather than a rapprochement 
with the nationalities, for the inclusion of the ultranationalist 
Jezek means a withdrawal from rather than an approach towards 
the minorities.

On 19th March the Cabinet Council approved a Bill in 
terms of which 22 per cent of the civil service officials and 
employees were to be recruited from the German minority. This, 
according to the Press, is understood to mean that in districts 
where the proportion of Germans exceeds 22 per cent of the total 
population an even greater percentage of Germans must be 
employed in the State offices. In Old Bohemia, for instance, the 
proportion of German officials would be 33 per cent. Only Ger
mans will be considered as applicants for posts in the District 
Courts of Eger, since the circuit under their jurisdiction is in
habited almost entirely by Germans. In the various political 
constituencies the nationality percentage is to provide the 
standard. In future the legionaries, who are to take priority in 
civil service appointments, will be relegated solely to the Czech 
offices.

Apart from the fact that in reality the proportion of Germans 
in Czecho-Slovakia exceeds the 22 per cent established by the 
1930 census, the draft in principle accedes to the long-standing 
demand of the Germans that they should be proportionately 
represented in the civil service and that only German officials 
should be employed in the purely German districts along the 
frontier. Since, however, as things stand, the Czechs hold a
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number of positions in the civil service out of all proportion to 
their numerical strength and have literally overrun the purely 
German territories, the preposed solution in practice would satisfy 
the Germans only if the superfluous officials were recalled, or 
rather transferred from the German regions, and their places filled 
with Germans, But this, for obvious reasons, cannot be expected 
of the Government, and thus the beneficial effects of the new 
measure will not be felt for at least 25 or 30 years. It is, 
however, a great question whether the Sudeta Germans will be 
ready to wait so long.

There is no mention in the draft of the Magyars, Slovaks, 
Ruthenians and Poles, which seems to indicate that although 
ready, under pressure of international events and in fear of 
Germany, to grant concessions to the Germans, the Government 
is not willing to do the same by the other non-Czech peoples of 
the Republic. Apparently Prague assumes that on the principle 
of divide et impera it will be possible to set the different 
nationalities at variance with one another. This assumption, 
however, will prove a fallacy.

—  y —

CZECHOSLOVAKIA UNWILLING TO TREAT WITH  
GERMANY ON QUESTION OF THE SUDETA GERMANS 

OR TO GRANT THEM SELF-GOVERNMENT

On 6th March, that is to say before the Austrian events, the 
“Sunday Times” published a conversation which Mr. Keane, the 
diplomatic correspondent of that paper, had had with President 
Benes. The gist of that interview as summed up by the “Sunday 
Times” is as follows:

"Czecho-Slovakia can never discuss the minority problem 
with Germany officially;

“Recognises nevertheless the moral right of Europe to 
take an interest in a question so important for peace;

“Regards good relations with Germany as a vital interest;
"Is prepared, therefore, to make her contribution to any 

general European settlement;
"But excludes as impossible federal autonomy for the

3,000.000 Germans within her borders.”
The substance of these statements is that Czecho-Slovakia is 

not willing to treat with Germany on the question of the Sudeta 
Germans or to grant them self-government. It is difficult to 
suppose that in the new situation it will be possible on these 
principles to lessen the tension existing for more than 5 years 
already between the German Reich and the Czecho-Slovak 
Republic, which the events of the past few weeks have only 
served to accentuate.

—  y ~~
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BRITISH OPINIONS ON THE CZECH QUESTION 
Mr. Neville Chamberlain:

tOfficial Report of Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, March 24.)
“Should we forthwith give an assurance to France that, in 

the event of her being called upon by reason of German aggres
sion on Czecho-Slovakia to implement her obligations under the 
Franco-Czecho-Slovak Treaty, we would immediately employ our 
full military force on her behalf? Or, alternatively, should we at 
once declare our readiness to take military action in resistance 
to any forcible interference with the independence and integrity 
of Czecho-Slovakia, and invite any other nations which might so 
desire to associate themselves with us in such a declaration?”

"From a consideration of these two alternatives it clearly 
emerges that under either of them the decision as to whether or 
not this country should find itself involved in war would be 
automatically removed from the discretion of his Majesty's 
Government, and the suggested guarantee would apply irrespective 
of the circumstances by which it was brought into operation, and 
over which his Majesty's Government might not have been able 
to exercise any control,

"This position is not one that his Majesty's Government 
could see their way to accept in relation to an area where their 
vital interests are not concerned in the same degree as they are 
in the case of France and Belgium; it is certainly not the position 
that results from the Covenant, For these reasons his Majesty’s 
Government feel themselves unable to give the prior guarantee 
suggested.

"Great Britain has repeatedly borne witness to the 
principles on which she considers the peace of the world depends. 
W e do not believe that any stable order can be established unless 
by one means or other recognition can be secured for certain 
general principles. The first is that differences between nations 
should be resolved by peaceful settlement and not by methods 
of force. The second, admittedly of no less importance, is that a 
peaceful settlement to be enduring must be based on justice."

