FOREWORD
The Peace Treaty of Trianon was Hungary’s turn of fate—a second Mohács. Hungary
was compelled to sign it in one of the downturns of its history. Pál Teleki, the Prime Minister at
that time who presented the peace treaty for parliamentary ratification, filed an indictment
against himself in Parliament because he felt responsible...
Recently, there has been increased interest concerning the Peace Treaty of Trianon. The
subject of Trianon is inexhaustible. Nobody has yet written about Trianon in its complexity, and
perhaps it will be long before anyone will. The subject is so complex that it must be studied from
different angles, various scientific approaches, and using several methods. It remains unsettled, as its
scholars can always discover new perspectives. This study - perhaps best described as a commentary is not a scientific work. Rather, its goal is to enhance public awareness and offer a more current and
realistic synthesis of the Peace Treaty of Trianon while incorporating more recent observations.
Intended for a broad audience, its purpose is not to list historical events - as the historians have done
and will continue to do - but rather to provide data regarding those geographic, economic and geopolitical aspects and their correlation which have received inadequate attention in the literature on
Trianon so far. Perhaps this work will also succeed in providing new perspectives.
It is not as difficult to interpret and explain the text of the treaty as it is to write about and
focus public attention on its spirit and its open and hidden aims. It is difficult - perhaps delicate - to
write about its truths, how it really came about, and what effects it had on the Hungarian nation.
The author wishes to interpret truth from two different angles: first, as it appears in our
current, everyday political language, and second, the question of historical truth. Stalinism has
attributed different meanings to dozens, maybe hundreds of concepts. During the last 40 years,
Hungarians have become accustomed to a schizophrenic political language, often not noticing its
falsity and manipulation. Their initial, true meaning must be returned to these concepts. They must
once again be used with the proper thoughtfulness, carefulness and wisdom. More grave, however, is
what Stalinism has done to history. Several chapters of Hungarian history have been falsified or
hidden from public view. Justice must be served. But what is historical truth? The author’s view - and
he is not alone in this respect - is that the real meaning of historical truth is very close to the concept
of historical objectivity. One might ask: is there, or can there be a separate Hungarian history without
the nationalities and the neighbors? Can we speak about historical truth only from the Hungarian
point of view? There was a time (at the beginning of the century) when Hungarian history was
interpreted in this way, most often leading to harmful one-sidedness, blindness and self-cheating. Such
interpretations led to mistakes. Hence, historical truth cannot be in contradiction with historical
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objectivity. This means that historical events and processes must be evaluated in light of their
interaction and relations. The history of a nation or country must be studied not only from the
perspective of its internal processes, but also from the angle of its external relations or coexistence with
its neighbors. In this respect, there are two sides of the coin, and both should be considered: the
interests and perspectives of the Hungarian nation on the one hand, and that of the nationalities,
neighbors, and adversaries on the other. This is especially relevant in the Carpathian Basin, inhabited
in the past and present by several nations.
The author has thought a great deal about whether or not historical truth can be evaluated
objectively and encourages the reader to do the same. Indeed, the road towards objectivity lies beyond
knowing our own interests, through a certain acceptance of the interests of our rivals. It is difficult to
realize the first, and more difficult to recognize the second. The peace established in Trianon nearly 70
years ago continues to have an indirect impact on the Hungarian nation, particularly in light of
Trianon’s two greatest legacies: the frontier issue and the question of Hungarian minorities. The first
step in facing these legacies is to become as well-informed as possible regarding their evolution and
effects. In this volume, one who has researched this question for decades, attempts to bring the reader
closer to a better understanding of these vital problems by offering an encompassing, current and
European analysis of Trianon. We could not aspire, however, to provide a complete analysis. The only
completed part - the geo-political analysis of the borders - is based mostly upon yet unpublished
research materials; but their present exposure is just the draft of a larger work. Other parts of this
study are mostly contributions toward the enhancement of public awareness and the development of a
new perspective in this subject matter. I would like to express my special thanks to the well-known
library-historian, Dr. András Tóth, for his editing work; the Transylvania-researcher Júlia Balogh and
publicist Dr. Imre Del Medico, for their useful comments and advice. Last but not least, I would like to
express my appreciation to Gábor Visnyovszki for the maps.
This volume will have reached its purpose if it can convince the reader that studying the
Peace Treaty of Trianon can never be put aside.
Dr. Zoltán Palotás
“... We put our truth in writing, presented it and, inasmuch as we were given time, vocalized
it even when the Hungarian peace delegation was in Paris and had to accept the dictated peace. When
they asked me, the preparer of the peace delegation’s work, why we wrote down so much, for no one
here will read all of it, I answered: “I am aware that they won’t read it today, but they will read it once.
Teleki
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I. INTRODUCTION
Seventy years after the settlement of the Peace Treaty of Trianon*, the Hungarian of today
begins to read the treaty with a calm disposition, a slight indifference - though not lacking all emotion
- and a certain irrepressible critical interest in rather than satisfactory knowledge of the facts. We
should remember much about Trianon, for it continues to live, and some of its decrees indirectly have
a crippling effect even today. We have heard so much, mostly bad, about Trianon from our fathers, and
it has struck the entire nation’s life so profoundly, that it can be characterized as a fate-turning
historical event (or age) that demands continuous “nurturing”. For decades - though we mentioned it we did not and could not discuss it to the extent of its importance. In many respects Trianon still
belongs among the “bleak spots” of our history.
Thus, it is indeed timely that it be taken up once again, that the dust be blown off its
covers and reflections on its text be presented to public opinion. The text of the peace-treaty - as we
shall observe - isn’t light reading: it is a dry, often dull and elaborate work. Nevertheless, it was
necessary to struggle through the great mass of material in order to discover its core meaning,
including that which the text often discreetly hides. For a better understanding, however, one must be
familiar with some of the antecedents, reasons, and consequences of the peace treaty. Thus, it is
inevitable to analyze and comment on the treaty’s text from various angles.

What and How?
Many scholars have written and continue to write about Trianon; the more the better. All
published material on the subject can be further supplemented and debated not only because the
question ought to be addressed by disciplines other than history - thus, not only because there is a
need to study different aspects - but also because we think differently and write differently.
Until the last few years, the ideology of the “guilty nation” and the “last satellite state”
dominated the mentality of Hungarians. Hungarians “bowed” too deeply even when it was no longer
necessary - first out of fright, then being accustomed to it. For a long time, open admission and
representation of Hungarian interests was almost completely annihilated. For decades, we were obliged
to parrot the interests of our allies. Few Hungarian writers had the courage - or opportunity - to
uncover the objective, historical truth. In other words, they did not write about the true reality of
Hungary’s recent past from the point of view of Hungarian interests. Hungarian youth often complain
about the large number of outrageous books whose authors mince as the leaders of Hungarian public

The actual day of the signing of the Trianon peace treaty was 4th June 1920 but the state boundaries were
decided in their final form over one year previously on 8th May 1919.

*
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opinion, telling their audiences what the interest of the Hungarian people is. If this is the opinion of
the youth, what does the older generation think? I myself am an optimist, so I trust in the victory of
common sense. I believe that the time has come for open, clear and honest retrospection. But future
works on Trianon must be correct, highly responsible and, most of all, of a high standard. Moreover,
they must also be modest and temperate; the pendulum must not strike back to combat the
presumptions of the recent past which considered Hungarian public opinion immature, hampered its
freedom of speech, restricted debate and manipulated wherever possible.
We must be completely aware of the importance of the present demand for a European
perspective, an elevated historical analysis, accuracy, and realization of time and space relations (and
coincidences). These can be attained by applying a more distant (European) view from “above” and
presenting “both sides of the coin”. Following the above principles is twice as difficult for us today,
because the injuries incurred at Trianon have been amplified since 1944. Nevertheless, we must strive
for self-moderation and self-restraint and for a neutral, European analysis. We must also strive to listen
to and understand different and divergent opinions. Let it be stated clearly (for those inside and
outside the borders): Nobody should attempt to prove Hungary guilty for instigating revisionist ideas.
We are aware of the present international situation and the possibilities it affords us. We encourage
respect for binding international treaties and agreements. Thus, by illuminating the origins of the
problem of the largest ethnic minority in Europe, namely Trianon, we indirectly insist on the
restoration of the rights of the ethnic Hungarian minorities. “Today, let the past be only an example” an edification! But “The past must be confessed”!

“Hatred. By Common Agreement”
Many may ask - especially “outsiders” including young Hungarians who are distant in
time and foreigners who are distant in space - why we have been so concerned with Trianon. Why has
this peace treaty for decades been the breeding ground of our complaints, the cause of our national
anger and the target of our desperate (but vain) attacks? Even after having examined several domestic
and foreign sources, I was unable to obtain a satisfactory answer to which were the true reasons for
Trianon’s unprecedented, severe decrees. Beyond all comparison, these decrees struck Hungary harder
than the victors punished their ancient enemies - the Germans (and the Austrians in 1919). (Trianon’s
territorial decrees afflicting Hungary may be compared with Germany’s eastern losses in 1945!) Nor
could I find an answer to whether or not the “commonly agreed” national anger and hatred toward
Trianon was comprehensible and justified at the time. Another interesting question is whether or not
the cause of anger was due only to the unjust (not only according to the Hungarians) demarcation of
the borders. It certainly was at the beginning; for a very long time the borders were the cause of the
anger towards Trianon—directly at first, then only indirectly. Trianon was a direct cause of the anger
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because the native land had become part of a foreign country and the new border separated it from the
mother country. It was an indirect cause because the new border signified a new world and a new way
of life; it signified a population’s change from a state-forming nation to a minority and nationality.
With time - and the passing of decades - we could have grown accustomed to the borders
established at Trianon, and we could have resigned ourselves to the territorial rearrangements if... yes,
if life beyond the borders would have returned to normal, and we would not constantly receive news
regarding repeated anti- Hungarian measures and anti-minority acts in violation of international rights
neglected or manipulated by those in power across the border.
History has proven that the pain and despair suffered after changes of fortune (lost wars,
annexation of territories) by people forced out of their native home or exposed to harassment,
diminishes and gradually disappears if the unfortunate victims eventually are able to live under
“normal” conditions - whether or not they are forced to leave their native land. What do “normal”
conditions mean in this case? They mean the fundamental human rights, individual and collective
rights, and an honest subsistence. A significant part of the annexed Hungarian population however,
have not encountered such “normal” conditions. The psychological impact of the continuous
grievances have led to a national psychosis directed against not only the Treaty of Trianon, but also its
creators and preservers. The minority fate of the annexed Hungarians has become increasingly
unbearable because it has become indefensible: international rights and guarantees have remained
unrealizable, and the promised legal means have proven inapplicable.
In an effort to better explain the problem of the time, it is necessary that we acquaint
ourselves with at least an outline of the historical antecedents, the concrete motives of the conditions
of peace, and the international background, as well as their correlations.

Antecedents: the Monarchy
Even today - when there is an overabundance of historical publications - it is difficult to write
a brief historical foreword that would explain the most about the genuine precedents of the peacetreaty for a wide public audience. The antecedents themselves are, from many points of view, matters
of argument.
First, I would like to return to the question of the Compromise (Ausgleich) of 1867, which
several people consider to be an “ancient cause” of Trianon. There are various interpretations in this
regard. It is beyond any doubt that the compromise placed Hungary in a position of unimagined
power; the Monarchy had been a major European power and Hungary, with recognized statehood,
became its eastern part. (Though the “external appearance” of this fact was less categorical and
unambiguous.)
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The Austro-Hungarian Monarchy can be properly characterized by three maps
The first is a physical map depicting the mountainous regions and waterways. The Empire
encompassed an enormous territory along the Danube. The Carpathian range, the mountain chain
surrounding Bohemia, and the Alps made this vast state - stretching from the Polish fields down to the
Adriatic - recognizable from a great distance.
The second map is political. On this map Hungary stands out more profoundly with its oval
shape than Austria, which was not only smaller, but also a less shapely, “randomly assembled” artificial
formation that surrounded half of the “beautifully round-shaped” Hungary. Obviously, Austria would
not have existed as a major power without Hungary, which, according to Bismarck, was the territorial
and geo-political center of the Monarchy.
We can also point out a third, ethnographic map. This was equally diverse both in Austria
and Hungary. While in Austria a proportion of scarcely more than 1/3 of the population was native
German - that is, a member of the “state-forming” nation - the situation was somewhat more fortunate
in Hungary, where in 1910 approximately one half of the population considered themselves
Magyars—more precisely, 54% without Croatia and just 48% with Croatia.
Hungary’s position inside the monarchy and its constitutional relations with Austria can be
properly characterized with some interesting snapshots. With the Compromise of 1867, Hungary
gained limited statehood and state sovereignty. At the same time Austria also voluntarily limited its
sovereignty. The “common affairs” included the following: the monarch, military affairs, foreign affairs
and finance (the co-administration of Bosnia-Herzegovina was included in the latter category).
Practically speaking, Austrian preponderance was maintained in the sphere of common affairs, for
instance in the usage of the Austrian emblem (the double-eagle) and gold-black flag in the army and
embassies. National defence was not the most “schwarz-gelb”, for the Royal Hungarian Army (M. Kir.
Honvédség) also existed, using Hungarian as the commanding-language. Hungarian parity was even
more evident in the financial realm. There were separate Hungarian coins and paper-money, and on
larger bills the print was in German on one side and Hungarian on the other. Inside the Monarchy
everyone had the right to free movement, travel and settlement. As a result, there was a high rate of
emigration and immigration. (Most European countries did not require a passport.)
Regarding the economy, the Monarchy’s vast territory (677,000 km2) had a positive
influence on Hungary; there were more advantages than disadvantages to the unified custom- territory.
Thus, Hungary could not be characterized as “Austria’s colony” (as it had been before the
compromise). Among others, Hungary had an independent postal service, with distinct stamps, etc. If by chance - someone would have put an Austrian stamp on an envelope to be sent in Hungary, the
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Hungarian postal service would have charged an extra tax! But the Hungarian postal service was
tolerant (unlike the successor states since 1918): it also delivered mail addressed to nationality
settlements in other languages.
Hungary had an independent judiciary, an independent police force, etc.. For instance, the
nationalist “agitator” convicted by the Hungarian court of justice simply “fled” to Austria, where he
could no longer be pursued. (See, for example, the case of Aurel Popovici.) Common affairs were
united and managed by so- called delegations, elected by the two parliaments. Hungary provided
(according to the last figure) 36.4% of the common expenses. This was the so-called “quota” which
also characterizes Hungary’s economic potential within the Monarchy.

The Hungarian Nation and the Nationalities
Statistics regarding the nationalities and the data concerning the ethnic proportions of
historical Hungary and the separated territories are practically unknown to present Hungarian public
opinion, especially to students. This is so because, on the one hand, these data have been forgotten
and, on the other hand, it is difficult to gather such data from old sources. Interesting and useful works
in this regard have begun to appear only recently, in publications of the Institute for Hungarian
Studies (Magyarságkutató Intézet) and in “Medvetánc Könyvek” books.
In my research, I came across the following question: Why do, or did, we not have enough
data regarding the territorial division of ethnic Hungarians? In last national census of historical
Hungary in 1910, the Magyar linguistic area had not yet been partitioned by state frontiers, but our
statistical publications—as far as I know—had not taken into account and had not revealed the
territorial distribution of ethnic Hungarians. This included the number of Hungarians inhabiting the
“large Hungarian linguistic area”, the “small Hungarian "linguistic area” (the Székely region or
“Székelyföld”), and the areas with mixed populations, larger linguistic enclaves, diasporas, etc..
Although (insufficiently detailed) maps regarding this information did exist, there were no detailed
statistical reports. (All the pre-1920 reports I know of contain only data regarding counties, districts
and townships.)