Lord Noel-Buxton:
(The Times, March 17.)

“If we joined in hostilities in Czecho-Slovakia we might be 
fighting to prevent self-determination because the wishes of the 
people were not accurately known. Even if we succeeded in pre
venting such an invasion we might only be restoring grievances 
and ignoring the principle of Article 19 of the Covenant which 
provided for revision in necessary cases. There was a general 
and vague impression that Czecho-Slovakia was a model of 
democracy, but is was a very composite State. The German 
minority was over one-fifth of the population.
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"He asked the noble viscount earnestly to think over the 
possibility of our own Government discharging a function of 
immense importance, of providing for a real plebiscite on the 
lines of that held in the Saar.”

(The Times, March 22.)
“If we were to involve ourselves in war to preserve Czech 

sovereignty over these Germans, without first clearly ascertain
ing their wishes, we might well be fighting against the principle 
of self-determination. A  dangerous situation thus exists, the 
remedy for which is to ascertain the wishes of the Sudeten 
Germans. The best means of doing this would be an international 
plebiscite, on the lines of that held in the Saar Territory in 
January, 1935.”

Lord Astor:
(The Times, March 17.

"W hat the Prime Minister was trying to do, was that he was 
trying to remedy some of the mistakes arising out of the Peace 
Treaties which it had been hoped at one time the machinery of the 
League might have been able to deal with. So far as public opinion 
understood that it was prepared to give sympathetic support to 
what the Prime Minister was trying to do."

“With regard to giving a guarantee, to be backed by military 
force if necessary, to Czechoslovakia, it was impossible for any 
Government in this country, whatever its political colour, to 
embark on war unless there was a substantial volume of public 
opinion behind it prepared to support the war. He doubted 
whether there was a sufficient majority in this country tt give 
a guarantee to preserve the status quo in Czechoslovakia. There 
were 3,000.000 Germans there, and there was evidence that the
7,000.000 Czechs who were in a majority were not giving fair 
and equal treatment to the Germans.”

Major Henry A. Procter M. P.:
(The Daily Telegraph  and Morning Post, March 17.)

“The League of Nations has received a new blow: Austria 
ceases to be a member of this international body. She is the first 
small State in Central Europe which will send no more delegates 
to Geneva.

“On this momentous occasion we have to recall that this 
"international institution of the victorious countries", as the 
vanquished Powers calledi it, was largely responsible for the 
recent events in Austria. Had the League tried, under the leader
ship of the great democratic Powers, to redress the injustices 
of the Peace Treaties, the terrible abyss between defeated Austria 
and Hungary and "victorious” Czecho-Slovakia might have been 
bridged, and Austria would still live as a member of the Danubian 
federation.
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"If we remember the important position of Dr. Benes in 
Geneva, it is impossible to deny the great moral and political 
responsibility of Czecho-Slovaikia for the irretrievable collapse of 
the Danubian conception —  a collapse which may endanger 
Czecho-Slovakia herself.

“ If the League does not want to lose the last part of its 
prestige, why does it not apply Article XIX of the Covenant in 
order to draw nearer the countries separated by the Peace 
Treaty while they are still free and independent?

"Inaction now may prove fatal for the League. There are 
several Articles of the Covenant which make it possible to enter 
into the examination of this question, and I am sure that all 
people who stand for international law and justice will only be 
too happy to redress the wrong done to Hungary in 1919.”

Mr. Rhys Davies M. P:
"The events of the past few weeks —  said Mr. Rhys Davies 

to the correspondent of the “Pesti Hirlap” (see "Pesti Hirlap” 
March 29) —  have demonstrated to every member of the House 
of Commons that it is not enough merely to be aware of the 
increasingly tense situation in the Danube Valley or to sympathize 
with the idea of a solution of the problem: practical steps must be 
taken to avert the danger of war. The unjust treatment of 
minorities is the chief cause of dissatisfaction in Central Europe, 
and something must be done towards an equitable readjustment. 
The concessions lately made by the Czech Government to the 
German minority are merely proof of the unfair treatment to 
which they have hitherto been subjected. W e who have been in 
those parts of Europe were hardly believed at home when we 
told people of the way the minorities were being treated. When 
the question of the German minority is being settled the affairs 
of the rest of the minorities must certainly be arranged too.

The Speech of Mr. A. T. Lennox-Boyd: Parliamentary Secretary 
to the Ministry of Labour.

(The Times, March 19.)
"Speaking at Biggleswade, he said that he could countenance 

nothing more ridiculous than a guarantee that the frontiers of 
Czechoslovakia should not be violated when half the people in 
that country could not be relied upon to be loyal to the Govern
ment of the day; and from what he knew of Mr, Chamberlain, he 
did not think he would make a move to give a guarantee of that 
kind.