9

Geographic Distribution of the Hungarian Ethnic Group in three
Characteristic Territorial Categories
(Population in Millions):
1. Large linguistic territory,

1910

1920

The population living in the present Hungary

6.6

10.3

The population annexed to Czechoslovakia in 1920

0.8

0.8*

The population annexed to Romania in 1920

0.4

0.5

The population annexed to Yugoslavia in 1920

0.3

0.4

Total

8.1

12.2

2. Small Hungarian linguistic territory (Székelyföld)

0.5

0.6

1.4

1.4

10.0

14.0

annexed to Romania
3.Hungarians living on territories with mixed populations and
in Diaspora,
mainly in Romania
The total number of Hungarians in the Carpathian Basin
(the above data are only estimates)
* 0.6 millions in Czechoslovakia; 0.2 millions in Soviet Union.
At this point let us take a look at the nationality data of historical Hungary partitioned in
Trianon (excepting Croatia). These data are still shocking: not taking into account former WesternHungary (Burgenland = “Várvidék”), in 1910, 30-32% of the population of the three detached
territories (annexed to Czechoslovakia, Rumania and Yugoslavia) was Hungarian. Naturally, already in
1920, the absolute and relative number of the Hungarian population was different (refugees!) to a
certain degree. It changed even more through 1938 and drastically after 1944, depending, of course,
on the particular time and place.
The following tables were edited and published before the Treaty of Trianon by László Buday,
president of the Hungarian Statistical Office (Magyar Statisztikai Hivatal) at that time. These data
differ somewhat from the official data published later on, but their scales continue to be useful (see
tables 1-3).
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TABLE 1: The 1910 Division of Hungary’s Population, Regarding Native
Language (without Croatia).
In Thousands:
Territory

Hun-

Ger-

Slova

Rum

Ruthe-

Croa-

Ser-

garian

man

-kian

a-

nian

tian

bian

Other

nian
1084

266

1702

22

436

3

-

638

To Rumania

1705

560

31

2800

16

2

55

96

To Yugoslavia

458

304

46

77

11

88

384

131

To Austria

80

250

1

-

-

48

-

14

Fiume

6

2

-

-

-

13

-

27

Total area

3333

1382

1780

2899

463

154

439

331

6612

521

166

49

1

41

22

70

9945

1903

1946

2948

464

195

461

401

To
Czechoslovaki
a

(including
Sopron)

disannexed
Small
Hungary
Historical
Hungary
(excluding
Croatia)

11

TABLE 2: Same, in percentages:
Territory

Hunga-

Ger-

Slova-

Ruma-

Ruthe-

Croa-

Ser-

rian

man

kian

nian

nian

tian

bian

10.9

14.6

87.4

0.7

93.9

1.4

-

15.6

To Rumania

17.1

29.4

1.6

95.0

3.5

1.1

-

24.9

To

4.6

16.1

2.4

2.6

2.3

45.2

83.1

32.7

0.8

63.6

0.2

0.0

0.0

12.2

0.0

3.7

Fiume

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

6.6

0.1

6.8

Total area

35.3

72.6

91.5

98.3

99.7

78.9

95.2

82.7

66.5

27.4

8.5

1.7

0.3

21.1

4.8

17.3

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

To

Other

Czechoslova
kia

Yugoslavia
To Austria
(including
Sopron)

disannexed
Small
Hungary
Historical
Hungary
(excluding
Croatia)
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TABLE 3: Percent distribution in certain territories1
Territory

Hunga-

Ger-

Slova-

Ruma-

Ruthe-

Croa-

Serbian

Other

rian

man

kian

nian

nian

tian

30.3

7.4

47.6

0.6

12.2

0.1

0.0

1.8

To Rumania

32.5

10.6

0.6

53.2

0.3

0.0

1.0

1.8

To Yugoslavia

30.1

20.3

3.1

5.2

0.7

5.9

25.6

8.8

To Austria

20.3

63.6

0.2

0.0

0.0

12.2

0.0

3.7

Fiume

13.0

4.7

0.4

0.3

0.0

26.0

0.8

54.8

Total area

30.9

12.8

16.5

26.9

4.3

1.4

4.1

3.1

Small Hungary

88.4

7.0

2.2

0.6

0.0

0.6

0.3

0.9

Historical

54.5

10.4

10.7

16.1

2.5

1.1

2.5

2.2

To
Czechoslovakia

(including
Sopron)

disannexed

Hungary
(excluding
Croatia)

We may also consider the chronological statistics that document the number of nationalities
in Hungary between 1880 and 1910. First in absolute numbers (thousands), without Croatia:2

TABLE 4:
Nationality

1880

1890

1900

1910

Hungarians

6.404

7.357

8.652

9.945

Germans

1.870

1.989

1.999

1.903

Slovaks

1.855

1.897

2.002

1.946

Rumanians

2.403

2.589

2.799

2.948

Ruthenians

0.353

0.380

0.425

0.464

Croatians

Not shown

0.184

0.191

0.195

Serbs

Not shown

0.495

0.438

0.462
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Nationalism and National Reform in the Habsburg Monarchy 1818-1918. 2 volumes3.

TABLE 5: Same, in percents: (without Croatia)
Nationality

1880

1890

1900

1910

Hungarians

46.7

48.6

51.4

54.5

Germans

13.6

13.1

11.9

10.4

Slovaks

13.5

12.5

11.9

10.7

Rumanians

17.5

17.1

16.6

16.1

Ruthenians

2.6

2.5

2.5

2.5

Croatians

Not shown

1.2

1.1

1.1

Serbs

Not shown

3.3

2.6

2.5

If we compare the latter with the chronological percentage of Germans and other
nationalities in Austria, we get an interesting comparison:

TABLE 6:
Nationality

1880

1890

1900

1910

Germans

36.8

36.1

35.8

35.6

Czechs

23.8

23.3

23.2

23.0

Poles

14.9

15.8

16.6

17.8

Ruthenians

12.8

13.2

13.2

12.6

Slovenes

5.2

5.0

4.6

4.5

Serbs & Croats

2.6

2.8

2.8

2.7

Italians

3.1

2.9

2.8

2.7

Rumanians

0.9

0.9

0.9

1.0

Often, the argument presented by the nationalities in Hungary was that Hungarian statistics
“swallowed” them. They claimed that the fact that in Austria the percentage of the “ruling German
nation” decreased by more than 1% during 30 years while the proportion of Hungarians increased by
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nearly 8% was clear evidence of forced “Magyarization”, for in Austria, even the proportion of the
prolific Polish population increased only 3% in the same period. Nevertheless, the proportion of the
prolific Romanian population diminished (despite a strong growth in their absolute number), and the
proportion of Germans and Slovaks showed an even more profound decrease. These changes in
proportions are even more remarkable in the case of certain settlements, e.g. the provincial towns of
Felvidék (the Northern Region). The common reply of our statisticians is that these changes, beyond
any doubt, prove the great attractive force of the Hungarian nation, and are evidence of a spontaneous
and peaceful assimilation instead of forced “Magyarization”.

The Nationality Question—from the Inside
The question of nationalities is a historical heritage. It is now clear that this has been a bigger
burden than, for instance, the “common affairs” with Austria (the monarch, military affairs, foreign
affairs, finance) and its often artificial grievances which discredited Hungarian politics and
parliamentarism world-wide. But we should not make the mistake of looking at those events
exclusively through “present glasses”. Our ancestors saw this matter otherwise. They, by no means
found the nationality issue to be dangerous from the “inside”, while few were acquainted with it from
the “outside”. Hungarian political leadership - and more so public opinion, especially after the death of
Deák and Eötvös - felt itself to have such superior power and security, that they lived in a political
dream-world according to which there was a solid “united Hungarian political nation” (following the
French example!). They believed that this was good. Thus, they paid no attention to the lesson of
1848-49, the exhortations of Széchenyi, Wesselényi and Eötvös, the debate on the nationality law, the
nationalities’ memoranda and consequent passivity, and the warnings of Mocsáry, Jászi and many
others. In short, the nationalities either would survive in the given pattern, or would become
Hungarians (the “30 million Hungarian” concept of Jenô Rákosi and his company). Such is a
somewhat exaggerated characterization of the situation “inside”, and there were very scarce
divergences between political parties in this respect.
There were some positive steps on the Hungarian side and serious warnings and suggestions
on the nationalities’ side; but, unfortunately, both sides lacked an official and responsible reception
and willingness to reach a more profound agreement. Today, it is easy to label this as “lack of
realpolitik” or even political blindness. But it would only be a half-truth.

What was the Real Situation with the Nationalities?
Before the Compromise of 1867, especially during the proviso (after 1860), the nationalities
expected a great deal from Vienna, but were disappointed time and again. Only the Croats had the
(legal) right to discuss the agreement: they opposed it in its proposed and adopted form, and, as a
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result, a separate Hungarian-Croatian Compromise” was signed only after one year of struggle. The
other nationalities - excluded from this legal right - waited. They expected a great deal from the Eötvös
nationality law, but even had it been implemented, it would not have satisfied them. Thus, the
nationality issue had come to a dead end (much more so than in Austria).
The nationalities felt that they had no other choice but to turn directly to the monarch. The
Romanians did so outside of prescribed, constitutional channels with their so-called “Memorandum”.
As a result, the Hungarian authorities took legal action against the authors, who published the text in
the periodical review Tribuna. Consequently, Hungarian courts passed a light, mostly symbolic,
sentence for agitation. The above led to reactions throughout Europe. The already existing
propaganda campaign received further fuel. In Hungary, the fire of nationality struggles seemed to be
extinguished from time to time, but the live coal continued to glow under the ashes.
Already at the turn of the century, the nationality leaders began relations with the crown
prince, Franz Ferdinand, the greatest enemy of dualism (and historical Hungary). He saw the only
possibility for the survival of the Monarchy to lie in a federal reorganization. (We will refer to the
Austrian federation plans in more detail later on.)

The Nationality Question from the Outside
Already before 1848, but mostly after the Compromise of 1867, the nationalities (lacking
mass support) had begun to express their grievances in attacks on the Hungarian government through
the foreign press. At home, they produced more smoke than flames, but they had a strong effect
abroad. They awoke the interest of certain Austrian circles and of the czarist Russian Pan-Slav leaders,
and several western writers, historians and publicists gained interest in the matter. Especially two
British publicists, Seton Watson (under the pseudonym of Scotus Viator - the Scottish traveller) and
Wikham Steed tried to capitalize on the injuries of the nationalities living in Hungary. But there were
many others, including Germans and French who have written extensively on this question (almost all
of them anti-Hungarian).
These press campaigns had more impact in the West than on domestic public opinion. The
Hungarian policy had not, or had just scarcely realized the importance of this matter. Well-reputed
historians claim that in fact the two British publicists were the ones who prepared the detailed plan of
the dissolution of the Monarchy and historical Hungary. At the beginning of the war and under the
guidance of the “expert” professor Masaryk, they produced a precise sketch of the Trianon- frontiers.
The historians knew Hungary well, for they often travelled across the regions inhabited by
nationalities. They observed the elections and studied the education system (especially the
enforcement of Apponyi’s education law, which made teaching of the Hungarian language obligatory
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also in elementary schools). In short, they observed and heard much, though they failed to see beyond
the surface and to truly understand the complex relations. Their evaluations were not sensitive to the
differential historical development, economic and cultural interests, levels of culture, etc. of certain
nationalities. The historians desired “to administer justice” superficially, mechanically, and according to
their western standards. They undoubtedly saw much injustice which they would have liked to change,
but they did not know what to change and how. This concentrated and continuous press campaign
greatly influenced the West and dug the grave of both the Monarchy and Hungary.
The books written by the above-mentioned two British publicists had a significant impact,
and the authors themselves became influential people. One of them became an expert of the peace
conference and had a direct role in the drawing up of the peace-treaty. (It is an interesting to note that
they later revised many of their conclusions, and the son of one of them sympathized with the
situation of the Hungarians.)

Did Hungary Oppress Its Nationalities?
It is not our task to judge whether or not nationalities were oppressed in Hungary; however,
the question cannot be avoided. Thus, we would like to provide some thought-provoking historical
data to aid the reader in forming an opinion in this regard. According to the policies, press, public
opinion and scientists of the dual monarchy era, nationalities in Hungary were not oppressed. Why?
On the one hand, the answer lies in the fact that the nationalities at that time possessed
rights at least as extensive as—but often surpassing—those nationality rights provided by other states,
including the major western powers (except Switzerland and Austria). On the other hand, the
nationality populations had a hardly discernible sense of nationality oppression—or lacked it
altogether. Oppression was felt to various degrees mainly among the sparse intellectual elite, but
expanded into open efforts to secede only later. A minority of public opinion in former Hungary mostly intellectuals - recognized nationality oppression, but used their criticisms not to benefit the
nation, but to serve anti-government (party) interests.
The increasingly growing foreign - not only western and Russian, but also Austrian and
German - propaganda campaign was mostly artificial, exaggerated, doctrinaire and tendentious. It
strove to create the appearance of an unbearable, terror-like oppression in the nationality inhabited
regions of Hungary—a situation requiring international “assistance”. There were cases of publicized
occurrences unbeknownst to local inhabitants. The Hungarian press also often took advantage of these
exaggerated occurrences, keeping in mind not national, but party interests. There were, however, some
actual grave and tragic cases. The case of the gendarmerie volley-fire in Cernova is one example, where
the faithful followers of the rector and Hungarian representative András Hlinka of Rózsahegy fell
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victim to “upholding” their national identity. (And to religious fanaticism!) In other words, there were
occasional atrocities, but hardly any explicit nationality “movements” or demonstrations. The
movements that did occur were not more frequent than similar movements in other European
countries: In Romania the Csángó Magyars, Bulgarians and Turkish; in Serbia the Romanians (!),
Albanians (!) and Turkish, and, moreover - almost unbelievably! - in Croatia the Hungarians had
serious minority grievances. Croatia, our former partner-country that enjoyed autonomy in its internal
affairs, did not authorize Hungarian schools. Thus, the Hungarians in Croatia were forced to maintain
unofficial, so-called Julián schools! We can continue the list with czarist Russia, where more than half
of the population was a nationality, or Great Britain (Irish, Welsh, Scots), France (Bretons, Basques,
etc.), and Turkey (Armenians, Greeks, Kurds, Arabians, etc.). Who was the spokesperson for all of
these grievances? Nobody - everything was forgotten.
We mentioned that one of the fundamental rules of historiography is to evaluate and present
the events and processes according to the circumstances and judgments of their particular age and
environment. Thus, if today we say - and many do - that nationality oppression existed in former
Hungary (for according to current standards, it did indeed), a historian would judge this to be an
ahistoric statement, false in relation to that age. Nevertheless, publicism as well as historiography has
its own rules. The publicist may form his or her self-critical opinion about the past, but unlike the
historian, the publicist is not bound to a harsh “justifying procedure”. The publicist may write more
freely—but not less responsibly. The publicist’s task is to provide honest information and uncover past
mistakes - also as we see them today. I share the view that we should have admitted our mistakes
regarding the nationalities—mistakes that we committed also against ourselves—long ago.

Fatal Omissions
It has been a long-standing, commonly accepted view, that neither dualistic Hungarian policy,
nor then existing public opinion, nor the scientific community recognized or took seriously the PanSlav and Daco-Romanian aspirations and the anti-Hungarian foreign propaganda campaigns. They also
failed to weigh the threatening (inside-) dangers of the nationality question. There were no serious
attempts either to reveal or to solve this problem. Yet the national liberation movements and the
flames of ethnic strife were ignited in the Monarchy’s neighborhood in Bosnia, Macedonia and
Bulgaria (1877-1878). The flames continued to smoulder, then blazed once again at the beginning of
the century, especially in 1912-13. Meanwhile, abundant Russian rubles rolled into Hungary (e.g. the
schism trial in Máramaros and the terrorist attempt in Hajdúdorog). All of this should have been a
serious warning for the Hungarians. But almost everyone felt naturally and absolutely safe under the
protective wings of the Monarchy (the double-eagle), and very few have took these warnings
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seriously—perhaps not even Oszkár Jászi, who did not go far enough (at the right time) with his
conclusions. (He remained a theorist.)
The military-political collapse bringing an end to World War I and the sudden rise of the
nationalities—which we do not like to formulate as such—caught Hungarian politics and public
opinion, including the press and the scientific community, by surprise and unprepared twofold:
1. We were not sufficiently prepared—in fact, we did not seriously attempt—to satisfy the
demands of our nationalities, to preserve their existence in the mutual homeland, or to divide power
(in the form of a partnership, federation, or federal state).
2. We were not prepared for the invasion, detachment and loss of large masses of endangered
Hungarians. This statement is probably an “unhistorical”, unjust charge, for who would have thought
of encountering such a series of historical bad luck?
We were faced with a double extreme: first, a complete underestimation of the danger of the
nationality issue and the nationalities’ ability to act. We completely excluded the possibility that the
nationalities would overcome us militarily and that the remnants of the defeated Romanian and
Serbian armies or the Czech legions could invade Hungary. The second unexpected extreme was the
sudden and inglorious collapse—the military, political and social dismemberment—of the former Great
Power, the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. Inside the Monarchy, the collapse was the most complete
within Hungary, for neither in Austria nor in (outside the Monarchy) Germany was the state and
ruling power weakened to the extent that it was in Hungary. Hungary became so unable to show
resistance that at one point it even failed to maintain public order and security in certain locations, let
alone confront the invaders.

The Question of Responsibility
Undoubtedly, the question of historical responsibility must be raised. The problem cannot be
simplified to the extent of summarily making the prevailing Hungarian “ruling class” solely
responsible, whether it be the pre-October 1918 conservative semi-feudal liberalists, the post-October
1918 revolutionary bourgeois democratic system, or the post-March 1919 Soviet republic.
It is beyond any doubt, that the extremely complex historical situation that led to Trianon
had its necessary causes. But these were by no means rooted exclusively in Hungarians and their
obvious mistakes and omissions. Mistakes were also made by the nationalities and our kindred people,
who overestimated the “long-term” realities of their random historical opportunities. That is, they did
not realize the wisdom of moderation. The major causes of Trianon, however, were the major western
powers: France and Great Britain. These powers provided biased support—and it was unclear how that
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served their own interests—to Hungary’s three neighbors in the interest of a voluntaristic and overvaluated concept of federation. Their support was so biased against Hungary, that they punished
Hungary for its “war guilt” much more severely than their main enemy, Germany (and Austria). We
will return to this federation concept later.
We can end the discussion of the antecedents and causes with the following: Hungary
(re)gained its historical territory and state supremacy in the compromise of 1867. Its survival
depended on its shared status with Austria, the common major power position, and a common army.
Hence, the only guarantee for the supremacy of Hungary and the Hungarians was the Monarchy. And
while the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy continued to exist in its 1867 structure—until October 16,
1918 -- Hungary could maintain its position both in peace and war.
As Emperor of Austria, King Charles issued a manifesto on October 16, 1918 regarding the
federal reorganization of Austria. In other words, in the naive hope of salvaging the Monarchy, he
recognized the right to self-determination and autonomous statehood of the nationalities in Austria.
Nevertheless, just the opposite happened. Although the manifesto did not apply to Hungary, it did not
leave that country unaffected; two weeks later, the formation of nation states—thus, the disintegration
of the Monarchy—began at the front-line and in the hinterland. The critical Italian offensive was
initiated after the split was in progress. The Italians met with an unexpected victory because the
nationality and Hungarian troops were already on their way home from several places. Meanwhile, in
the Balkans the French-Serbian joint troops broke through the Macedonian front-line and approached
Belgrade. Thus, the cause of this sudden and total military defeat was to a large extent King Carol’s
late, perhaps well-intentioned, but totally apolitical manifesto. This also surprised everyone. Though
the defeat was both necessary and predictable, such a sudden and shameful collapse was not. It
surprised even our enemies.
These were the acknowledged and unavowed antecedents of Trianon. Judgment of the causes,
precedents and responsibilities may vary, but one fact is clear: no other nation was punished to the
extent of losing two-thirds of its territory and population and one-third of its majority population.
This is because the state and ruling power of no other nation was weakened as much after the First
World War as was that of the Hungarians, who consequently were unable to confront the relatively
exhausted and weak troops of our neighbors and former nationalities.

One and a Half Years before Trianon
The tragic fate of the Hungarians that were to be ceded began way before Trianon, with the
foreign invasions following the dual armistice of November 1918 (when the Hungarians were not yet a
minority.) The Romanian royal army and Czechoslovak legions, with the support of the victorious
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major powers, cut ahead of the peace treaties and overstepped the demarcation boundaries established
by the armistice. (The Serb and French troops remained behind the armistice boundaries.) The troops
of all three successor states immediately began to realize their national aspirations as invaders, with
armed force, by right of having won the war. As a result of the unlawful, armed and often pogrom-like
manifestations, tens of thousands of Hungarians were forced to flee and lost their lives.
The one and a half years between the armistice and the treaty of Trianon were the low point
and inferno of the Hungarian state: the lost war, the two revolutions, the counter-revolution, the
pillaging invasions (whether peaceful or combat-ridden), the blockade, etc. completely exhausted the
Hungarian state, making it incapable of self-defense. The Hungarian population sentenced to
detachment lost more during those one and a half years than it did in the following 20 years. They
found themselves in legal, financial, and often existential uncertainty. (Nevertheless, Hungarian
minority-historians have hardly dealt with this period.)
Today, it is a widely known historical fact that the borders of Trianon had been determined
on May 8, 1919, one year before the signing of the peace treaty. They were determined one-sidedly,
without consideration of Hungarian interests. Later, Hungarian public opinion was unable to alter the
decision. By that time the victors had abandoned Wilson’s principle of self-determination—the goal of
the peace—as the organizing principle.
Some of the peace-treaties signed near Paris at the end of World War I did allow for
referenda, interestingly, on those German and Austrian territories where the demands of the
population were backed by armed resistance: Carinthia, Silesia, Eastern Prussia and Schleswig. In most
cases these referenda supported the old order, though the territories had mixed (not pure German)
populations!
At the same time, in the period between the cease-fire and peace agreement, nobody asked
the Hungarian populations that were to be ceded to which state they wish to belong. (The referendum
in Sopron took place much later, at the end of 1921.) Thus, the victors’ fear that the referenda would
be to the advantage of the Hungarians were well-founded; the border demarcations and disputes would
have begun all over again. Hence, the victors did not allow even the question of referenda to be raised;
the treaty had to be finalized quickly and at all costs.
I must once again mention that despite the rush, the peace treaty of Trianon met with the
most significant delay and was ratified when the successor states had already established themselves
and - in many respects - presented both the major powers and the Hungarians with a “fait accompli”.
By right of the victor, they did virtually everything they deemed necessary to guarantee their position,
increase their power and restrain - and supersede - the Hungarians. The successor states were free to
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carry out their plans until the minority-protecting treaties introduced some restrictions. But the
successor states continued even after these treaties were ratified, for the situation in that part of
Europe was still confusing and uncontrollable.
It was a sad reality that the detached (and by then isolated) Hungarian population counted
on international agreements and peace-treaties signed by the successor states, rather than those signed
with Hungary, to ameliorate their fate and realize their minority rights. The long wait was in vain and
there was increasing despair.
The ink on the peace-treaty had not yet dried, when in many respects the detached
Hungarians faced a “fait accompli”. As a result of this “accomplished fact”, hundreds of thousands of
Hungarians were compelled to leave their homeland and homes. According to some—perhaps
exaggerated—sources, what remained of Hungary embraced close to a half-million ethnic Hungarian
refugees through the early 1920’s. Some inhabited railroad carriages for months and years, before
refugee barracks were constructed especially to accommodate them.

Austria’s Nationalities
Others share my opinion that the examination of our contemporary history is not sufficient
to understand the age of dualism. Knowledge of the history of Austria, the other member of the
Monarchy, is also necessary.
The Austro-Hungarian Monarchy was a multilingual state— Austria even more so than
Hungary. Some records show twelve, others eleven or ten nations and nationalities that inhabited the
former Austrian Empire. Some records count the Serbs and Croats as one (according to their
language), and others consider the Bosnian Muslims to be a separate nation. Some count the Ladinos
from South-Tyrol as a separate group.
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TABLE 7: The Ten Most Important Nationalities in the two Parts of the
Empire and in Bosnia-Herzegovina (Invaded in 1878, Annexed and under
Common Jurisdiction in 1908) in 1910 .(thousands):
Nationalities

Austria

Hungary

Bosnia-Herzegovina

Total

Germans

9950

2030

20

12000

Hungarians

-

10050

5

10055

Czechs

6440

-

5

6445

Slovaks

-

2030

-

2030

Poles

4970

-

-

4970

Serbo-Croatians

780

2970

1760

5480

Ruthenians

3520

470

-

3990

Romanians

270

2970

-

3220

Slovenians

1250

-

-

1250

Italians

770

25

-

795

Others

410

435

120

965

Total

28360

20980

1910

51250

In Austria, the nationalities represented 65% of the population. Although they lived under
totally different, incomparably better conditions than the nationalities in Hungary (except for
Croatia), their attacks on the ruling status of the Germans was increasingly frequent4.
Current Hungarian public opinion is hardly aware of the former nationality struggles in
Austria, though they are quite instructive. On the one hand, they greatly influenced the nationality
movements in Hungary, and on the other hand, they presented some noteworthy - mostly theoretical solutions. Several of these were ahead of their time, and in others we can recognize certain elements of
the consequent Paris settlements (these had a negative effect on Hungary).
For a long time, the “ruling nation” were the German-speaking Austrians. But interestingly,
their proportion decreased (slowly) rather than stagnated (35% in 1910). In 1849 the Austrian
“tribes” gained far-reaching linguistic and cultural rights in the Kremsier (Kromeriz) constitution.
These rights were reinforced and extended in the statutes of the Austrian compromise of December
1867. In the beginning, the inhabitants of villages, cities and, later, districts (Kreis) --that is, the
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smaller territorial units—received linguistic autonomy: the inhabitants of each unit were free to decide
to which nationality they belong and which language they wish to use. In the regions with a mixed
population, more than one language was used. Linguistic autonomy was first realized in local
administration and education; German was the official language in the middle and upper levels, but in
single-language nationality regions, this was not required at the lower level. In several places, however,
bilingualism was predominant, even in the official use of location names. In the beginning, the
German names were depicted first, but later the majority-language name received precedence (even on
postmarks). This was a rare phenomenon in Europe at that time, and this practice was lacking in
Hungary.
Later, free use of the nationality languages was made possible in district assemblies. So-called
“linguistic courts” were established with the representatives to the assembly. These courts acted
independently in the cultural matters of the nationalities.
The nationalities remained unsatisfied, however. Especially the Poles and Czechs fought for a
higher level of collective (and consequently state) rights. Thus, the Czechs demanded that the ruler be
crowned Czech king. (This was, however, impossible according to the dualistic Austrian statute of
1867!)

Federation: a Possible Solution?
The state lawyers and publicists of the period saw a great danger in the unsolved nationality
problems in Austria, and in order to salvage the empire, they embarked on a noteworthy publication
campaign even before 1848. The campaign gained strength in 1860 and especially 1867, and lasted
until the fall of the empire in 1918.
There were numerous approaches to the problem, and the general solution lay in the
transformation of the Monarchy (but at least Austria) into a federal state (Bundesstaat). Certain
nationality regions were to be organized into autonomous national territories, into member states of a
large state federation, the Austrian Empire. There were long debates regarding the organizational
structure, the degrees of self-rule, and, most importantly, the jurisdiction of the highest state organ, the
imperial chancellery.
Each type of federation, however, faced profound impediments. First, there were already
existing historically developed Austrian provinces, most of which were bi- or multi-lingual, and an
administrative system (for a long time, tradition opposed ethnic reorganization). Second, the
aforementioned statute of the Austrian compromise of 1867 -- which established a dual, AustrianHungarian, state structure—was incompatible with a tri- or multi-lateral, federal state form.
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Hungary was also a significant factor, for federalization of the Monarchy could have been
realized only with Hungarian consensus and alteration of the terms of the Compromise. (This would
have been impossible during the reign of Franz Joseph).
Two major trends characterized the idea of Austria’s federalization: the first was promoted by
the “well-educated minds” (liberal, catholic and social-democratic publicists) who wished to create a
federal state with at least five member states in the region beyond the Lajta River, and the second was
represented by the military clique, the “workshop” of the crown prince Franz Ferdinand which also
included some “civilian minds”. The latter wanted to federalize not only Austria, but the entire
Monarchy. According to the crown prince, however, this would only have been a means to the end,
which was the reestablishment of a united, powerful, centralized, absolute and militarist “Holy
Empire” as it existed in 1804 before the Napoleonic Wars. After the throne changed hands, they also
planned to federalize Hungary either by force, or by military invasion. Franz Ferdinand believed that
the dual state system would lead to the death of the Monarchy, and as a result he never agreed to
crown himself king of Hungary. (This fact was an open secret.)
Among the first major trend category, the social-democrats (Renner, Bauer) were the most
progressive. They created and discussed (thereby introducing them to the public) new theories. They
extended the traditional concept of “nation” to include a new, democratic conception: the so-called
“national register” based on the personal autonomy of sovereign individuals. According to this, the
autonomous individual - each separate citizen - individually decides to which nation he or she wishes
to belong, and that is where that person registers (to vote, etc.), regardless of where he or she lives.
Thus, belonging to a nation is not necessarily connected to a territory (the idea of “spiritual nation”).
In accordance with this, the over 100,000 Czechs inhabiting Vienna would have belonged to the
Czech ethnic group. The older—and in Austria still only theoretical—concept of nation, the “territorial
nation”, would also have been applied. The future state-founding nations would have been separated
according to their linguistic territories, but these national regions would not have been granted total
state sovereignty. The national minorities living on each other’s territories would have been assured
mutual personal (linguistic and cultural) rights.
Socialist theorists recommended parallel implementation of these two, complementary,
concepts, supplemented with a third one, namely, the so-called “socio-economic” principle. This
principle recognized the socio-economic developmental advantages of a larger territory, which in the
case of the Monarchy were fully given. (But they also added that this would have been possible only
under conditions of social democracy.)
The austro-marxists also believed that the linguistic disadvantage of the nationality linguistic
enclaves and the diaspora could be resolved in the above-mentioned manner. They also believed that
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the territorial-administrative role of the Austrian provinces could also be maintained, but only for midand upper level (federal) functions. At its 1899 annual convention, the Social-Democratic Party
adopted the federalization of Austria in its platform.
In 1905 they established the so-called “Moravian Compromise” (mährisher Ausgleich, Brno).
Its essential content was far-reaching cultural-administrative autonomy for the nationalities. In 1907,
the battle was won for men’s universal suffrage and the secret ballot, though certain restrictions
applied to certain less developed nationalities (for instance Ruthenians). Nevertheless, it was a
significant achievement in the field of nationality-rights. (In Hungary, Kristóffy’s simultaneous and
similar attempt was unsuccessful due to the minorities themselves.) However, even this failed to ease
nationality discontents (for example, the Czechs retired into political passivity).
Thus, the disputes on federalism did not lead to substantial results. The reorganization of
Austria into a federal state failed because the nationalities were not content with the national rights
they were offered. As British prime minister Lloyd George said, “too little and too late”. (We discussed
the details of the imperial manifesto of October 1918 in the chapter entitled “The Question of
Responsibility”.)
The most respected Austrian theorist, Karl Renner - one of the founders and first chancellor
of the Austrian republic - was a form believer in economies of scale, thus, also of the Monarchy itself.
When the Monarchy collapsed and Renner gained power, his first task was to try to annex the
remainder of Austria—which he considered to be unviable—to Germany. (The major powers did not
support this aspiration because they feared the renewed strength of the defeated Germany. In the
peace treaties, both Austria and Hungary promised not to renounce their independence.) Renner
clearly saw that with the Paris peace treaties the victors were unable to create an economically coherent
block to replace the Monarchy. They divided the ideal large economy into too small and “too
sovereign” states, which—according to Renner -separately were also unviable. His foresight proved to
be correct.

Aspects of Political Geography
It is worth taking a closer look at the Austrian federalization theories because they are
outstanding preliminary studies and explanations to Trianon—and even to the Danube-confederation
plans—not so much from an historical as a geo-political point of view.
The problems already discussed by the Austrian theorists arose in the debates and
demarcation of the Trianon frontiers. These problems will persist until the Central European linguistic
borders (and macro infrastructures) exist. They must be addressed by all Danube Confederation plans.
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For this reason, it is useful that we include this topic in our study, even though it may seem
to be a detour. We believe it is important and relevant.
Already at the beginning of the century, the Austrian theorists clearly saw that the territorialethnic principle alone does not solve the nationality problems because on the one hand, inside the
Monarchy (in Austria, respectively) it is practically impossible to draw national borders based on
ethnicity that will satisfy both sides, because minorities, linguistic enclaves and diaspora would remain
both inside and outside the formal linguistic frontiers; on the other hand, the linguistic frontiers often
cut through the so-called economic borders. This is another new and important concept. It is best to
begin our explanation with Renner’s words: “Let us place two grids on the map: one economic, the
other ethnic. We shall then see that the ethnic frontiers cut across the “state functions” one by one.
Thus we must separate national (ethnic) and political-economic functions. The population should be
“organized” in two different ways: on the one hand as an ethnic group (from a linguistic point of
view), and on the other hand according to the demands of state administration. In both cases we get
different territorial units.”5 The above explanation, however, is still not sufficiently clear. The author
says that the two maps, if placed on top of one another, shows the territorial differences between the
linguistic and economic-political-administrative borders. But he does not specify (in this passage) what
the latter really entails. Let us try to compile the characteristics: what determines the economicpolitical-administrative borders? In order to perform the state’s political and economic functions,
network- and territorial establishments and institutions are required. These must enmesh the entire
state-territory; in fact, they also link the separate states. In this capacity, they should remain in a
functional relationship, united, and thus, indivisible (at least within the state). Renner referred to
these establishments as “supra-national institutions”. Today, we refer to them as “macroinfrastructures”. As we shall see, the so-called network establishments are significant in this
regard—primarily the transportation and tele-communication networks, but also the territorial
institutional networks that serve the material and intellectual needs of the population.
The larger the macro-infrastructure - the larger the territory it encompasses - the less it can
cater to local interests and the more community expenses it requires (while at the same time, the per
capita expenses are less).
In the modern states - thus in Austria and Hungary - this macro-infrastructure grew out of
and functioned according to the above-mentioned economical-efficiency principles. The large economic
territories (large state territories) provided an advantage.
When the role and advantages of these macro-infrastructures were questioned (for example,
by certain extreme nationalists), those who argued the socio-economic aspects were victorious.
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The macro-infrastructure - there are several types! -creates definitive functional spheres of
action (functional zones). The federalist theorists were already familiar with their relations and their
overlays. Their opinion can be summarized as follows: The development and operation of the
indivisible macro-infrastructure is a “supra-national”, federal task. This includes the establishment and
operation of institutions that provide material and intellectual goods. These institutions surpass the
scale of two or more national territories (future federal states). Their role is to serve the needs of,
provide protection to and contribute to the welfare of all national territories (member-states). Hence,
their functions would be under the control of the supreme political organ, that is, it would have been
removed from the authority and sovereignty of certain member states. As a result, there would have
necessarily been much more in “common” than, for instance, under the Austro-Hungarian
Compromise (ruler, military, foreign affairs, monetary affairs): the supra-national aspects of trade,
transportation, and economic affairs—in part. This would have led to a significant voluntary limiting
of the sovereignty of the member states. More specifically, it would have led to the transfer of a large
part of their sovereignty to the Imperial Chancellery, the supreme organ of the federation. (But at the
same time it would have also meant the handing down of a significant part of their tasks and duties.)
We will return to the fateful and negative significance of these macroinfrastructures—especially the railroads—in our analysis of the Trianon borders in the third section of
this study.