"Germany, he said, could absorb Czechoslovakia and Great 
Britain would remain secure; but Germany could not invade 
France without threating us. W e should therefore reaffirm our 
undertaking to France to defend her if she should be invaded. 
He could think of Governments he liked better than M, Blum's.
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Nevertheless we should give him support at this moment. He 
did not think we should tie ourselves in advance by giving 
undertakings to go to the aid of European countries if they 
were invaded unless their security was a vital concern to us.”

Mr. J. L. Garvin:
(The Observer, March 20.)

“What is Czechoslovakia? It is a nonesuch, a State like no 
other on earth. It contains about 15,000.000 of various peoples. 
The Czechs proper —  a brave and stubborn breed, no doubt —  
are a minority of rather less than 7,000.000 ruling and rather 
lording over a mixed majority of. other peoples —  Germans, 
Slovaks, Magyars, Ruthenians, Poles. Is this democracy? Let 
Labour and Liberalism say. What we are really asked to 
guarantee is the racial ascendency of the Czech minority over the 
rest France and Russia have renewed that bad pledge. It should 
be absolutely impossible for a British Cabinet to adopt it. There 
is a German minority of 3,000.000 who have never accepted 
Czech ascendancy under the Versailles system, and never will. In 
1919 they were promised political equality “on Swiss principles” . 
That promise has never been executed. It will have to be, and in 
full. Otherwise no force of arms under these conditions could 
maintain the composite State.

"Any British pledge in these circumstances to guarantee 
Czechoslovakia as it is would encourage the Czech element to 
refuse adequate concessions. Our endorsement of the Soviet pacts 
on this subject would be another nail in the coffin of peace. To 
guarantee an indefensible and untenable status quo in Czecho
slovakia is about the last thing on earth whereon the British 
Empire should stake itself."

(The Observer, March 27.)
"Then, can they put Czechoslovakia among the supreme 

issues? Not for a moment, as the Prime Minister makes clear. 
Paris and Moscow, to reinforce own ill-judged and ill-starred 
Pacts with Prague urged this country to guarantee the composite 
State and the jarring Czech ascendency over a majority of other 
races speaking different languages. The Oppositions and the 
Churchillians —  but the latter already are a vanishing quantity 
like the Cheshire cat —  supported this egregious proposition. W e 
repeat that it is unthinkable.

"W e  cannot give all the reasons. They would fill a treatise 
accompanied by a packet of maps. The bombing of Britain 
would be certain; the preservation of Czechoslovakia impossible. 
Military aid from Britain or anyone else could not reach the 
Czechs; nor maintain their dominance if it did. Germans and 
Magyars —  like the Poles of Teschen —  would rejoin their 
mother races. Slovaks and Ruthenians would not fight for their
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masters. No war could maintain as it is the mosaic of Czecho
slovakia. Any war would pull it to pieces divided between the 
Reich, Poland, and Hungary.”

"The merciless mutilation of Hungary proper by the 
Versailles system was and is the most cruel case of all. Mr. 
Churchill talks of strategy in this business. What about con
science? What about his “moral basis" when he invites democracy 
to mobilise twenty years after for the impotent as well as 
unblessed purpose of trying to stereotype Versailles?”

R. W. Seton-Watson:
(The Times, March 24.)

"The plain fact —  regrettable, perhaps, but indisputable —  
is that there are only two alternatives: either to leave the 
existing historic frontiers of Bohemia untouched or to in
corporate the whole western half of the Republic with Germany, 
leaving Slovakia and Ruthenia to revert to Hungary.”

(As is well known, Professor Seton Watson (Scotus Viator) 
is the most ardent friend of Czecho-Slovakia in Great Britain. 
It is a sign of changed times when he is forced to reckon with 
the disintegration of the Republic. To his line of thought the 
objections may be put forward 1. that those who took no heed 
of the incomparably more continuous historical frontiers of Hun
gary are the last who have any right to defend the historical 
frontiers of Bohemia, and 2. that a solution of the Sudeta Ger
man question does not of necessity mean the incorporation with 
Germany of the regions inhabited by Czechs.)

The Rev. Basil Viney:
Minister of Finchley Unitarian Church.

(News Chronicle, March 18.)
“Was not the boundary of Czecho-Slovakia drawn with 

unfair discrimination against Germany and Hungary? Would it 
not be best to suggest a rectification on the boundary before 
pledging ourselves to stand with France in this matter?”

Mr. Archibald Ramsay:
(The Daily Telegraph  and Morning Post, March 26.)

“The record of the Czechoslovak Government is one of 
broken promises to all its minorities, which actually constitute 
together a majority of the population (thus contravening the 
fundamental rule of democracy).

“At the Versailles Peace Conference the right of self- 
determination was held to justify the dismemberment of the 
Austro-Hungarian Empire, in face of the demand of the Sudeten- 
deutsch peoples to be granted inclusion in the new Republic of 
Austria.
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“The Czech delegation led by M. Benes was able to have 
this demand for self-determination set aside after the Allies had 
been given a categoric assurance that Czechoslovakia would be 
governed democratically, with full regard for the rights of the 
minorities.

"How many people in this country know that, during the 
ensuing decade, the German-speaking minority appealed 20 
times to Geneva —  as was their right —  against very real Czech 
oppression, only to have every appeal suppressed before it came 
to the Council for consideration, as part of France's price for 
Little Entente support against Germany?

"The Czech Government has during the past four years 
utterly destroyed the Czechoslovak Constitution in the frontier 
areas which the minorities occupy by the passage of an Act 
which placed the military and entirely Czech gendarmerie in 
"occupation”, gave them the right to arrest and hold under 
indefinite "preventive detention” all and sundry accused of 
"crimes against the safety of the State” without proof given, and 
■conferred upon these Czechs powers of demanding the dismissal 
of all and sundry, with appeal only to a special court composed 
of officials and defence only by lawyers chosen and removable 
from a special panel approved by the Government.

“What then is the moral ground for the demand that His 
Majesty's Government shall engage this country to fight for 
Czechoslovakia? A  Government which could not conciliate its 
minorities when there was no threat of "German aggression" can 
surely not expect unconditional aid when a reconstituted Germany 
champions the cause of its own cousins, just as France 
championed the cause of Alsace and Lorraine?”

L. W. Myers.
[The M anchester Guardian, March 19.)

“Why is Czecho-Slovakia now supposed to be in danger? 
Because a rich industrial area inhabited by over 3,000.000 Germans 
was included within her frontiers at the peace, and because it is 
certain that Hitler will not rest content until that area is once 
more within the German Reich. Is the possession of this territory 
by Czecho-Slovakia a vital concern of ours, a concern for which 
we must pledge the lives of our people and perhaps the existence 
of our Empire? Is it a just cause, or one for which an appeal to 
British honour can rightly be made?”

"The need is for honest realism. W e are committed to the 
maintenance of a treaty that is proved to be unworkable and 
productive of disaster. Germany is strong and determined to 
overthrow that treaty single-handed or in alliance with other 
Powers that can serve their interests by joining with her. Treaty 
revision is the only way to peace and the only basis on which to
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found a system of international law which all nations will sup
port. At least let it be clear that the people of this country will 
not be dragged into war to maintain a settlement that was 
obviously unworkable and wrong.”

“The Daily Mail", March 14.:
“Czecho-Slovakia is the artificial product of the Peace 

Treaties of 1919. Her population is made up of 7,000 000 Czechs 
and 2,000.000 Slovaks, 3,500.000 Germans, 1,000.000 Hungarians,, 
and an assortment of others.

“She is not, and never can be, a truly homogeneous nation. 
From the moment this State was created it was bound to be the 
object of fierce dispute and a source of grave irritation to Europe. 
Shall British lives and British money be committed in such a 
cause?

"Revision of the peace treaties has been consistently refused, 
and apart from the power politics of Herr Hitler no move has 
ever been made to correct the injustices perpetrated after the 
war. Everyone knows, for instance, that the 1,000.000 Hungarians 
in Czecho-Slovakia have been grossly treated, but nothing has 
been done to right the wrongs of Hungary or to safeguard the 
interest of her minorities on alien soil.

"It is the blind, obstinate spirit of the League of Nations 
which has always stood in the way of revision by discussion and 
consent —  and it is the League which has brought these new 
and forceful methods upon its own head, and upon that of 
Europe."

IMPORTANT CZECH NEWSPAPER ON "PERFIDIOUS
ALBION”

On the subject of the attitude of the British Government 
towards Czecho-Slovakia we read in the March 22 issue of the 
"Lidove Noviny” , a newspaper closely connected with President 
Benes: —

"Troubled Europe has turned to Great Britain with the 
question: what is to be done? So far no answer to this question 
has been forthcoming; at least not the answer expected. As a 
result, when Great Britain is mentioned some people fall into 
despair, others into a rage. It would appear that the expression 
"perfidious Albion” still retains its meaning on the Continent. The 
sight afforded by the British Parliament, and especially by the 
British Prime Minister, during the past few days was indeed 
strange.. In his massive chair, behind which his Ministers and the 
leaders of the Opposition sat, old Chamberlain vacillated between 
uncertain statements and silence. His behaviour was at once un
dignified and heroic,”

—  y  —
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SIR ROBERT GOWER AND SEVERAL OF HIS COLLEAGUES 
DEMAND RESTORATION TO HUNGARY OF 
ESSENTIALLY HUNGARIAN TERRITORIES.

Sir Robert Gower, Lieutenant-Colonel Sir Thomas Moore, 
Mr. Mabane, Sir Nicholas Grattan-Doyle, Colonel Baldwin-Webb, 
Mr. Rostron Duckwortth have submitted the following motion to 
the House of Commons:

**... this House is of opinion that, in the interests of the 
pacific settlement of Europe as well as to perform an act of 
justice to the Hungarian nation, the Treaty of Trianon should 
be revised so that the Kingdom of Hungary shall have restored 
to it those parts of its former territory that are essentially 
Hungarian, and urges His Majesty's Government to bring the 
matter before the Assembly of the League of Nations at the 
earliest opportunity." (Order Book of the House of Commons 

1938 from Friday 11th March inclusive, p. 15.)