The Popovici Federation-Plan
Another plan that circulated in Austria originated from Aurel C. Popovici, a Romanian
publicist who fled Transylvania and publicized his ideas in his book entitled “Die vereinigten Staaten
von Gross-Österreich” published in Leipzig in 1906.
Perhaps this work “stands closer” to us, because it comes from one of our ex-compatriots and
deals more concretely with Hungary than did the above-mentioned Austrians. Moreover, it goes even
further with the idea of the Monarchy’s federalization by including the territory of Ancient Romania.
The former medical student and editor (of the “Semanatorul” periodical) from Kolozsvár (ClujNapoca), becomes involved in the Romanian national movement at a young age and consequently
participates in the anti-Hungarian press campaign. Popovici wrote the “Replica”, as a result of which
he is convicted by the Hungarian Court. He flees to Vienna, where he eventually makes the connection
with the “workshop” of Franz Ferdinand’s military clique. He writes his book there. The brief contents
include the following: He begins with a discussion of the Monarchy’s geo-political situation and role: it
is a steady power in central Europe, between the Russian and German major powers. Popovici’s basic
attitude is anti-Russian, pro-Habsburg and Germanophil. His main goal is unification of the
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Romanians, and his secondary concern is the strengthening of the rear-guard, the Monarchy. The
Monarchy is in danger, and Slav influence is growing. Federalization could take the edge out of the
Slavs’ discontent and at the same time diminish Russian influence. If dualism persists, Austria will be
irremediably slavicized, and this would not be good for either of the two non-Slavic (and non-German)
nations: the Hungarian and the Romanian. Other smaller countries, such as Romania (or even the
entire Balkan region) could also join the federated Austria, just as Bavaria is a component of Germany.
I will not digress into a discussion on the suggested state institutions for Popovici’s “Great Austria” or
its constitutional structure. Instead, I wish to present his recommended ethnic reorganization of the
Monarchy, including the borders. Popovici’s “Grossöstereich” plan had divided the Monarchy into 15
more or less ethnically homogeneous “member states” (see sketch map no. 5).
The list begins with three German-speaking - geographically non-contiguous - member states:
1) German-Austria, which would have had a slightly larger territory than it does today. It
would have included South-Tyrol, the population of which was entirely German at that time (today it
is an autonomous region within Italy); the narrow southern strip of Bohemia and Moravia, at that
time also inhabited by Germans (as was declared in Munich in 1938); Maribor and its vicinity; and
Sopron and its vicinity;
2) German Bohemia (Deutschböhmen) and
3) German Moravia (Deutschmähren) both of which would have been separated from the
Czecho-Moravian territory, in accordance with the linguistic borders (shockingly much like Munich!).
Popovici’s plan also included two Hungarian-speaking “member states”. One was Hungary, the “great
Hungarian-speaking region” which also included a small part of the Bánság inhabited by Swabians
(without Timisoara (Temesvár)). The other Hungarian state would have been the Land of the Seklers,
truncated in the north, (but including Brasov (Brassó) in the south!). The author also delineated two
Italian territories. The first was South-Tyrol (Trentino), and the other was a narrow strip from Gorizia
to Poland (West Istria). They obviously would have been unfit to be states. Bohemia (with Moravia)
would have been an independent state in the Czech-speaking region. Slovakia, including Pozsony
(Bratislava) but without the Ruthenians inhabiting the crests of the Carpathian mountains, would also
have been a separate state.
The southern frontier of Slovakia would have been the so-called Ribbentrop-line, that is, the
border with the contiguous majority Hungarian-inhabited territory. Transylvania, obviously a
Romanian-speaking (majority) region, would also have been a separate member state, surrounding the
Land of the Seklers and also including Romanian-inhabited South Bukovina. Croatia would have been
enlarged by Dalmatia and West Istria. Vojvodina’s southern frontier would have been - just as it is
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today - the Danube and the Ferenc channel-Nagybecskerek-Bazias line on the North: in short, just a
fragment of the “historical” Serbian Voivodina. Slovenia, under the name of Carniola, would also have
been a member state. Two other important member states would have been West Galitia as the
“Piedmont” of Poland and East Galitia as a Ruthenian (Ukrainian) territory. Bosnia-Herzegovina (then
still only an “occupied territory”) was not present among “Great Austria’s” federal states. As we can
see, we would have been much better off had Popovici’s plan been implemented than we were after
Trianon. In retrospect, the Popovici federation proposal (in 1906) was perhaps more advanced than
the Central-European plan created by Wilson’s experts in spring 1918 which divided Austria into 3
member states - following the former district borders - and separated only Croatia and (the more
restricted) Transylvania from Hungary, with a Slovak and Ruthenian autonomous region. The
Monarchy would have been divided into 6 member states. This only recently discovered plan is
discussed by Magda Adám6.

Trianon’s European Setting
In order to better understand the—comprehensibly serious—decrees of the peace treaty of
Trianon, it is useful to gain some acquaintance with the European setting of the time. The First World
War (1914 - 1918) was fought between the Central Powers - the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy,
Germany, Bulgaria and Turkey - and almost the entire world; few states remained neutral. By the end
of the war, czarist Russia, the greatest enemy of the Central Powers, collapsed (in 1917). But the
United States entered and won with its enormous technical, material and military superiority, despite
the fact that throughout the war the Central Powers’ troops were situated on enemy territory. The two
totally exhausted western Great Powers, France and Great Britain, won the war with American help. As
a result, the United States had the opportunity to dictate the terms of peace. But president Wilson
and his staff deferred his mandate to the two major western powers. With the defeat of the Central
Powers, the war was far from over! For meanwhile in Eastern Europe “Bolshevism” and the Soviet
Union—and later Hungary—became a threat and consequently an enemy for the West. A Soviet
attack against South-Eastern Europe became very likely. The two major western powers sent troops to
intervene against the Soviet Union (the British on the North, the French on the South) and to support
the White Guards. These undertakings failed; the intervening units had to be withdrawn due to rioting
among the troops. The French and British lacked sufficient energy to send troops to Central-Europe.
Perhaps it has already been forgotten that beginning in 1919, Hungary was regarded as the spear-head
of Bolshevism, the primary threat to and enemy of Europe. Everything was done, including a
widespread propaganda campaign, to defeat it. Because the French and British did not have sufficient
military power in the region, they ordered the Romanian and Czechoslovak troops to fight the
Hungarian Soviet Republic. It is well known that the Czech intervention failed, but the Romanians
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were successful; they overthrew the Hungarian Soviet Republic and marched into Budapest (on August
4, 1919). It is less widely known, however, that the peace negotiations in Paris and vicinity took place
in an atmosphere of war - sometimes even in an atmosphere of war shock. This determined to a great
extent the dictatorial and rushed “measures”.
The major western powers (France and Great Britain) for a long time did not consider
dividing the Monarchy; instead, they hoped for some kind of federalization. The “liquidation” of the
Monarchy was decided only at the end of the war, in the summer of 1918, when the major powers
recognized the new state of Czechoslovakia.
The primary interest of the major western powers would have been to substitute the
Monarchy with an allied block or federation of states that would adopt an anti-German, or at least
neutral foreign policy. Despite their efforts, they were unsuccessful. Why?
The successor states that replaced the Monarchy did not wish to be a large federal state with
one common authority. They wished to be completely sovereign and separate states in a federation.
Thus, the block - even if it did appear to exist -was not sufficiently united, stable or coherent either
politically, or territorially (in short, geopolitically). The block would have included the new
Czechoslovakia, Romania and Yugoslavia—partly created of the remnants of the Monarchy --(the
future components of the so-called “Little Entente”), and Poland, comprised of the former territories
of the three major powers. (A glance at map no. 10 is enough to realize the futility of this plan.)
Hungary was situated in the center of the planned block. The three neighboring successor states
required almost all of their energy to keep the surrounded Hungary in check. Soon after, Poland was
forced to carry on a struggle of life-and-death with the Soviet Union (August 1920) and was saved
only by the so-called “miracle of Vistula”. In the Paris peace agreements, the major powers not only
“liquidated” the Monarchy, but also muddled, “atomized” and Balkanized this territory that was of
great significance to Europe and their own interests as well. In several cases, the peace treaties of 191920 split the Monarchy into such small “national” state segments (Slovakia, Sub-Carpathia), that even
the most vital macro-structures could be assured only at the disadvantage and harm to another state.
This “other state” always happened to be Hungary. We will discuss the economically relevant
sections—more precisely, the sections influenced by transportation and railway factors—of the Trianon
border settlements below. Returning to the question of the block with which the victorious major
powers wished to replace the Monarchy, let us also mention that to a large extent, geo-politically
centrally situated Hungary—situated between the two major powers (the Soviet Union and gradually
awakening Germany) -- prevented the “Little Entente-Polish Bloc” from fulfilling its role. Hungary
accomplished this not only due to its mere geographical location, but also through its logical
revanchism. Hungary was never forgiven for this, and reconsideration and modification of the Trianon
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peace has been fiercely opposed ever since. (Lately, this attitude seems to be changing in connection
with the concept of a United Europe.)

!

!
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!II. COMMENTS ON THE TEXT OF THE TREATY
OF TRIANON

The text of the Trianon peace-treaty is lengthy; it amounts to 130 pages in the Hungarian
!Code of Laws. It consists of fourteen parts, 364 paragraphs, as well as a great number of appendices.
The First Part (paragraphs 1-26) contains the text of the Agreement of the League of
Nations.
This had to be included in all the peace treaties signed in the vicinity of Paris, thus the Treaty
of Trianon, even though Hungary became a member of the League of Nations much later - on
September 18, 1922.
!

The aims of the League of Nations are sketched in the introduction of the Agreement:

mere !generalities, lofty thoughts or rather slogans (e.g. co-operation, peace, security; open, just and fair
international relations, enforcement of international law, the rule of justice, abiding by the treaty
obligations etc.). Paragraphs 1-26 describe the structure and statutes of the League of Nations. Within
the League of Nations, power was in the hands of the Council whose members were recruited from the
4-11 most important states in the world. Anyone not a member of the Council could not speak or
initiate proceedings unless a member of the council adopted the cause.
According to the text, the aim of the Agreement was to preserve the status-quo, to eliminate
or at least restrain the war and the threat of war, and to propagate disarmament. It also included !more
noble aims such as providing humane working conditions (especially for women and !children);
protecting the native population; combating trade of human beings, especially girls and children, and
weapons; protecting against diseases etc.
I listed the above in order to point out that minority rights are missing from this Agreement.
The statement of Wilson's principle of self-determination was omitted. Only indirectly, the
Introduction contains an allusion to these in the following sentences: "The High Signatories... in order
to maintain open, just and fair international relations...in order to assure justice in the !relations among
the member nations and the conscientious respect of every treaty obligation, state the following
Agreement of the League of Nations."
In several places, the text of the Agreement prohibits the use of armed force, war and the
!threat of war (but it fails to look after the elimination of its causes, or to provide a thorough analysis
and prevention of conflicts!).
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The Second Part of the peace treaty of Trianon (paragraph 27) describes in detail the new
!borders of Hungary. Paragraph 28 refers to the respective map with a scale of 1:1,000,000; !paragraphs
29-35 order the marking of the new state frontier by the frontier adjustment committees.!
!

In the Third Part, chapters 1-5 include measures regarding the termination of Hungary's

territorial rights towards Italy, Yugoslavia, Romania, Czechoslovakia, and Fiume.
Chapter 6 !contains the Hungary's minority protecting obligations, and chapter 7 delineates
the decrees on citizenship. Chapter 8 contains political decrees concerning certain European states,
and chapter 9 consists of general decrees. These are the important parts, which will be commented
upon.

!Table 8: Outline of the Contents of the peace treaty of Trianon7
Sections

Articles

Introduction
Section I.

Agreement of the League of Nations

1-26

Section II.

Boundaries of Hungary

27

Maps of the Boundaries of Hungary

28

The Delineation of the Boundaries of Hungary

29-35

Political Order for Europe

36-76

Section III.

Sub-section I.

Italy

36-40

Sub-section II.

Yugoslavia (Kingdom of Serbs and Croats)

41-44

Sub-section III.

Rumania

45-47

Sub-section IV.

Czechoslovakia

48-52

Sub-section V.

Fiume

53

Sub-section VI.

Protection of Minorities

54-60

Sub-section VII.

Citizenship

61-66

Sub-section VIII.

Individual European States

67-72

Sub-section IX.

General Decrees

73-78

Section IV.

Interests of Hungary outside Europe

79-101

Section V.

Military Decrees

102-143

Section VI.

Prisoners of War and War Cemeteries

144-156

Section VII.

Punitive Decrees

157-160

Section VIII.

Reparations

161-178

Section IX.

Financial Decrees

180-199

Section X.

Economic Decrees

200-259
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Sections

Articles

Section XI.

Aerial Transport

260-267

Section XII.

Harbours, Waterways, Railways

268-314

Section XIII.

Questions of Labour

315-355

Section XIV.

Miscellaneous Decrees

356-364

Conclusions (Proceedings, Declaration, etc.,)
International treaties 1918-1945. The most important foreign policy pacts of the !period
between the two world wars and of the second world war.8
!The treaties of 1919-20 produced important territorial changes on the map of Central
Europe. The general aim was to transform the nationalities living on the territory of the AustroHungarian Monarchy into nations with independent states (Czechs, Slovakians, Poles, Yugoslavian
nationalities etc.), or to attach unite parts of nationalities with their respective state (Italians,
Romanians). Nationality regions were detached from Germany as well. In many respects, the peace
conference implemented the territorial settlement not according to the announced peace goals and
settlement principles - among them the right to self-determination of each nation, but according to
power, economic and military interests. As a result, important !ethnic groups were placed under the
authority of states that had a different official language; the !tables were turned and large Hungarian
and German minorities found themselves on the territory of the liberated nations. Instead of the
approximately 60 million old "nationality" inhabitants that existed before the war, approximately 20
million new minorities were created after the war. The !Allied powers most likely foresaw - or at least
suspected - that the ethnic groups forced into !minority status (and who were not so long ago parts of
state-forming nations) could create serious !problems if their security and protection is not guaranteed.
This was all the more so since the new ! minorities were generally on a different cultural plane than the
new state-creating nations. The major powers wished to stabilize the new international order by
obliging the successor states (also Hungary and the small Austria) to sign minority protecting treaties
(Germany only for Silesia). These were international conventions between the Allied and Associated
powers and each individual successor state. Ratification of these conventions was a precondition for
the successor states' sovereignty. The wording of the minority protecting conventions was standard,
that is the decrees in the !treaties with Poland (Versailles, June 28, 1919), Czechoslovakia (SaintGermain-en-Laye, !September 10th 1919), the Serbo-Croatian-Slovenian State (Saint-Germain-enLaye, September !10th 1919) and Romania (Paris, December 9th 1919) were essentially the same - or
similar - to those contained in the treaty of Trianon. Their main characteristics are the following: The
successor states had to adopt these treaties as fundamental laws, which means that they !had to encode
it in their respective constitutions. They had to acknowledge that no existing - or !future - laws, decrees
or clauses may conflict with the decrees of the fundamental law; existing laws that did had to be
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repealed. This severe, exclusive character of the fundamental law considerably restrained the
legislation, administration, state power, and sovereignty of the successor states. (Therefore, some states
delayed signing the minority protecting convention; for instance Romania signed it only in the last
hour of the closing day.)
The conventions for minority protection were international treaties that were enforced under
international supervision, and the controversial issues were to be decided in an international (mixed)
court Hungarian international legal experts of the treaty of Trianon mentioned that most of the 364
paragraphs of the peace-treaty deals with the responsibilities of Hungary (mostly to renounce certain
rights), but state only three important rights These include protection of (general) minority rights
within the framework of international conventions; the optant-right of those in minority: they could
claim the citizenship of the country where !their nation was in majority; they had to move there within
a year and were allowed to take their !personal property with them duty-free; and they could keep their
real-estate on the minority territory; - members of a minority could appeal to a mixed court of
arbitration regarding disputed issues. Thus, they were not forced to settle their disputes in the courts
of their new rulers. The above seems promising at first sight, but it's worth examining certain
paragraphs of the peace-treaty concerning this issue more thoroughly. In chapter 6 of the peace treaty
of Trianon, paragraph 54 compelled Hungary to accept the orders included in this chapter as
fundamental laws (The notion of fundamental law did not exist in the Hungarian constitution
previously, but of course it had to be codified.) Paragraph 55 provides the minorities "the full right to
life and liberty". This is resounding !and concise, but it lacks explanation. (Today, it is a fundamental
human right, but at that time it still had to be codified.) The next paragraph deals with the freedom of
religion in more detail. Paragraphs 55-56 give orders about obtaining citizenship. Though they seem
clear, in !practice they were not in accord with paragraphs 3-4 of the peace-treaty with Czechoslovakia.
This !caused a confusion that had a negative effect on Hungary and led to the possibility of
misinterpreting the significance of "right of citizenship" = Heimatrecht (pertinenza). Paragraph 58
deals with civil and political rights, again without defining these important !concepts. The protection of
religious minorities again seems to be in the forefront, as opposed to the protection of linguistic
minorities. The definition of language use is also inadequate. Paragraph 59 discusses public education
in the language of the minority and the "proper !reliefs" that should be authorized, i.e. "where nonHungarian-speaking citizens live in considerable !number", they "should be allotted" "a reasonable
proportion" of the public expenditure. Again, the text of the fundamental law is unsatisfactory,
obscure, and non-implementable. Paragraph 60 reiterates that the minority protecting decrees are
"obligations of international !interest" and under the protection of the League of Nations. According to
the last paragraph, if !there is a difference of opinion regarding this issue between the Hungarian
government and the !government of another state - which is a Council member of the League of
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Nations, according to !paragraph 14 of the League of Nations Agreement, it will be considered an
international dispute and submitted to the Permanent International Court. But while the successor
states that were members of the Council could make a complaint on minority issues against Hungary.
Hungary could not do so (directly), because it was not a member of the Council Hungary could file a
complaint only indirectly, if a Council-member state adopted the complaint. To avoid any
misunderstandings, we should mention that the minority protecting decrees quoted from chapter 6 of
the peace treaty of Trianon concern the minorities living in Hungary The p!protection of the minorities
(Hungarian and other) living in Yugoslavia and Romania is included in !the (almost insignificant and
short) decrees stated in paragraphs 44 and 47 of the peace treaty of Trianon. The protection of the
Czechoslovakian minorities is altogether missing from the Trianon treaty. But the decrees concerning
the protection of the Hungarian and other minorities were codified in the constitution of each
successor state.
The "standard texts" concerning the protection of minorities contain general, obscure,
!superficial decrees that are often insufficient even as "directives for a framework". Practical !application
is left to the free interpretations made by the majority, and are, as a result, inefficient. Here are some
examples:! What does (could) "total protection of life and freedom" entail? Isn't this obvious !("natural
law")? Why was it necessary to codify this expressis verbis in 1919-20 in the successor states?
What do political and civil rights mean? An itemized list should have been given!! Was the
issue of individual and collective minority rights raised? Obviously only !individual rights were
discussed, because on one hand collective rights cannot be deduced from the text, and on the other
hand, precisely these were necessary.!
•

To what fields does the right to minority language apply? It is interesting in the "state

!sector", in public offices, courts, and public education; it is less interesting in the private sector. An
itemized list would have been necessary here as well!
•

What do, for instance, the "proper reliefs" given for minority education mean?!

•

What is the meaning of the "considerable percentage" of the minority population in a

!locality? (It should be mentioned here that statistics can be manipulated to a large degree and in !many
ways - even if by chance the statistical data are correct. For instance, a few hundred !Hungarians could
have the right to their own school in a small locality, yet at the same time several thousand living in a
city could not, simply as a result of manipulation of percentages!)
The above examples are meant to demonstrate how uncertain and impossible it was to
!practically apply and enforce the minority rights stated in the peace-treaty, i.e. the "paper form". !There
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is a long way from the theoretical paper to the routine of real life! It would be useful to illustrate the
gap between the theory and practice.

Theory and practice
Although minority rights were secured (in the uncertain way sketched above) by the
peace-! treaty, and although the successor states assumed an international obligation to observe them -moreover, their adoption of the peace treaties was a precondition for sovereignty the minority
!protecting decrees were neither observed by the successor states, nor guaranteed or enforced by the
League of Nations (due to organizational-structural factors). The system of internationally guaranteed
minority rights that had received extensive propaganda did not work. It remained empty theory.
Trianon became a notorious example of the rigid selfish and fraudulent peace treaties that later
became, in many respects, causes of the Second World War.
It has often been said that "the Hungarians are a nation of lawyers". Yes, they were. For !this
reason also, the various legal abuses committed against the detached populations doubly !irritated not
only those belonging to the minorities, but the entire Hungarian public opinion. Day by !day, news
from all directions attested to the continuous anti-Hungarian and illegal measures which had one
common aim: to elbow the Hungarians out of their positions, decrease their number, !possessions and
influence, and make their future impossible by gradually wearing out their nerves day by day until
they would finally leave.
!

The psychological effect that turned Hungarian public opinion against the states of the

Little Entente, the League of Nations and the victorious major powers was due to the consistent,
resolute displacement game the refusal to recognize the citizenship of ethnic Hungarians; the
expellings; the !evasion of the optant-right; the land reform and other property rights discrimination;
the erosion of native-language education and other language rights, etc. The world demonstrated an
almost !complete indifference, even hostility towards the Hungarian minorities' grievances both in their
!official statements and silence. This was hardly eased by some - rather unofficial -statements of expoliticians and press magnates defending the Hungarians' rights and interests. It should not be a
surprise that Hungarian public opinion did not require any teasing or manipulation to reorient itself in
its total disappointment and despair. It requires no further demonstration; this was the psychological
explanation of the fact that not so much the Trianon borders, but rather the anti-normal" (more than
abnormal) circumstances !of life beyond those borders became hated. Those circumstances included
refined or bold campaigns to exterminate the Hungarian minorities; deprivation of their legal status;
and, most of all, the rage that all of this could happen in spite of the rights provided by the peacetreaties. All of the promised international guarantees turned out to be empty and impracticable
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formalities. Several other interesting subjects could also be touched in relation to the treaty of Trianon.
For instance, Trianon was already familiar with the term of "war criminal". The treaty decreed that they
be brought to trial and extradited (paragraphs 157-160). (It was not enforced.) The peace-treaty
contained notable decrees concerning prisoners of war and their !transportation home (paragraphs 144154). It was forgotten that Hungary's "Aster revolution" !released the prisoners of war still in Hungary,
while the fate of the Hungarian prisoners abroad !remained completely unsettled (there were several
hundreds of thousands of Hungarian soldiers !held prisoner abroad!). The last transports returned from
Siberia only around 1923. (The Soviet Union did not sign the peace treaty of Trianon.)
Almost half of the long text of the peace-treaty consists of decrees regarding economicfinancial reparations i.e. instructions, restrictions, orders. It is worth browsing through them, to !see
how scrupulously careful, detailed, and biased the economic decrees are. They carefully cheated the
Hungarian economy out of much of its property and tied it in other respects. These decrees were
diametrically opposed to the actual moral-political foundation of the peace-treaty, the !basis and
condition of its enforcement and durability, and the possibility and guarantee of the mutual
reconciliation provided in the peace stipulations, especially the decrees regarding minority protection
(even though these were theoretically unsatisfactory and practically unviable). The peace treaty of
Trianon contains some references to international law which - according !to certain experts - question
its validity and durability (several prior conditions included in the !treaty of Trianon treaty were not
present). Paragraphs 10 and 19 of the Agreement (fundamental !document) of the League of Nations
legally allowed for revision of the peace-treaty. But this - like many other paragraphs of the peacetreaty - also remained only on paper...
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III. !THE SPATIAL ASPECTS OF TRIANON
A Geographical Sketch of the Trianon Borders!
Let the first sentence be a bow to the memory of the great Hungarian geographer and
!martyr politician, Pál Teleki, the founder and internationally renowned practitioner of Hungarian
!political geography. Teleki was prime minister when the Trianon peace was enforced in 1921. As
!previously mentioned, he pressed a charge against himself in Parliament because of his inability to
!avoid or ease the Trianon catastrophe. He wrote the most profound geographical analysis of the !effects
of the Trianon peace and established a school. It is unfortunate that the work of Teleki and his scholars
has been forgotten.
In the following sections, I will restate some still valid findings of classic Hungarian !political
geography. I will also add the results of my own research in this field. I think that this synthesis
contains clear, verifiable and irrefutable statements. I began with a question that has interested me for
a long time: why were the Trianon borders drawn exactly where they are? Namely, what concrete
elements influenced that decision, and what elements explain this frontier settlement?
!Two considerations led me to my research method.
One of them is that in the division of historical Hungary, at the settlement of the
neighbouring states' territory, completely new frontiers had to be drawn where there had never
!previously been a border. Thus, we have to look for reasons and factors that could explain the
principles, methods, and expediency of the frontier settlement. As we saw it!
The other consideration is the following: Since the new borders were drawn to the !advantage
of the neighbouring states -and to our disadvantage, we must try to put ourselves in the !position of the
experts and arbitrators who designed the border. We must also put ourselves in the !position of our
neighbours in an attempt to understand their reasoning and methods and to analyse !and explain their
work, taking into consideration the international political circumstances of that period.
!

Therefore, I had to perform the research from two angles:
•

!from the aspect of the new borders, from our side, the "inside",!

•

and from the viewpoint of the territory of the new states, our neighbours, from the

!

The first research angle is not new, but in my opinion it has not been sufficiently

"outside".!

elaborated. I believe the second approach will lead to the real solution.
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THE SPATIAL STRUCTURE OF THE STATE
!

Let us begin our research from the side of the state territory. The state territory is a term

that has a wider meaning and logically precedes the definition of state frontier.
!The state territory - simplified - is a part of the earth's surface, the population of which is !
together by a supreme power (state power, sovereignty) that excludes other states. The points of
contact between the state territory and other countries form the state frontier. The state frontier is a
demarcated and internationally determined and guaranteed !geographical line that separates the state
territories and their populations. At the same time it !concentrates and guarantees contact between
them in specific, supervised points (border checkpoints). Therefore, the state frontier not only
separates but also connects the countries - in !normal conditions of peace. Thus, the "state frontier" in a
wider sense also includes the concept of ! "border checkpoint". The harmony between and normal
functioning of these two concepts (regulated by standards) are of considerable importance.
The discipline that deals with the theory and practice of the state frontier - being a political
!and geographical term - is political (or state) geography. This discipline describes and systematizes !the
different frontier types. The bibliography distinguishes - simplified - two fundamental frontier types:
•

!natural frontiers, aligned to natural circumstances (lines) of physical geography

(mountain, continental divide, river, lake, swamp, sea, desert etc.). They were more frequent in the
past, and are rare today; and
•

artificial (man-made) frontiers, determined by state powers, and are not drawn according

!to geographical conditions. According to their origins and defining elements, we can distinguish the
following frontier-type categories: remaining historical formations, frontier-types related to population
(national, religious, racial), frontier-types with economic aims (supplier territory, traffic), military
(strategic) frontiers, geometric frontiers (marked by imaginary straight or other lines) etc. Several
types appear mixed.
In our century in the Central European region the most frequent are the economic and ethnic
frontier types. But we have to make further distinctions. Namely, we have to examine the timing of !the
frontier-determining elements. In other words, did the concrete reason behind a particular frontier
settlement exist before the frontier was determined? Did the reason precede or follow drawing of the
frontier? We shall see that this is not a "chicken and egg question"!
Without sinking too deep into doctrinaire theories, we must consider the factors that play a
!part in the designation of artificial frontiers. There are two ways to introduce them. One is the
described notion of macro-infrastructure of the Austrian federalist theory, and the other - more simple
one - is the model of the so-called organic state-theory". According to the latter, the state territory, its
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components and their spatial functions can be described with a simple model. The state is regarded as
a living creature, which has a body (this is !the state territory and its population), a heart (the capital),
organs such as the blood-vessel network !(transportation), nervous system (telecommunications). The
stage of its life is the geographical !surface. According to well-known representatives of this organic
state-theory (Kjellén), the !cementing frame, the fundamental structure of the modern state-body is the
transportation and telecommunication networks, which connect different parts of the state body.
Among these, the most important at that time (before 1920) was the railway. The traffic and
telecommunication !networks reach even the smallest cells of the state -- the villages and scattered
settlements --supplying them and aiding their metabolism.
!

There may be some unnatural comparisons in this theory, but it's undeniable that the

state territory (and population) is held together by the state power with the help of transportation and
telecommunication. Naturally, the existence and proper functioning of these macro-infrastructures that
bridge distances is vital not only for the state power, but also for the national economy.
!

History has proven that states - beginning with the ancient extensive empires - were

created !and maintained by the organizational and military forces that could communicate along
channels of !transportation. Until the outbreak of World War I, one by one, modern states developed
their !railway and telecommunication networks, building them into the existing state territory (thus the
state territory existed first!. This did not happen in one day: it took decades. But let us note that there
was a state territory and only then came the railways!
!

In the above paragraphs, we analysed the concept of macro-infrastructure from the

organic !state theory -- or state territory -- approach, emphasizing the practical significance (around
1920) of a very important element of the state territory: the railway. We shed some light on
essentially the same concept - the macro-infrastructure - when we !discussed the Austrian federalist
theories using the border approach. The concept of "economic !frontiers" was introduced and its
connections with ethnic frontiers were described in the federalist theories framework. The concept of"
large-space" (macro-) infrastructure took a long time to evolve, and the differences among the
terminology and function descriptions were confusing. Attention! Both of the above approaches are
deductions. Both set out from the concept of infrastructure network of an already existing abstract
region (macro-territory) and try to demonstrate their functions within the previously developed "large
space".
!

In the following sections regarding the concrete case of the Trianon borders, we reverse

the !sequence of ideas and examine the role and function of the macro-infrastructure - especially the
railway - in the smaller territories that were created later, when the concrete state territories were
drawn.
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Our Railway Network: A Trianon Target
In historical Hungary, by the outbreak of the First World War, the railway system had
been !adequately developed. I repeat: at that time, the railroad was the main form of transportation
and !"linear institution" of the macro-infrastructure in the continental states. In general, our railway
!network was also developed according to national economic, and, in some places, military
!considerations. It had almost no connection to administrative (county) borders, except in the case !of
some "local" routes. Similar to the county borders, the railway network was also independent of
!nationality (linguistic) boundaries. The situation was similar with regard to the telecommunication
network and even other types of material or intellectual macro-infrastructures. Therefore, railway lines
were built where they were needed and where they could be operated efficiently. Thus, in 1919 there
existed, on one hand the railway network (unharmed by the war) of Greater Hungary, on the other
hand the territories promised to (claimed by) the successor states. These two fundamental
circumstances had to be compared and adjusted. But in which order? The !railway network existed, but
the territories to be detached were partly uncertain, partly !unrealistically exaggerated. Thus, decisionmakers had to mould the second to the given and necessary terms of the first. In other words: the
borders had to be adjusted to the railway lines. Consequently, during the "territory adjustment" - the
designation of the artificial frontiers - at !Trianon, the sequence and order of dependence were reversed.
In the historical model, however, the state territory was given, and the railway lines developed
afterwards. This is all, for now. Anyone who studies the map carefully can be convinced that the above
statement is not a mere hypothesis, but a conclusion drawn from observed facts. Although the map
speaks for itself, the Trianon frontiers become increasingly credible and comprehensible if we sketch
the geographic, economic, historic and - last, but not least - ethnic background (and their correlation)
of the four borders. Let us next analyse the frontiers determined at Trianon, in an attempt to
encounter an !answer to the following question: is it true, and can we prove, that for approximately
42% of the !total length of the borders -- almost 1000 kilometres -- the direct factor involved in the
designation of the frontier was the railway network which was indispensable for our neighbours.

Analysis of the Hungarian-Romanian Border
The "court" of the peace conference was faced with the territorial claim of Romania, the
!victors' small ally who earned important merits. That is, they were faced with the problem of
!demarcating the new territory of this state. The secret pact signed by the Triple Entente powers and
!Romania in August 1916 -a result of which Romania entered the war - promised Romania almost !all
the territory east of the Tisza River in historical Hungary. (A part of this territory, Banat county, !was
also promised to Serbia!) The condition of the Triple Entente's promise was that Romania !could not
conclude a separate peace. Romania broke this condition. After its quick defeat, and after !the Brest-
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Litovsk peace-treaty (February 1918) following the military collapse of Czarist Russia, !Romania was
isolated. Although Romania did not capitulate, in May 1918 it concluded a separate peace with the
Central Powers. (For Romania, this was the "lesser evil".)
Let us ask who how, and under what considerations and grounds, drew the Romanian!Hungarian border of Trianon. Why is it precisely where it is today? What elements influenced this
decision? The 1919-20 peace treaty was a court of justice consisting of the conquerors; the defeated
!could not be present. Its highest organ, the so-called "Council of Ten", consisted of 2 delegates !from
each of the five major powers of the time. This council decided all matters. The questions to be settled
were analysed by committees, who then submitted recommendations based on the claims !and
memorandums of the conquerors. The recommendations concerning regional matters !(annexation of
territories, frontiers) were forwarded to the committee on territorial questions, then !to the Council of
Ten for decision. The problem of the Romanian-Hungarian border was debated and recommended by
the joint Romanian-Yugoslav committee.
The peace conference began on January 8, 1919 in Versailles. At the February 1 session,
!the major powers recognized Romania as an ally, but Clemenceau refused to fulfil all the points of the
1916 pact due to the above-mentioned violation (separate peace).

The Initial Border Recommendations
The debate of the issue of Transylvanian began on February 11, 1919. During this debate,
three suggestions were made in opposition to Romanian claims.!
•

!The American proposal left Hungary the strip extending north of Arad to Sub-Carpathia,

!inhabited mostly by Hungarians and situated on the eastern side of the subsequent frontier (of
Trianon);
•

!The Italian plan would have left Hungary only the northern part of this strip;

•

!The French-British joint proposal defined the frontier later adopted at Trianon.

!

The subsequent Romanian claim was the annexation of the Szeged-Algy-Békéscsaba-

!Debrecen railway line9. But there is no such direct railway connection, and according to other sources,
the !Romanians already gave up Debrecen and its surroundings10. For a long time Makó and its
vicinity, along with the railway line leading to Arad, continued to be part of Romanian claims. Later, in
the summer and autumn of 1919, the Romanians - who by that time had deeply !penetrated into
Hungarian territory, forcing their way through Budapest to Györ - continued to !present newer and
newer territorial claims, although they knew quite well that the frontiers were !definitively settled in
the peace conference communiqué of June 13, 1919. At the "semi-official" !Romanian-Hungarian
negotiations in August, Romania asked for "concessions" around !Békéscsaba, for which "smaller
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territories" around Vásárosnamény and Orosháza would be ceded. !In September, Bratianu declared
that Romania would be satisfied with the "Tisza-Maros corner". !Moreover, they were prepared to
compensate Hungary for this territory11. !Later, when representatives of the Triple Entente urged
Romanian withdrawal, the same Bratianu !made another proposition: he claimed not only Békéscsaba,
but also a 20 km strip between Oradea !(Nagyvárad) and Satu Mare (Szatmárnémeti)12 . His
reasoning was to provide a 20 km buffer zone along the important railway at the Trianon frontier.
!

During and after the peace conference debates several claims and suggestions were

!presented that remain incomprehensible not only to geographers, but to any person skilled in map!reading. For example, one proposal wished to give Romania the Csap railway junction (according !to a
combination, together with the Nagykároly-Vásárosnamény-Záhony line). The only !explanation for the
different Romanian frontier variants concerning Tiszántúl is that all of them aimed to obtain new
railway connections. Before we arrive at the crux of our research, we should take a brief glance at the
history of Romanian national aspirations.
Pre-1914 maps depict a horseshoe-shaped "small" Romania encircling Transylvania. This
!was one reason why Transylvania was the first target of Romanian national aspirations. But they
wished to expand much further - to the west - beyond that.
Great-Romanian ideology considers Transylvania to be the citadel of a united Romania,
!surrounded by the Carpathian mountain range and the Bihor (Bihar) mountains. Transylvania is
!separated from Hungary by mild slopes and large valleys, but borders the Regat (the ancient !Romanian
kingdom) with its steep, high mountains. According to the Romanian concept of citadel, !Transylvania
is surrounded from three sides by plains, or "foregrounds", above which it towers: !the Havasalföld in
the south, Moldova in the east, and the Alföld (which Romanians refer to as the !Körös-region
(Körösvidék, Crisana)) on the west. (This territory is much wider than the !Hungarian territories of the
Partium or Részek that was temporarily under the jurisdiction of the !Transylvanian Principality). The
Romanians strove to obtain even this territory, extending all the way to the Tisza River!

!The Significance of the "Trade Route"
On the eastern border of the Alföld - as well as in other places where the mountains meet
!the plain, a so-called trade-route, or trade region was formed, where the products were !exchanged.
According to economic geography, important market places, cities, and transportation !junctions
developed in this area. They were connected by roads and, later, the railway, which also directed traffic
among the valleys. Therefore, this trade route situated on the eastern edge of the Alföld - from Arad to
Satu Mare (Szatmár) and beyond - had been an extremely important and !valuable territory. Its
population was predominantly Hungarian. In spite of this, the Romanians !concentrated their claims
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on acquiring this trade region. The peace conference ceded it to them, but !not only because of
Romanian claims and interests. We will return to this issue later. In any case, the main reason was the
importance of the trade line for transportation. Let us take a closer look at this matter.
!

By 1914, the railways of the Alföld trade region had been close to completion by

Hungary. !Compared to the radial main routes starting from Budapest, these railways lay mostly
crosswise. For this reason, the railways of the trade route were partially branch routes.
!