IT IS OF PRIMARY IMPORTANCE FOR GREAT BRITAIN'S 
DANUBE VALLEY POLICY THAT ENGLAND SHOULD TAKE  

THE LEAD IN SECURING A  REVISION OF THE TREATY
OF TRIANON

On 1st April the Hungarians in London gave a lunch in 
honour of M. Constantine Masirevich, the retiring Hungarian Min
ister. Among those present were Lady Snowden, Lady Boynton, 
Lord Strabolgi, Sir Robert Gower, Sir Philip Dawson, Sir John 
Haslam, Sir Patrick Hannon, Admiral Taylor, Sir Cyril Entwhistle 
-and twenty other M. P.s. On behalf of the Hungarians in London 
Dr. Bela Poka-Pivny took leave of M. Masirevich, and in the 
course of his farewell speech he drew the attention of the guests 
to the Hungarian problem. The coloured people of mandated 
territories —  he said —  are in a far better position than the 
minorities. (And every third Hungarian is a minority since 1919.) 
They can appear and speak before the Permanent Mandates Com
mission. The minorities have no such right. They can complain: 
their case is examined in secret. How? You ask it? Out of 840 
cases only 5 reaches the Council of the League. Five!”

Then Sir Robert Gower expressed his appreciation of the 
work done by the Hungarian Minister, adding that there was 
not one single M. P. in the British Parliament who did not 
realize that peace in Central Europe could not be ensured 
•except by a revision of the Peace Treaties. Sir Robert Gower 
declared that Hungary’s role in the Danube Valley would now 
more be important then ever. He demanded a redress of the 
grave injustices done to Hungary, but said that this demand 
was not inspired by any unfriendly feeling towards the 
Succession States. It was his firm conviction that in the interests 
of Europa as a whole, but particulary of the Little Entente States
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themselves, the injustices to Hungary must be redressed, peace
ably and equitably, and reconciliation and co-operation must be 
restored in the Danube Valley, Sir Robert Gower concluded his 
speech by saying that in its bearings on the question of peaceful 
revision Mr, Chamberlain's recent statement was of decisive im
portance, It was of primary importance for Great Britain's Da
nube Valley policy that England should take the lead in securing 
peaceful revision of the Treaty of Trianon and not entrust that 
task to any other Power.

Next M. Masirevich expressed his thanks to these present 
for the honour done to him and amongs other things said:

“Ladies and Gentlemen, do not believe that my emotion 
is so deep that I accept all the flattering praises without trying 
to share them honestly and in a fair way with you, members 
of the Hungarian colony and members of that admirable legis
lative body, of the British Parliament, who were also kind 
enough to attend this family lunch,

"The task of a Minister is always easier if the citizens 
residing abroad have brought with them love of the country 
of their old civilization and the determination to fight for the 
right cause of their mother country, and I thank most warmly 
the Hungarians living in England for their very diplomatic 
work of promoting mutual understanding,

"And what should I say, touched as I am today, about 
the Members of Parliament, grouped around Sir Robert Gower, 
so disinterestedly working for Hungarian justice. Their only 
satisfaction is the fact that recent Central European events 
show clearly the importance of just settlements, and have 
drawn public attention once more to the historic mission of 
Hungary in that part of the World,

"I  share Sir Robert Gower's view that Hungary reached 
a new milestone on the road of her National redressment. So 
much greater are my thanks, therefore, for all the understand
ing that British members and other factors of British public 
life have shown to the cause of Hungary.”

“Expressing my firm belief that our people at home in 
Hungary will be happy to know of the harmonious meeting 
of the Hungarian Colony and of our British friends today, I 
ask the benediction of Almighty God upon you, on your 
families, and on your noble efforts on the interest of 
justice."

In conclusion Major Henry Procter M. P, said that he had 
been in Hungary not long ago and gave a beautiful description 
of what he had seen there. He spoke of the ardent patriotism of 
the Hungarians, which must touch the heart of every Englishman 
who had been to Hungary, and of the Hungarian's love of liberty 
and Hungary's valuable contributions to the world. A  nation —  he 
said —  which had done so much for noble ideas, which had
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given so much of value to culture, art and music as Hungary, 
must not be allowed to languish under the weight of an unjust 
peace treaty. The Hungarians’ love of liberty must be appreciated, 
particularly now when few of the nations of Europe look upon the 
British Constitution as their ideal.

—  y  —

"NO CHANGE NEED BE MADE IN RESPECT OF THE 
DECIDED DIRECTION FOLLOWED BY THE FOREIGN 

POLICY OF HUNGARY.”
At a meeting of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Lower 

and Upper Houses of the Hungarian Parliament held on March 
23rd. M. Kalma^ Kanya, Hungarian Foreign Minister, delivered 
his expose, which has exercised an exceptionally powerful effect 
all over the country.