It is of some interest to illustrate the railways existing in 1919, because the Trianon

frontier was in fact drawn according to these. Let us begin in Arad:!
•

!Arad-Újszentanna-Kisjenö (property of the Arad-Csanádi Egyesült Vasutak private

company);! the railway was missing between Kisjenö and Salonta (Nagyszalonta); this is why !Romania
claimed Békéscsaba, for a connection existed only through this city. The peace-treaty temporarily
assured free passage, but the missing section was built nonetheless;!
•

!the Salonta (Nagyszalonta)-Oradea (Nagyvárad) section was part of the so-called Alföld

!circular railway (Újdombóvár-Baja-Szabadka-Szeged-Békéscsaba-Nagyvárad): a main line with express
trains and direct routes to Fiume;!
•

!the Oradea (Nagyvárad)-Érmihályfalva line between the Cluj (Kolozsvár) and Sighetu-

Marmasiei (Máramarossziget) main lines;!
•

!Érmihályfalva-Carei (Nagykároly)-Satu Mare (Szatmárnémeti)-Királyháza was part of the

Sighetu Marmasiei (Máramarossziget) main line.
!

Thus, we can see that in some sections of this trade route, the railway provided the

primary radial, longitudinal transportation between the capital city and the outskirts. It was only its
!subsidiary function to provide the internal transportation between the trade centres of the region and
the Transylvanian valleys (circular railway function). But a new main line was easy to build using the
above-listed lines.
!

This trade route and its transportation systems (not only the railway, but also the

highways) !did not end at the (later) Romanian-Czechoslovakian frontier at Halmi, but extended
further West through Királyháza-Beregszász-Csap-Sátoraljaújhely-Kassa.
!

The importance of the described railway system, which by-passed Transylvania from West,

was (for Romania) the following:!
•

!It provided a connection through Sub-Carpathia (at that moment still under

!Czechoslovakian authority) with the Sighetu Marmasiei (Máramarossziget) and Tisza-valley !railway
line - cut by the frontier, then further to Poland through Bucovina, which was also annexed !to
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Romania. This connection was the following: Arad-Oradea (Nagyvárad)-Satu Mare !(Szatmárnémeti)Királyháza-Sighetu Marmatiei (Máramarossziget)-Körösmezö-Delatyn-Kolomea-Csernovic. This
function was in fact that of a circular railway (although this route was cut five times by the frontiers).
Consequently, we could call this railway system the Romanian "circular !railway", and in the beginning
(around 1919-20), Romania tried several times to gain possession !of the territories - at least East SubCarpathia - through which this railway passed. In any case, in the peace treaties, Romania assured
itself free transport (the right to cross) through both Czechoslovakia and Poland.
•

!The railway connected the Transylvanian river valleys (the valleys of Maros; Fehér-,

Fekete- and Sebes-Körös; Berettyó; Kraszna; Szamos and Tisza);!
•

!It provided a direct connection to Czechoslovakia and was subsequently developed into a

!busy international route. This new main railway line that circumvented Hungary from the east and
!north deprived the Hungarian State Railways (MÁV) of an important amount of transit traffic. There
were direct trains between Bucharest and Prague.

! Frontier-Determining Railways
Certain references expressed the unrealism of the different variants of the Romanian
!territorial claims. The peace conference did not take seriously the Romanian aspirations extending !as
far as the Tisza, and subsequently forced the border eastward. Nevertheless, after (lengthy and not
very expert) discussions, the peace conference agreed that the new Romanian state territory would
include both the above-delineated trade route circumventing Transylvania from the west and the
railway system.
!

Romania was not alone in this desire. By a coincidence of historical events, this would

also !be to the advantage of the Allied Forces who wished to create a so-called "Cordon sanitaire", a
!European defence zone against the Soviet Union (1919-1920). Its active participants in that period
!were Romania and Poland, and a significant connector of this alliance was the then Timisoara
!(Temesvár)-Arad-Satu Mare (Szatmár)-Sighetu Marmasiei (Máramarossziget)-Lwów (Lemberg) !railway
in addition to the Bucuresti-Csernovic-Lemberg main line. This accidental political necessity, decided
the fate of states and frontiers for decades.
!

If we trace the connections between the Trianon frontier and the trade route - railway

!system - on the map, it is obvious that the frontier extends parallel to the railway at a distance of 3-!8
kilometres inside the latter. In some places, such as Álmosd and Kötegyán, the distance is even !less.
(Considering the Romanian point of view, it can be understood that they wanted the frontier <20
KM's further to the west in order to protect the railway.)
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!

The frontier-deciding function of the railway can be demonstrated by another example.

Just as the Arad-Oradea (Nagyvárad)-Satu Mare (Szatmár) main trade route railway negatively
influenced the Trianon frontier decision from Hungarian point of view, no matter how !strange it seems,
a different railway influenced the frontier decision positively. The railway between Szeged and Arad,
the Újszeged-Szöreg-Makó-Mezöhegyes-Battonya line (the former !Szeged-Csanád Railway), remained
in Hungary, but the frontier was drawn directly parallel to it - southward.
!

In 1919-20, this railway was the "apple of Eris". Three states competed for its possession.

!At the end of 1918, the Serbs occupied the western part of this line (just as they occupied a part of
Banat (Bánság) with Timisoara (Temesvár)). Later, the Romanians took Tiszántúl, and the Maros !was
the demarcation line between the Serbs and Romanians. For a long time, the Serbs firmly !stood by the
annexation of the southern part of the "Tisza-Maros corner", just as the Romanians !asked for the
northern part of this territory: Makó, Mezöhegyes, Battonya and the railway lines !connecting them.
They refused to evacuate these important territories for a long time even after signing the peace treaty
of Trianon.
!

The peace conference was generous in thus allowing Szeged some "air" or hinterland, and

!allowing Hungary to keep the railway. The Hungarian-speaking area hardly reached to the Trianon
!frontier, extending beyond it only before Arad (Pereg, Pécska etc.). This circumstance was exploited by
the Trianon arbitrators to such an extent that, for instance, the settlement of Nãdlac (Nagylak) inhabited mostly by Slovaks - was awarded to Romania, but its railway station was !left to Hungary in
order to keep the railway line continuous. (Romania used the same argument !trying to obtain
Békéscsaba, two-thirds of which was inhabited by Slovaks! But Gyula, Elek and !other towns with
mixed population were also in danger. The size of the territories with compact Hungarian populations
that ended up on the other side of the border did not bother the judges.)
!

It is worth mentioning that a highway extends almost parallel to the main railway. Its role

!and importance today, in the age of automobiles, has increased. The Romanians also developed this
important main transportation.
!

The transportation system of the trade route was as great a loss for Hungary as it was an

!advantage for Romania (and Czechoslovakia). On the one hand, it created a transportation vacuum
!along the borders, and on the other hand, detachment of the trade region left large territories !without
centres/cities, especially in Szabolcs-Szatmár, Bihar and Abaúj counties. The natural !market zones of
most of the detached cities (Arad, Oradea (Nagyvárad), Carei (Nagykároly), Satu Mare (Szatmár) etc.)
were also fragmented by the border.

!
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The Area Inhabited by Hungarians
Let us now observe how this "railway" frontier relates to the area inhabited by
Hungarians. This language border is more blended and problematic than that of our neighbours. In
many !places between Szeged and Oradea (Nagyvárad), the Hungarian language area extends not far
!beyond the Trianon border. But north of Oradea it extends quite far beyond the Trianon border. !The
geographical position of the Hungarian population in Romania is particularly disadvantageous from
Hungary's point of view. The western leaders were not worried that the - careless and unsatisfactory decrees !elaborated in the minority protection treaties could not be applied "smoothly" and adequately.
But !problems would have arisen even if the nations -among them Romania - obliged to preserve
!minority rights would have had the good intentions of respecting them. There were no adequate
regulations!
!

At this point we should mention that the minority protection treaties had to be included

in !the constitution of each successor state as basic agreements and international conventions. Basic
!agreement means that the constitution of the state in question could not pass laws or decrees (and
!eventually legal customs and unwritten laws) that were antagonistic, and those that already existed !had
to be repealed. The international convention obligated the signatory states and contained a cardinal
point: the successor states' adoption and implementation of the minority protecting treaty was a
precondition for their sovereignty over the annexed territories. (This was also weak because, on the
one hand, it was restricted to mere formal adoption, and on the other, the non-observance of the
minority protecting treaty was not penalized.)
!

The peace treaty obliged every successor state (formed on the territory of the former

Monarchy) to accept the minority protection treaty. Thus, Romania was also obligated. It should be
noted that Romania was the one state that had to be invited to adopt the !minority protecting treaty
separately and on several occasions. Romania signed the relevant !document in the very last hour of the
deadline date, and at the same time the signatory prime minister Bratianu resigned, evidently causing
a further delay in the process.
!

Let us also add the following: In the autumn of 1919, the Romanians felt victorious. They

!had experienced the height of their history, possessing Central Europe from Odessa through Györ !and
from Lemberg to the Lower Danube. They neglected or responded evasively to the !memorandums and
warnings of the major powers. Their evacuation of Hungary was very slow: the Hungarian troops were
able to take over Debrecen only on March 11, 1920...
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!

In sum, a closer look at the Hungarian-Romanian border leads us to conclude that no

!alterations of this border could possibly be satisfactory; they would not satisfy either party. There is no
"black and white" solution, or ethnic frontier in this case. The only solution would be an autonomous
Transylvania, or at least a bi- or tri-lingual (self-) rule -- a kind of "cantonization" of the Transylvanian
territories and localities with mixed population.
!

In Helsinki it was declared that the state frontiers are -for the sake of peace and security -

!inviolable and untouchable. But the unfavourable status of the borders (the breaking off of ethnic
!groups and the hermetical separation of countries) can be reduced precisely due to Helsinki. The
!enforcement of human rights, free contacts among states, and free movement of persons, material !and
intellectual goods, and news were stated in the document. The Helsinki document implicitly
!attempted to reduce the "wall" function of the borders, a function that separates and isolates nations.
!

If this concept could be implemented, then the unfavourable demarcation of the borders

!alone would not signify a national catastrophe. If, in addition to the codification of (individual)
!human rights, the national minorities would also enjoy collective (national) rights, they could !preserve
their culture and national identity through unrestricted communication with their state-forming
nation. This should be our goal today!
The Hungarian population of the border region - the integral part of the great Hungarian
!language area - is relatively small. It was approximately 3-400,000 in 1910, but it was not homogenous
everywhere, e.g. the majority of the Hungarians in Slovakia. The Hungarians living in enclaves were
farther from the border in mid-Transylvania: !Szilágyság, Mezöség and several smaller enclaves. They
comprised a minority (about 800,000 persons).
The land of the Székelys, the so-called small Hungarian language area, was still !homogenous
in 1910 (about 500,000 persons). But a 160-180 kilometre-wide territory with a mixed, mostly
Romanian population separated it from the large Hungarian language area.
!

The Csángó population, numbering approximately 100,000 inhabited enclaves in

Moldova (the old Romanian kingdom) and were in an advanced stage of Romanianization.
!

Even this brief description demonstrates that in Transylvania (and East-Hungary), a "fair"

!Hungarian-Romanian border on ethnic grounds is almost impossible to draw. Of course, this !statement
cannot be considered as justification, absolution or "free pass" for the architects of Trianon.
!

Does the history of the Romanian aspect of the Trianon border changes include

reflections !on the American and Italian frontier proposals or, to be more precise, does it analyse what
would !have happened if the Hungarian language areas of Bihor (Bihar) and Satu Mare (Szatmár) etc. - !closely connected to the large Hungarian language area -- and eventually the great Hungarian
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!enclaves of Sãlaj (Szilágyság) -- would not have been annexed to Romania? How could the Romania's
"vital" need of railways have been reconciled with a better ethnic border?
!

If this better ethnic border would have been established, it could have been the line

beyond !Nagyvárad-Mezötelegd-Margitta-Ákos-Erdöd-Aranyosmeggyes-Királyháza. In this case, the
!Transylvanian (and East-Hungarian) railway system would not have been fragmented, except for !the
narrow railway between Satu Mare (Szatmárnémeti) and Bikszád. Access to and among the !NorthTransylvanian valleys would have been insured not from outside Transylvania, but from the inside, by
the main railway in the Szamos valley.
!

This "ethnic" border would not have caused the Romanian railway system any added

!disadvantage, because the Trianon border detached the upper-Tisza railway (with Sighetu !Marmasiei
(Máramarossziget)) from the Romanian railway network anyway. This connection was made much
later (in the 1940's), after the construction of the new Szálva-Telcs-Majszin section.
!

By the way, the issue of the majority Hungarian populated Biharszatmár region was raised

!at the Romanian-Hungarian negotiations of Turnu-Severin (1940) preceding the second Vienna !award.
The Romanians would have offered that region to Hungary on the condition of a population !exchange
with the Székelys in this area. This territory was also discussed in 1946 at the Paris !peace conference:
this was the last Hungarian territorial claim against Romania, but it was also denied.
!

During our brief "border investigation", we could see that the victors in Trianon "laid at

!Romania's feet" the complete and optimal railway network, simply drawing the borders (not only for
Romania) according to the railway lines.
!

The Hungarian population of the territory annexed to Romania lived mostly farther from

the !border region: this fact was not mentioned at all. Rather, the argument of the victors was that on
!several parts of the territory awarded to Romania, the Romanians "outnumbered" the Hungarians, !i.e.
they formed majority. The only larger territory with a compact Hungarian population, the Land of the
Székelys, was too distant to be left with Hungary.
!

This is how 1.3 million Hungarians living "inside" Romania were irretrievably lost for

!Hungary in the late 1920's. The presumed "higher interests" - but, in fact, only accidental interests
!required the strengthening of Romania at any price. The essential and decisive step of this
!strengthening "at any price" was the annexation of the trade zone and railway without asking and
!against the will of the mostly Hungarian population. It was done without considering the !construction
of another railway line on the Romanian language area that would have substituted the trade line.
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Conclusions
We, the descendants, are calm and non-prejudiced when we judge the Trianon frontiers.
!This ability to be objective and to consider "both sides of the coin" leads us to conclude that we
!actually don't criticize the frontier decisions of Trianon. But the reason behind that is the following:
!the peace conference was in fact a tribunal of the victors. Those responsible did not think in a
!historical perspective. They made their decision in the absence of proper knowledge and a sense of
historical responsibility. They acted according to their short-term, "ad-hoc" interests. Thus,! despite the
fact that Transylvania was a large territory with unique features from a !geographical point of view, it
was the home of three important nations, and its independence had !an extensive historical tradition,
the thought of an independent or at least autonomous Transylvania didn't even occur at the peace
conference.! The western statesmen did not consider that the Romanians, a nation with a different
!complex culture and affected by the suffering due to the war -- and also by nationalism -- might not be
able to manage (not to say digest) a territory of this size according to western standards. Many suggest
the use of "state geography" instead of "political geography", often discredited by the actual policy.