In the introductory part of his speech M. Kanya stressed that 
the question of the Austrian “Anschluss” had been continuously 
in the limelight of European public opinion ever since the end of 
the Great War, and that people had become more and more 
convinced that a union of the Germans of Germany and Austria 
must in any case sooner or later ensue.

For the whole world was familiar with the difficulties with 
which the new Austrian State compelled to adjust itself to the 
requirements of an independent political existence had continually 
to contend. These difficulties had been due primarily to the 
shortsightedness of the treaty-makers, who —  when the readjust
ment of Europe was effected on the basis of the “nationality” 
principle, in connection with which so many injustices had been 
inflicted on Hungary —  had prevented the territories left to 
Austria from carrying into effect the wish formally expressed by 
Austria at the very outset and joining the German Empire. The 
Treaties of Saint Germain and Versailles and, later on, when 
Austria took up foreign loans, the Allied Powers too, forced 
Austria to be independent, but forgot to provide the means in
dispensable to the maintenance of her independence. This ban 
on a union of the two German countries —  a ban incompatible 
with President Wilson's Points and with the "nationality 
principle" —  naturally provoked feelings of profound bitterness 
in the other camp, in the German Empire; and it was evident 
from the outset that after she had adequately strengthened her 
position Germany would make every effort to shake off this 
artifical impediment. It has always been a grave political blunder 
to attempt to force intolerable and humiliating conditions of 
peace on a great people on the basis of a momentary advantage 
of position.

The Hungarian Foreign Minister said that one reason why 
the "Anschluss” had been realised was the fact that the Powers
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which had guaranteed the independence of Austria were no 
longer in a position to take armed measures for the protection 
of Austria's sovereignty; the other reason, he added, being that 
as a consequence of the material shifting ensuing in the political 
situation in Europe Italy had naturally ceased to be particularly 
interested in Austria’s independence. After establishing the fact 
that the idea of an “Anschluss” had at all times been a vital 
force in the life of both German countries, M. Kanya explained 
the attitude adopted by Great Britain, France and Soviet Russia 
in the question of the “Anschluss” , and then stressed that the 
Hungarian Government had always been of the opinion that 
interference in the Austro-German controversy was none of its 
business, in the first place because the problem in question was 
one the solution of which lay outside the political sphere of 
action of the country, and in the second place because we have 
always been convinced that any interference on our part would 
have been taken amiss by both Parties, Hungary had always 
consistently observed that attitude, to which the Foreign Minister 
had given decided expression already in 1933, in his speech 
during the debate on the Estimates. Hungary had left no stone 
unturned to maintain the most cordial relations both with 
Austria and with Germany —  an endeavour which had been 
crowned with complete success notwithstanding the formidable 
difficulties in evidence for so long a period,

"However, we were disappointed in our hope that Dr. 
Schussnigg and the Berlin Government would succeed in 
eliminating the differences of opinion existing between them by 
means of a joint agreement. The “Anschluss” is therefore an 
accomplished fact; and as a consequence the only change from 
the viewpoint of Hungary is that Austria's place has been taken 
by the German Empire, a country our relations with which are 
also those of a close and cordial friendship, so that there could 
not for a single moment be any doubt as to the attitude to be 
adopted by Hungary. As a logical consequence, therefore, on the 
occasion of the union between Austria and Germany Hungary 
conveyed to the German Government the expression of her con
gratulations and at the same time expressed the hope that the 
friendly relations already existing between the two countries 
would continue unchanged in the future too. Chancellor Hitler 
sent the Regent of Hungary a message of cordial thanks for this 
action on the part of the Hungarian Government, the German 
Government also conveying its thaniks to the Hungarian Govern
ment. Recent events have shown beyond the shadow of a doubt 
that in making it one of its prime objects to foster the friendship 
of Germany the Hungarian Government acted wisely; nor will 
there be any change in this policy in the future either on the 
part of that Government.

"Seeing that there is no important difference of opinion
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between Hungary and the German Empire in any of the 
fundamental questions of international politics, there being indeed 
a complete community of interests in respect of some of those 
problems, Hungary will continue to pursue the policy towards 
the German Empire which she has hitherto pursued, even under 
the changed conditions, and indeed no change need be made in 
respect of the decided direction followed by the foreign policy 
of Hungary even in the light of recent events.”

Dealing with the question of the Austro-German union the 
Foreign Minister said it was regrettable that in connection 
therewith all kinds of sensational rumours and reports —  due 
probably to the prevailing excitement —  had spread abroad; and 
he earnestly warned the (often involuntary) propagators of these 
reports that persons spreading the rumours were rendering the 
cause of Hungary a disservice both at home and abroad, adding 
that on the other hand every one who decidedly repudiated the 
reports calculated to create general unrest which are usually the 
inventions of interested quarters was serving the vital interests 
of the Hungarian people. These sensational rumours and reports 
were absolutely unfounded; and in any case the German Govern
ment had made it quite clear that it regarded the frontier of 
Hungary now adjoining that of the German Empire as just as 
inviolable as the frontiers of Italy, Switzerland and Yugoslavia.

Later on the Foreign Minister dealt with the relations 
between Hungary and other Powers.

( In this connection he stressed that the relations with Italy 
were as friendly as ever and that, though the Rome Three-Power 
Bloc had, as a consequence of Austria being no longer an 
independent State, ceased to exist as such, the spirit of the Rome 
Protocols would continue unchanged to rule in the relations 
between Hungary and Italy.

Speaking of Poland the Foreign Minister told the Committee 
of the spontaneous enthusiasm far exceeding expectations with 
which the Polish people had received the Regent of Hungary 
everywhere on the occasion of his recent visit to Poland. The 
profound and deep-seated sympathy felt by the Polish people 
for Hungary was undoubtedly an important political factor in 
the life of the Danube Basin. Poland was interested in that 
Basin; a circumstance peculiarly gratifying from the Hungarian 
point of view which encouraged us to hope that the peaceful 
co-operation between Hungary and Poland would in the future 
continue to develop favourably.

In conclusion the Hungarian Foreign Minister spoke also 
of the Little Entente, stressing that Hungary was as ready as 
ever to endeavour to make her relations with the Little Entente 
States more cordial or at any rate normal. The negotiations 
begun for the purpose between Hungary and the Little Entente 
States which had been broken off last September had recently
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been resumed in Bucharest; and it would certainly not be 
Hungary'® fault if they did not lead to a satisfactory issue.

The events occurring recently as between the Great Powers 
encouraged the Foreign Minister to hope that the open or hidden 
dangers in evidence for years in international relations had
reached their culmination last year and that we were already on 
a fair way towards improvement —  even though there might here 
and there be set-backs or even upheavals.

Leading Politicians Espouse Cause of Hungarians 
in Czechoslovakia and Rumania.

The Foreign Minister was followed by Dr. Bela Kenez, 
former Minister of Commerce and at present Rector of the Bu
dapest University, who dealt with the situation of the Hungarians 
living in the Succession States. In connection with the circum
stance that the Czech Government had guaranteed the German 
minority a number of posts in the public services pro
portionate to their ratio of the population, Dr, Kenez said the 
time had come to emphatically demand that this right should be 
accorded to the Hungarian minority too.

Dr. Joseph Hies, Professor in the University of Budapest, 
pointed out that Czecho-Slovakia had undertaken an obligation 
under an international treaty to grant Ruthenia autonomy but had 
so far not shown any readiness to fulfil that obligation.

Dr. Tibor Eckhardt, leader of the Small Holders (Opposition) 
Party, spoke of the necessity of making the provisions relating 
to the Germans of Czecho-Slovakia apply also to the Hungarian 
(Magyar) minority, dealing at the same time with the intolerable 
situation of the Hungarians living in Rumania,

Count Stephen Bethlen, former Prime Minister of Hungary, 
begged Government to follow with the closest attention —  in the 
interests of the Hungarians living in Czecho-Slovakia —  the 
movement of the Sudeta Germans aiming at securing self- 
government.

PREMIER DARANYI ON ADMIRAL HORTHY’S VISIT TO 
POLAND AND PRECARIOUS SITUATION OF HUNGARIAN

MINORITIES.
In his important speech at Gyor on 5th March, of which 

brief mention was made in our last issue (for the Section dealing 
with Hungary’s financial and economic position, see this month's 
Political Economy columns), M. Daranyi made several important 
statements about foreign politics, some of which are still actual.

Speaking of the visit of the Regent, Admiral Horthy, to 
Poland, the Premier said;

“His Highness the Regent’s recent visit to Poland, where 
—  as you all know —  his reception by Polish official circles 
and by the Polish people was of the most impressive and
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cordial nature, has, if possible, strengthened the bonds of the 
traditional and sincere friendship which for centuries has 
bound the two nations together. In the past , as well as in the 
present, Poland has always taken an interest in the problems 
of the Danube Valley, and this circumstance contributes to 
bring the two nations closer.”

Referring to the unsettled question of the Hungarian minorities 
in the Succession States M. Daranyi said:

“In my speech in Szeged in the April of last year among 
other things I pointed out that we are ready to establish 
correct relations with those States from which certain 
differences divide us and that we should like to settle our 
differences by reciprocal concessions, provided that the States 
concerned are willing to further that object by showing a 
similar goodwill, and that Hungary’s natural demands receive 
proper recognition on the other side."