Analysis of the Hungarian-Yugoslavian Border
What territorial promises did Serbia receive during the World War? The Allied Powers
promised him (in a secret contract) all the countries and territories with a Southern Slav population,
such as Croatia, Montenegro, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Dalmatia from Austria, Kraina, South Steierland,
South Carinthia, Bacska and Bánság from Hungary, etc. But some Entente promises clashed; some
territories were promised to two states. For example, Bánság was also offered to Romania, and large
Slav-populated areas and harbors were also promised to Italy, etc. These clashes subsequently became
the foci of tension.
In November 1918, French military forces in the Balkans (Franchet d'Esperay) rapidly
marched from Belgrade to Timisoara/Temesvár, then to Arad/Arad and Szeged to separate the
adversary Serbs and Romanians. The two states would reach an agreement regarding the partition of
Bánság only long after the peace treaty of Trianon had been signed.
Neither the French nor the Serbian troops passed the armistice line into Hungary. Neither
intervened against the Soviet Republic of Hungary, and they did not make unreasonable economic
demands (as did the Romanians). This could be explained by the fact that most of the Serbian army
was at that time occupied with its great rival, Italy, as well as with Austria and Romania.
Let us examine the Yugoslavian border from the same points of view as we examined the
Romanian border. Let us imagine ourselves in the position of the specialists who drafted the peace
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treaty. They obviously compared the territorial demands of Yugoslavia with the existing railway
network.
The territorial demands of Serbia - the KSCS (Kingdom of Serbians, Croatians and
Slovenians) and later Yugoslavia -towards Hungary were not defined in the north. The armistice line
drawn in Belgrade extended along the west-east railway, the only railway connection between the
Allied Powers and the would be Little Entente at that time. But this line was drawn more north than
the original territorial claims of Yugoslavia. The analysis of the 1918-21 Yugoslavian-Hungarian
military line of demarcation is instructive. This line was drawn parallel -- a few kilometers to north -to the Barcs-Szigetvar-Pecs-Bataszek-Baja-Subotica/Szabadka-Horgos-Szeged railway line, insuring the
Allies this very important west-east railway network. Szeged was under French occupation, but
Ujszeged and Szoreg were Serbian zones; the most important target, the Tisza bridge, was guarded by
the French and Serbs.
Why was the bridge so important? Because the only railway connection from Western
Europe headed towards Romania crossed that bridge, for passing through Budapest was not possible.
As far as I know, this was the French high command's only line of supply on land towards Romania
and farther east. That is, there were French intervening troops by the head of the bridge nearby Odessa
fighting the Soviets. The Romanians were also in need of assistance, primarily against the Soviet
Union, and secondly against Hungary. (There was a line of supply on water - through the
Mediterranean and the Black Sea - but it was considerably roundabout. The situation was similar in
an approach from Bulgaria.)
It would be too lengthy to describe the scarce possibilities for railway transport in that
period. But we can state that there was no railway-bridge either on the Tisza south of Szeged, or on
the Danube below Belgrade. It was impossible to get to Bánság or Romania using the Belgrade bridge.
The railway lines that allowed for west-east traffic joined west of Subotica/Szabadka and east of
Szeged.
The territory south of the demarcation line - including Pécs - was occupied by Serbs for
almost three years. But why? Mainly because of the bridges and the coal from Pécs. Szeged could not
be detached, so a new bridge had to be built on the Tisza to secure the Yugoslav-Romanian railway
connection. The bridge between Lenta and Csoka was finally completed in 1921 and the Serbs
evacuated the occupied territory.
A direct railway connection was created between Yugoslavia and Romania by building the
Tisza railroad bridge at Zenta. This new section became a part of the main international line that
circumscribed Hungary on the south. It absorbed a significant volume of the Hungarian State
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Railway's transit traffic (map no. 2). A branch of the Simplon express took this route also (via ParisLausanne-Milano-Trieste-Ljubljana-Zagreb-Vinkovci-Zombor/Zobor-Subotica/Szabadka-Zenta-KarlovaNagykikinda-Timisoara/Temesvar-Orsova-Bucharest). The other branch of the Simplon express
changed direction at Vinkovci and entered the former route of the Orient express towards Sofia and
Istanbul at Belgrade. (The significant transit role of this main route -- and the fact that it connected
the new Yugoslavia lengthwise -- was naturally more important than the Simplon express.)
Let us return to the relationship between the railways and the Trianon frontiers. The
railway juncture from Subotica/Szabadka was the determining factor in establishing the border at
Bacska. In other words, obtaining Szabadka was the reason behind the frontier being moved so north.
It was here that the Belgrade main line divided into a branch towards Bosnia-Herzegovina with the
Subotica/Szabadka-Zombor/Zobor-Gombos-Vinkovci-Brod line, and a branch from Brod, crossing the
Sava, towards Sarajevo, Mostar and to the Adriatic. Let us now observe how the Trianon border is
related to the Hungarian ethnic group. The largest part of the Hungarian language area annexed to
Yugoslavia was situated in Bacska. The linguistic boundary was not as sharp as in Upper Northern
Hungary, but there were isolated German and South Slavic (mostly Catholic Serbians and Sokac)
enclaves. This also characterized approximately half of the population of Subotica/Szabadka in 1910.
The Hungarian language boundary stretched approximately to the Ferenc-channel. Beyond that,
Hungarians lived in small enclaves. There were relatively fewer Hungarians in Bánság and even fewer
in Croatia, but their number exceeded 100,000 persons in both provinces (see figure no. 1). Forty
percent of the population of the Baranya triangle was Hungarian, forty percent German, and the rest
were South Slavs.
Moving westward, the Drava and Mura River frontiers are also linguistic borders. The border
surrounding Vendavidek balances the minorities on both sides. (The Hungarian population of the
Mura bridge in Alsolendva scarcely exceeds the small remaining Croat and Vend populations.) In sum,
the number of the Hungarians annexed to Yugoslavia (including those attached to Croatia) was over
half a million. Approximately 300,000 of these people were detached due to the railway segment of the
frontier near Szabadka. The railroad runs parallel to the frontier south of the Zombor/Zobor-BajmokSzabadka-Horgos line, a majority Hungarian-speaking region. Finally, let us take a brief historical
glance at the Hungarian-Yugoslavian border. We should not forget to mention that a part of this
frontier, the Drava section, coincides with historical Hungary's (in the strictest sense of the word)
border with Yugoslavia. This is the only historical frontier section that remained. (I did not use the
phrase "thousand years' frontier" on purpose, because these southern frontiers of Hungary changed the
most in the last 1000 years.)
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After the compromises with Austria and Croatia (in 1867 and 1868, respectively), the
southern border of Hungary (Hungary taken in the strictest sense) was the Drava and the Danube.
Our partner state, Croatia-Slavonia, extended beyond that border. The Drava border does not
extend along the middle of the river, but forms a small abutment in the western segment on the
Drava's northern side. This so called "Repas district", including Gola and two smaller villages, was the
subject of a long controversy between Somogy and Körös counties, and later between Hungary and
Croatia. Here, the peace treaty of Trianon altered the frontier only to the extent that it gave the
Gyekenyes-Barcs railway line (and the Gola station) to Hungary. Before, a short segment of the
railway at Gola was on Croatian territory.
The Trianon frontier to the west and east of the Drava section curves north. In the west,
the Murakoz (with Croatian population) and Vendvidek, (Medjimurje and Prjekomurje) were
detached; and on east the Baranya triangle, and subsequently the significant regions of Bacska and
Bánság (the former "Serbian Voivodship") were ceded. In the course of history, these regions were de
facto separated from historical Hungary.

The Czechoslovakian-Hungarian Frontier and the Railways
Czechoslovakia became the state with the most peculiar configuration on the Central
European map after 1920. It is approximately 1,000 kilometers long; the distance from As (in the
west) to Korosmezo is more than that between Prague and London. The territory narrows as we travel
eastward; the width of its territory is hardly 70 km in Sub-Carpathia. Czechoslovakia consisted of two
parts: the historical Austrian provinces (the Czech Lands and Moravia and the larger part of Silesia),
and the territories that had belonged to Hungary: Slovakia and Sub-Carpathia.
The railway network was very developed in the Czech part of the country, and was the
most dense in the Monarchy. Though it was not undeveloped in Slovakia and Sub-Carpathia, the
geographical location and direction of most lines and their connections in the eastern part of the
country were inadequate. Why? Most of the valleys in Slovakia and Sub-Carpathia are situated in a
north-south direction; the Vag and Hernad valleys were the only ones amenable to the west-east
connection. There were no east-west situated railway lines in either the central and eastern part of the
Slovakian language area, or the Ruthenian language area. What did exist was located more south, in
the Hungarian language area. The valleys in Central Slovakia were connected by the railway lines from
the Rima-, Sajo- and Bodva -valleys. There was only one line in Eastern Slovakia, in the territory east
of Kosice/Kassa that extended into Sub-Carpathia: the Kosice/Kassa-Satoraljaujhely-Csap-KiralyhazaKorosmezo main line. This was the eastern segment of the notable "Trans Czechoslovakian
thoroughfare". It continued west along the Kosice/Kassa Oderberg main line. The thoroughfare

55

extended 1320 kilometers between the Oderberg (Bohumin)-Prague-Pilzen-Cheb/Eger railway
junctures; it also assured a direct international connection towards Romania (via Kiralyhaza Satu
Mare/Szatmarnemeti-Oradea/Nagyvarad). The Kosice/Kassa-Csap-Kiralyhaza line extended across a
territory with a majority Hungarian population (see Figure 1).
These were the characteristics of the railway network.
Let us now analyze the situation of the future state territory and the border variants.
Regarding northern and western Slovakia, the northern border of historical Hungary was accepted,
even though the Carpathian frontier had to be altered in Arva and Szepesseg to Poland's advantage.
But the question of the southern frontier remained open for a long time. Slovakia did not exist before
1919, either as a state or as an administrative unit. Thus, a brand new, unprecedented state frontier
had to be created. The existing railway network was used as a guide, naturally including the east-west
lines in the Hungarian language area. The new state "indispensably" needed these, for without them
there would not have been any connection between the main Czechoslovak network and the lines
north-east of Lucenec/Losonc, the territory east of Kosice/Kassa, and the former Sub-Carpathian lines
located in Slovakian language area.
The above outlined vertical Czechoslovakian "thoroughfare" and its eastern, Kosice/KassaCsap-Kiralyhaza segment was the most important railway line to be obtained. Its most desired station
was Satoraljaujhely. There were enormous controversies at the peace conference regarding the
annexation of this city, as well as Sarospatak and Tokay. But Czechoslovakia could not get any of them.
They had to be satisfied with the external station of the industrial district of Satoraljaujhely (situated
on the other side of the Ronyva stream). As a result, the Czechoslovaks had to build a delta between
the lines that approached Satoraljaujhely from north and east. This delta became the most delicate
segment of the "thoroughfare", where this significant main line extended only a few kilometers from
the Hungarian frontier, on the outskirts of Satoraljaujhely, on the other side of the Rozsnya bridge.
Czechoslovakian and international trains en route to Romania crossed this segment through 1938, and
beginning in 1944, trains proceeding toward the Soviet Union passed through this segment. The
railway station of the industrial district of Satoraljaujhely is now called Slovenske Nove Mesto (see
figure 9).
We described this particular railway line and frontier segment in such detail because it is a
classical example and proof of the fact that the Hungarian border could have been drawn closer to "the
most necessary" railway lines in other sections as well. Their function for Czechoslovakia could still
have been guaranteed, and we would have been able to keep numerous Hungarian settlements.
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An example of this is the "essential" south Czechoslovakian main railway connection
extending east-west in the Kisalfold along the Bratislava/Pozsony-Galanta-Vagsellye-TothmegyerNagysuray-Leva line. Possession of this line ensured the connection between the northern and
southern valleys in Western Slovakia; annexation of the Hungarian language area situated south of the
main line was not necessary. This line was the first Czechoslovakian military demarcation line (on
December 8, 1918) and was the frontier of the second Czechoslovakian territorial offer in 1938.
The western segment of the Czechoslovak-Hungarian frontier was established according
to viewpoints that were totally different from those that had been considered with regard to the
eastern border. In this case, it was necessary to extend all the way down to the Danube, for it was
natural boundary and only this way could Slovakia become an "economic-geographic unit". The rich
agricultural products of the Kisalfold complemented the products of the highlands. Moreover, at least
the western part of Slovakia had to be "cut" larger, for it would have been too narrow had it followed
the ethnic boundary. The Czechoslovaks also presented an historical argument. The southern frontier
of the Great Moravian Empire supposedly was the Danube and Ipoly.
The other international main line circumscribing Hungary was created out of the
Kosice/Kassa-Csap-Kiralyhaza line, which ran approximately 200 kilometers along the northern side of
the Trianon frontier. (We discussed the first such international main lone in our discussion of
Yugoslavia). This offered considerably reduced tariffs, which also absorbed a large volume of transit
traffic from the Hungarian State Railway.
It is well-known that Sub-Carpathia was annexed to the Soviet Union i1944 (this country
uses wide track-gauges). As a result, Czechoslovakia lost its direct railway connection to Romania, and
the former Hungarian transit lines were used instead.
The other essential east-west railway connection for Czechoslovakia was that between the
Fulek-Feled-Sajolenardfalva-Pelsoc-Rozsnyo Kosice/Kassa line. Using this line, the Czechoslovaks built
a 178 kilometer-long main line. (In 1920 the Rozsnyo-Torna segment had not yet been built.)
Although this railway network did not have an international function, it provided an excellent longdistance connection for Southern Slovakia (see figures 1 and 8). Both the Kosice/Kassa-CsapKiralyhaza and Lucenec/Losonc Kosice/Kassa main lines extended through 380 kilometers of majority
Hungarian populated territory, parallel to and only a few kilometers north of the Trianon frontier.
Thus, the frontier is undeniably an economic, transportation and railway frontier.
We are familiar with yet another railway "need" of the Czechoslovaks: the Ipoly valley
line, which extends along the southern bank of the river, and remained on Hungarian territory from
Hont to Ipolytarnoc. They desired to obtain this line as well - overstepping the Ipoly-frontier that they
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formerly declared to be a natural border - but did not succeed. However, an article was introduced into
the text of the treaty of Trianon, according to which Hungary was obligated to guarantee unrestricted
transit traffic along this line between Ipolysag and Lucenec/Losonc for Czechoslovakian trains with
Czechoslovakian crew. (There were two other provisions in the peace treaty: one guaranteed
unrestricted transit for the Romanians, and the other for the Yugoslavians.
This proves that the neighboring countries' railway "emergencies" could have been solved by
simply allowing their trains to pass through areas that could have remained in Hungary.)
It is interesting to note Czechoslovakian transit traffic continues to pass through the Ipoly
valley railway line today, but only on a short segment: between the Ipolytarnóc border and
Nogradszakal. From that point, the Czechoslovakians built a loop-line to the Male Straciny/Kishalom
coal-mine near Velky Krtis/Nagykurtos, from where coal was transported to Lucenec/Losonc and on,
through Hungarian territory. This was obviously a economical and rational solution which resulted in
significant savings for Czechoslovakia. (But as far as I know, Hungary does not enjoy unrestricted
transit anywhere!)
It is striking that the question of a Szabadka "péage" -similar to the well-functioning
transit traffic from Sopron - was not raised. It could have led to significant savings in the Szeged-Baja(Pécs) route, and the western section of the so-called Alföld railway loop could have "re-obtained its
previous function.
Finally let us point out a railway-related provision of the peace treaty of Trianon that was
to our advantage.
According to article 305, Czechoslovakia can petition the strengthening of the
Bratislava/Pozsony-Nagykanizsa line for the benefit of the transports heading toward the Adriatic
harbors. Article 306 enables Czechoslovakia to send railway transports to the Adriatic through the
following routes:
•

Bratislava/Pozsony-Sopron-Szombathely-Murakeresztur-Pragerhof-Fiume (Pragerska-

•

Bratislava/Pozsony-Hegyeshalom-Csorna-Hegyfalu-Zaaber-Zalaszentistvan-Murakeresztur

Rijeka);

and the Hegyfalu-Szombathely and Murakeresztur-Pragersko junctions.
The latter route passes through the then majority German populated part of Moson
county that was claimed by Austria. The peace treaty denied this Austrian demand so as to maintain a
direct Czechoslovak-Hungarian railway connection to the Adriatic (the former passed through
Austria). This is how we could keep Hegyeshalom and its vicinity.
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The Northern Language Border
After having sketched the significance of the railways, let us proceed with a brief
presentation of the relation between the Trianon border and the Hungarian ethnic group.
In 1910 on the territory of later Slovakia and Sub-Carpathia, there were 3,261,954
people, 1,066,577 of which were Hungarians. The main characteristics of the Hungarian settlements
annexed to Czechoslovakia at that time were the following:
•

A majority, almost 4/5, inhabited the region along the current border and was in direct

connection with the large Hungarian language area. In 1910, this included 850,000 people. This was
over 10 percent of the population of the large Hungarian language area and over 13 percent of
population of the remaining of Hungarian territory. The size of that population exceeded the sum of
Hungarians that inhabited Romania and Yugoslavia!
•

The Hungarian language area was sharply separated from the Slovak language area; we

can encounter only two larger territories with mixed populations (the vicinity of Nyitra and
Kosice/Kassa). The strip of land in Northern region is quite homogenous; it contains few nonHungarian speaking enclaves.
•

A majority of Hungarian settlements in the Northern region are centrally situated.

Moreover, some of them belong to Budapest's larger center of gravitation.
In order to present an idea about the extent of the Hungarian populated frontier regions
and the width of the strip, we can draw a line above the axle -- the language border -- that is the same
width as the detached ethnic Hungarian strip. Of course this is just an aid that shows how profound
the amputation of the contiguous ethnic Hungarian population was. It demonstrates how deep the
frontier cuts into the body of the Hungarian nation, and how it would look if the same amputation
were done in the Slovak language area. We can only approximate, because the populations of the two
strips (the detached Hungarian strip, and the imaginary Slovak strip) are of different densities; thus,
in the sparsely populated areas, the border should be moved northward.
Because in 1920 the Hungarian-Slovak language boundary sharply separated the two
ethnic groups and had only two larger territories with mixed population (the surroundings of Nyitra
and Kosice/Kassa), the original, given language border is appropriate for the above experiment. The
result would be (according to 1910 ethnic figures) that measured according to the Trianon scale but to
the Slovaks' disadvantage, we could draw a boundary according to which we could have kept the
northern part of Kisalföld with Bratislava/Pozsony, Nagyszombat, Nyitra, Aranyosmarot etc. But the
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detached Hungarian strip along the Ipoly was narrower; we can turn it north only 10 kilometers. The
detached Hungarian strip is much wider in the east at Gomor, Zemplen, Ung, Bereg etc..
We certainly must be aware of the fact that in 70 years, the ethnic composition of the
Northern region has changed a lot. We only approximately know how aggressive and consequent the
anti-Hungarian "measures" -- or, after the war, the literal extermination campaign -- were. As a result of
these measures, the once sharply distinguishable original Hungarian-Slovak language boundary and
the previous unity of the once homogeneous Hungarian language area disintegrated. Today, there are
large settlements with mixed population that continue to become slovakicized (or, according to some,
re-slovakicized). During the first post-war retaliations, several thousands of Hungarians "disappeared"
and many tens of thousands were deported to Czechoslovakia (to perform "public labor"). Some of
these people stayed there and assimilated into the Czech population. Over 75,000 Hungarians were
removed from Slovakia during the population exchanges, thereby significantly decreasing the number
of Hungarians.