"Nearly a year has passed since I made that statement, 
and yet so far, discounting the expression of some wishes of 
a general nature, no progress has been made, although our 
willingness to come to an agreement has remained throughout 
W e are still willing, provided no one attempts to take 
advantage of our political patience. On this occasion I consider 
it necessary to stress anew the point that the conditio sine qua 
non of the establishment of correct relations with our 
neighbours is that legal weapons of defence be guaranteed the 
Hungarian minorities. Until the lot of the minorities has been 
satisfactorily settled, no normal relations between Hungary and 
the Little Entente States are possible."

* *
*

After his speech in Gyor, M, Daranyi on 9th March recon
structed his Cabinet. This reconstruction does not signify any 
change in the Government's policy, and was necessary only be
cause the carrying out of the new programme of great investments 
made the inclusion of new men imperative. To ensure co-operation 
among all the economic Ministries M. Bela Imredy, the 
distinguished Governor of the National Bank of Hungary has 
been appointed Minister without Portfolio. Instead of M. Tihamer 
Fabinyi, who has accepted the post of General Manager of one 
of the biggest banks in Hungary, M. Louis Remenyi-Schneller 
has been appointed Minister of Finance. The Department of 
Agriculture, which M. Daranyi had previously reserved for him
self, has been entrusted to M. Francis Marshall, Secretary of 
State in that Ministry. Secretary of State Edmund Mikecz, 
has been appointed Minister of Justice, an office rendered 
vacant by the resignation of Dr. Andrew Lazar, who has been 
seriously ill. —  y  —
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A  "PLEBISCITE" ON NEW  RUMANIAN CONSTITUTION

On 21st February, by decret lege the text of the new Con
stitution was promulgated in the Rumanian Official Gazette. 
Article 100 thereof provides that by Royal consent the new 
Constitution is to be laid before the tribunal of the people. 
Simultaneously there appeared the Royal Decree fixing the date 
of the plebiscite for 14th February, that is to say only three days 
later.

The "Curentul” (Feb. 25), a newspaper supporting the 
Government, published the text of the Royal Decree, which also 
prescribed that in every case of opposition to the new Constitu
tion protocols were to be drawn up, which, after proving their 
identity, the opposers would have to sign. This provision is suf
ficient explanation of the result of the plebiscite.

Voting, which was obligatory, took place according to the list 
of electors. Altogether 4.288.808 votes were recorded, and of these 
99.87 per cent were in favour of the new Constitution. In con
nection with this the “Patria", the organ of the National Peasant 
Party, pointed out that in the past the number of votes cast had 
always been less than 3 million, and gave as an explanation of 
the striking increase the fact that, while on the one hand voters 
were not required to produce their papers and persons neglecting 
to vote were liable to severe punishment, on the other hand all 
citizens of 24 years of age could vote, even if their names were 
not on the lists of electors.

In conclusion let it be said that in terms of Articles 129—  
130 of the Constitution of 28th March, 1923, a modification of 
that Constitution required a meeting of Parliament convened for 
the purpose with the presence of two-thirds of its members and 
a majority of two-thirds of the votes cast. The new Constitution 
is thus a breach of the old one. It may be of interest to note 
that the first Rumanian Constitution promulgated after the union 
of Wallachia and Moldavia by Prince Cuza on 2nd May, 1864, 
was also forced upon the people and subsequently sanctioned by 
a "plebiscite". —  y  —

ACCORDING TO M. MACEK, ONLY FEDERATION CAN 
SAVE YUGOSLAVIA FROM DISINTEGRATION

During the Foreign Affairs debate in the Skupshtina, M. 
Barichevitch brought up the subject of M. Macek’s recent state
ment in the "Revue de Paris” . To the correspondent of that paper 
M. Macek had said: —  “W e desire a federation of Serbs, Croats 
and Slovenes, with a separate Government for the Croats. I
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cannot, however, make any promises for the future. Should redress 
be refused us, the separatist movement will lead to a disintegra
tion of the State and consequently to a grave European crisis.” 
In reply to the reporter's remark that an independent Croatia 
was but a dream, M. Macek said he did not believe that. In his 
youth he had been a convinced panslav, but today when he saw 
how the Czechs were oppressing the Slovaks and the Serbs the 
Croatian nation, he no longer believed in a union of all Slavs. 
The organ of the Croatian Peasant Party, the “Hrvatski Dnevnik”, 
though not denying that M. Macek did make this statement, says 
that Barichevitch made use of facts to suit his own ends 
("Vreme”, March 11, “Hrvatski Dnevnik” and “Obzor” , March 12).

*  *

*

The organ of the Government Party, the “Samouprava” , has 
published an article containing a report of the activity displayed 
in America by the "Ustasa”, the followers of Pavelic. According 
to an article appearing on 1st February in the "Slobodna Miseo” 
of Toronto they are broadcasting from six wireless stations and 
systematically arranging numerous meetings, for which purpose 
they have pressed a considerable number of Croat priests and 
congregations into their service. At the last meeting of the leaders 
of the Ustasa movement it was resolved to send out a delegation 
to the various capitals of Europe with a view to furthering the 
interests of the Croat national movement (“Obzor”, March 3).

—  y  —
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