The Danube-Ipoly Frontier
Our textbooks refer to this border as a natural, geographical frontier. This gives it the
appearance of a correct, calm frontier. But this is not so. On the contrary! This is our most painful
border.
First of all, the politically and socially acceptable state border -- even if it is a natural
(river) border -- not only separates, but also connects. These two functions must be in harmony and
must satisfy concrete demands. The connecting function is important when, for example, there is an
intense relationship between the two banks of the river (a tight economic interest, populations with
the same language). Since 1920, but especially after 1945, the separating function on the DanubeIpoly segment often significantly exceeded the connecting function; there are few border stations and
bridges (Esztergom!), and the series of administrative decrees on the other side hinder relations. The
"natural" characteristic of the border is an aggravating circumstance and obstruction in today's
technical age, when, even if there aren't any bridges, there could be ferry transportation between every
other village.
Second, the Danube border has a bridge-abutment at Bratislava/Pozsony, and the Ipolyborder has one at Ipolysag. (See maps no. 6 and 7) The Bratislava/Pozsony abutment has an
interesting "Trianon-story". Czechoslovakia received Bratislava/Pozsony smoothly, without any
resistance or debate, despite the fact that in 1910 barely one-seventh of its population was Slovak and
the city did not even have a Slovak name (it was called Prespruk after the German Pressburg). The
Czechoslovaks subsequently claimed Bratislava/Pozsonyliget, situated on the opposite bank of the
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river, as a suburb. They, however, failed to obtain this village with a population of 3,000, 2/3 of which
were German in 1910; the major powers intended it for Austria as part of Burgenland. The Czechs
attributed great significance to Ligetfalu, for which president Masaryk offered General Smuts
Csalloköz in exchange. At this point, Benes interfered and, thanks to his incredible verbosity, he
obtained the abutment and Csalloköz for Czechoslovakia. The major powers "calmed" their conscience
with article 51 of the peace treaty, in which they forbade Czechoslovakia to build military bases at the
Pozsony/Bratislava abutment. This was the payment for Csalloköz... It is hard to imagine that the
Czechs had not already thought of constructing their own hydroelectric power plant on the Danube.
The Czechoslovaks later reopened the argument that Bratislava/Pozsony, the capital of
Slovakia, is in need of a southern "hinterland" (they received only Ligetfalu in 1919). After World War
II, in 1946 at the Paris peace conference, the Czechoslovak delegation demanded that five townships
south of Pozsony/Bratislava also be annexed to Czechoslovakia - without any compensation. The
underlying reason was to widen the outskirts of Bratislava/Pozsony, and a further argument was that
the population of these townships was not of "Hungarian origin". (It is true that the native population
of two townships was German; that of the other three was Croatian, but the Germans were evacuated
in the meantime.) The peace conference annexed three townships to Czechoslovakia and two to
Hungary. The three detached townships were Oroszvar (with the palace of Archduke Frigyes),
Dunacsun and Horvatjarfalu (see Figure 6).
It was interesting and, for many people, inexplicable, why Czechoslovakia did not also
demand Austrian settlements in order to widen the Bratislava/Pozsony abutment. This did not happen
either in 1919 or in 1946, even though there were a few Austrian villages (Kittsee/Kopcseny, Berg,
Worfsthal, Edelshal/ Nemesvölgy, Baumern/Lajtakortvelyes, Deutsch-Jahrndorf/ Nemetjartlfalu etc.) -some of whose population was also Croatian closer to Bratislava/Pozsony that would have been
suitable for that purpose. (See Figure 6).
Third, is that true that the real importance of the abutment was to widen the suburban
area? In my opinion we should think of the Danube instead. As a result of the border-adjustment in
1947, both banks of the Danube extend across Czechoslovakian territory for 22 kilometers. Thus,
Czechoslovakia gained a significant advantage over Hungary regarding use of the hydro-power of the
Danube. Our northern neighbor took advantage of this situation way above Dunakiliti (proceeding
down toward Bös and Nagymaros). The Czech hydroelectric power plant plans had been born already
at that time!
In sum, the most forced and painful segment of the Hungarian-Czechoslovak border is the
Danube frontier, which cuts 40-60 kilometers into the enclosed Hungarian language territory. This is
the segment of the Trianon frontier that contains the largest block of detached Hungarians even today,
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directly next to the large Hungarian language area and closest to the center of the country (Parkany
and its surroundings belong to gravitational territory of Budapest, just as Esztergom, which lies only
38 kilometers from Budapest).
According to ethnographers, Csalloköz is probably the most ancient habitat of the
Hungarians, as well as the most historically peaceful region. The other Hungarian-populated regions
from Zobor to Ugocsa are also ancient settlements...

Analysis of the Hungarian-Austrian State Frontier
The new Hungarian-Austrian frontier was debated the least in Trianon. The Germanpopulated western zone of historical Hungary along with Sopron, was awarded to Austria. As far as I
know, this was the first awarded, but last annexed territory. It was not occupied; Hungarian public
administration remained until the autumn of 1921.
The Austrian successor state, "Deutschosterreich" announced its claim for the western part
of Hungary, populated mainly by Germans, but it included a bigger territory than contemporary
Burgenland (= Varvidék). It also contained the three "-burgs": Pressburg = Bratislava/Pozsony,
Odenburg = Sopron and Wieselburg = Moson and their vicinities. Interesting, in the end, Austria did
not receive any of these.
Proceeding southward, the land claimed by Austria began at Bratislava/Pozsonyligetfalu
with a majority German population in 1910. The Czechs voiced their demand later because they were
overjoyed due to their acquisition of Bratislava/Pozsony, which they got too easily. (See figure 6) In
the meantime, Czechoslovakia and the new Serbo-Croatian-Slovenian state (later Yugoslavia) came up
with the proposal that a corridor wider than Burgenland should be cut from western Hungary (from
Moson, Sopron, Vas and Zala counties), which would be partitioned between the two successor states.
This was the plan of the so-called Czechoslovak-Yugoslavian "corridor" which would have also
established a direct connection between the two states. This claim was based on the existence of
Croatian enclaves in western Hungary. But they also provided historical and economic arguments. The
historical argument was that the Hungarians separated the northern and southern (!) Slavs; an
injustice that had to be mended. The economic reason was that Czechoslovakia's industrial, and
Yugoslavia's agricultural products would complement each other. Finally, Czechoslovakia would have
"unrestricted route" to the sea. The peace conference did not take this demand seriously and
consequently rejected it.
The first (Trianon) variant of the Hungarian-Austrian border also awarded Sopron and 8
of its surrounding townships. In 1910, fifty-one percent of Sopron's population was Hungarian, but
the surroundings were populated mostly by Germans, except for the Hungarian Nagycenk. The
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majority Hungarian populated enclave of Orseg (then consisting of 4 townships) was annexed. The
Croatian enclaves were also ceded (almost 50,000 people). The border scrupulously tries to remain on
or at least near the Hungarian-German language border.
Although the frontier was correct from an ethnic point of view, our "Austrian brother" our brother in arms for whom 600,000 Hungarian soldiers died - tore an important part from
Hungary's body, causing a major trauma for the Hungarians. It led to half-spontaneous and half-state
encouraged and assisted uprisings by irregular troops (the so-called proclamation of "Lajtabansag"),
who confronted the entering Austrians. The crisis was solved through diplomatic channels. The Venice
convention authorized a referendum in Sopron and its vicinity, where 59% of the population was
German in 1910. However, the result of the referendum from 1920 represented an easy victory (65%)
for the Hungarians. Thus, Sopron and its surroundings remained on Hungarian territory. On the map,
this caused an apparently insignificant projection into Austrian territory, which is actually very
important for Austria: Sopron - remaining on Hungarian land - practically cut Burgenland into two in
such a way, that the roads connecting the two parts were cut. The problem of railway transit traffic was
resolved by a so-called "péage"-contract which has guaranteed unrestricted passage of Austrian trains
between the northern and southern part of Burgerland/Varvidek across Sopron for 70 years. These are
the so-called "corridor trains", similar to the Deutsche Reichsbahn trains that pass through East
Prussia, through the Danzig corridor. (The unrestricted transit traffic through Sopron continued
during the Rákosi regime also - not always without problems - when there were members of the
National Defence Troops almost on every train.) The referendum from Sopron was, in fact, the first
revision, re-examination and alteration of the peace treaty of Trianon!
After having examined various segments of the frontier and analyzing whether or not they
correspond to the language borders, let us do the same with regard to the Austrian border segment.
At this point, we must make a brief comparison between the Austrian border and, for
example, the neighboring Czechoslovakian Danube-border and the Hungarian-Slovak language border
from the Kisalfold.
It is clear that if the Austrian Trianon-border would have cut approximately as deep into
the Hungarian ethnic population as did the Czechoslovakian Danube-frontier, it would have led to the
detachment of a large part of the current Györ, Sopron and Vas counties all the way to the Raba River
-- a "natural" border. But perhaps Györ would have also been a part of the ceded territory, for Györ is
situated as close to the language border as is Komarno/Komarom...
The Hungarian-Austrian border - established in Trianon is correct - we repeat - from an
ethnic point of view. It is the only correctly, objectively drawn border of the peace treaty of Trianon.
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The Assailability of the Frontiers Created by Railway
We analyzed the frontiers and saw that over 40% of the Trianon borders - approximately
1,000 kilometers - was determined by the railway lines; the molds" of the new state territories were
those railway lines that were "necessary" for our neighbors. We proved that the annexed territories and
the frontier variants had to have been related to the basic infrastructure of Hungary's historical railway
network. The new state territories had to be formed in such a way that the successor states be
optimally provided with railway lines, without taking into consideration the needs of the remaining
Hungary. Where there were two alternatives, the railway-determined frontier was chosen due to
necessity. There was no question of constructing new lines or "péage" traffic (transit traffic through a
foreign country) as alternative possibilities to solve the problem. These alternatives, however, would
have offered long-range solutions!
In both the text of the peace treaty and the protocol of the conference, there appear
references to the indispensability of the railway lines nevertheless, always from our neighbors point of
view and for their benefit. In several places, Hungarian geography literature discusses certain railway
lines along the Trianon-border that were detached due to the "strategic or economic motives" of our
neighbors. These sources and their maps - I repeat - mention only certain lines and strictly from an
internal (Hungarian) perspective. The geographical sources do not recognize that these "lines" provided
our neighbors (potentially) with extensive, unified railway networks - which they shortly developed.
Thus, there was a lack of an "external", comprehensive explication that reflected our neighbors'
perspective. The problems and explanations associated with the frontiers and the expansion of the
railway lines into railway systems can only be realized if we examine it from "both sides".
1. In the north: Kosice/Kassa-Satoraljaujhely-Csap-Batyu-Kiralyhaza-Sub-Carpathia
extending towards Romania, with an important international and national Czechoslovakian function;
2. In the east: Kiralyhaza-Satu Mare/Szatmarnemeti-Valea lui Mihai/ErmihalyfalvaOradea/Nagyvarad-Arad/Arad is a continuation of the first main line and also plays a significant
international and national (Romanian) function; it is part of the Romanian circular railway;
3. In the south: (Zagreb)-Zombor/Zobor-Subotica/Szabadka-Zenta is a new connecting
line of Yugoslavian main line extending east-west, and also plays an important international and
national function.
The international function of the three railway lines outlined above is depicted on Map 2.
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The Czechoslovakians also developed an important main line in southern Slovakia
between Lucenec/Losonc-Fulek-Feled-Sajolenardfalva-Pelsoc-Rozsnyo-Kosice/Kassa, near and parallel to
the Trianon frontier. See Maps 1 and 8 (important internal role).

Our Revisionist Propaganda
We cannot keep silent about the wide-scale press campaign of the so-called revisionist
period between the two wars, during which time we could encounter various materials including
scientific and subjective propaganda. It became part of public knowledge that the Trianon frontiers
were drawn by "giving a red pencil to a French or English sergeant and putting him in front of a big
map to draw the new borders"; the demarcation of the frontiers seemed random, illogical, and
unintelligible for the average Hungarian. This sentiment is not unusual; from within, many aspects
indeed seemed incomprehensible. It is regrettable, however, that it took our experts a long time to offer
quick-witted, practical explanations that would have pointed to the international faults of the peace
resolution.
The truth is that most of the Trianon borders are not random or illogical. On the contrary,
they are logical, purposeful and systematic, but only from our point of view of our neighbors. In other
words, the borders are mercilessly biased and serve the interests only of our neighbors. Our specialists
should have effectively explained to what extent, how and why.
I can't hide my opinion that there are inexpedient, one-sided arguments even in works
intended to be distributed abroad. Often, their common fault was that drew on outdated, specifically
Hungarian historical arguments, scarcely considering the other point of view or interests (either they
did not know about them, did not recognize them, or did not wanted to be accused of capitulation.
Indeed, initially they were in a difficult situation.) Many well-intentioned, "apologetic" anti-Trianon
writings were published, some of which were distributed abroad. Due to their striking one-sidedness,
however, they were not very successful. Yet it is obvious that we would have had plenty of other, more
effective arguments. Thus, a discussion of the railway factor (and two-sided interests) certainly would
have been more effective than arguments regarding the 1,000 year-old integral state of Hungary, the
perfect geographical-economic whole, and the state philosophy of Saint Stephen. These may have been
respected and holy arguments for Hungarians, but are strange and archaic for a foreigner. Moreover,
our enemies considered them to be remnants of feudalism and imperialism, and thus failed to arouse
their sympathy. Our revisionist campaign passed from the argument of historical right to that of the
ethnic principle only much later. (The turning point was Lord Rothermere's famous article in the Daily
Mail in the summer of 1927, which presented the annexed Hungarians near the border in a partially
deficient map: it "displaced" almost 400,000 Hungarians from Bacska to Croatia...)
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Hungarian experts seldom pointed to certain striking articles of the Trianon frontier, the
motifs of the border demarcation, its determinants and particular methodology. Yet the railway-created
frontier segments would have been suitable for such explanations. Only Teleki raised arguments that
included both the spatial approach -- that almost along 1,000 kilometers of the border is railway
(similar to Turkey's Syrian frontier) --and the ethnic aspect. Teleki also drew on the underlying marketroute explanation, namely, that the strip of land along the border is an important economicgeographical region that contains mainly Hungarian settlements and is characteristic of the ancient
dynamism of ethnic Hungarian settlements. At the same time, we would have had the opportunity to
recognize - and admit - the transportation needs of our neighbors, perhaps to propose other solutions
to such problems.
There was an another argument not used in its time:
•

The Trianon-peace was not born of normal (peace) circumstances, but, in the spring of

1919, a period characterized by threats of war. At this time, the victors considered Hungary to be an
aggressive enemy and subsequently weakened that country as much as possible. Accordingly, they
strengthened our neighbors - their allies --, as demonstrated by the territorial decrees (depiction of the
frontiers) of the peace-treaty.
The following arguments (most of them forgotten by now), were also often voiced (but in
vain):
•

Article X, but especially article XIX of the League of Nations Covenant, allowed for the

peaceful re-examination of the treaty of Trianon. Article XIX states that "From time to time, the
General Meeting can call upon the members of the League, to re-examine the inapplicable contracts
and those international conditions which - if they continue - could endanger universal peace." But this
was never put into practice in connection with the treaty of Trianon.
•

The Hungarian delegation received the final text of the treaty of Trianon on May 6, 1920.

They also received a memorandum that contained a certain (quite obscure) promise to change the
already determined borders. The memorandum was signed by French Prime Minister, Millerand, then
president of the peace-conference. The Hungarian National Assembly viewed those promises to be the
explicit condition for ratification of the treaty. This was the so-called Millerand accompanying letter
from which the Hungarian government and public expected so much after the treaty was signed. As
later became known, Hungarian expectations were arbitrary; the "revisionist promise" resulted in the
re-annexation of two small villages north of Salgótarjan.
•

An extensive volume of arguments against the treaty accumulated as a result of the

grievances of the Hungarian minorities. It was forgotten that only in the first five years of its existence,
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the League of Nations dealt with only two of the several thousand submitted minority grievances.
Thus, the organizational structure and functioning (procedural) mechanisms of the League could have
been a suitable target, for they neither solved nor put on the agenda the minority grievances. This
caused the Hungarian minorities to be defenseless and bound by international justice. We of course
had our reasons for being unable to take more effective action against the League...
Based on the above, we can form an idea about the gap between the rigorous text of the
peace treaty of Trianon - which gave the Hungarian minorities limited rights and internationally
guaranteed their inspection and legal defence - and its implementation. In the Foreword, I referred to
this gap as a "moral trap". We would need to draw on concrete cases or at least extracts from the works
of old specialists to prove that the contrast between the noble goals articulated in the Covenant of the
League of Nations (especially its Foreword) and the implementation of the peace treaty of Trianon are
unprecedented in international law and the history of diplomacy.

The Main Characteristics of Our Borders
It is interesting to compare the Trianon-frontiers - which still exist - according to several
criteria and characteristics.
These can be determined from the map, but here we also provide a numerical comparison
that has not yet been depicted in academic literature:
•

national frontier - artificial frontier;

•

language boundary or not;

•

transportation (railway) "target-frontier" or not?
We express the frontier characteristics (according to the above-mentioned aspects) in

kilometers and their proportion.
First: Only 1/4 of all of Hungary's frontiers are "natural", that is, frontiers adjusted to
geographical-national formations -- mostly rivers. Over 3/4 of the borders are "artificial, that is, created
according to political-economic points of view, such as transportation.
Second: Does the state frontier coincide with the boundaries of the Hungarian ethnic
group or language area? In the latter case, does the Hungarian language area reach the state frontier or
extend over it? The study shows that about 40% of the length of current state borders coincide with
the Hungarian language border, but 60% fall short of the Hungarian language area.
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Third: Over what length can we prove that the frontier was determined by transportation
considerations, thereby detaching railway lines? In this case, the proportion is 43%. This is surprisingly
high and unequalled in any other state.
Between 1920 and 1938, Sub-Carpathia belonged to Czechoslovakia. Its borders were
changed to a certain extent in 1944-45: Csap and its surroundings were annexed to the Soviet Union.
(Above data depict the latter.) The provided kilometer values are based on estimations and serve only
purposes of information.
Regarding Table 9: The characteristics and their types can be discussed in more detail. They
also occur mixed. For example, there are natural frontiers that are also ethnic (language) borders, such
as the Mura or Drava rivers. There are other that fall short of the Hungarian language area such as the
Danube. There are types of border that are difficult to define and where the effects of various factors
can be distinguished. This comparative analysis is only an experiment, but I think that it contributes
to an understanding of reality. In fact, it is also suitable for analyzing the changes that have occurred
between certain periods.
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TABLE 9: The Characteristic of Certain Frontier Segments

Section of

Total

Natural

Artificial

Linguis-

Non-

Transport

Non-

Border

Length

Border

Border

tic

linguistic

Border

transport

(KM)

(KM)

(KM)

border

border

(KM)

Border

(KM)

(KM)

Czechoslovak

(KM)

823

298

525

18

805

561

262

608

268

340

18

590

346

262

215

30

185

-

215

215

-

Yugoslav

631

215

416

450

181

100

531

Rumanian

432

-

432

90

342

310

122

Austrian

356

30

326

356

-

-

356

Total

2242

543

1699

914

1328

971

1271

(1920)
Czechoslovak
without
Ruthenia
Ruthenian
(part of Soviet
Union after
1945)
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TABLE 10: The Same Characterization, but in percentages.
Section of

Total

Natural

Artificial

Linguis-

Non-

Transport

Non-

Border

Length

Border

Border

tic

linguistic

Border %

trans-port

(KM)

%

%

border

border %

Border %

%
Czechoslovak

823

36

64

2

98

68

32

608

43

57

3

97

56

44

215

14

86

-

100

100

-

Yugoslav

631

34

66

71

29

16

84

Rumanian

432

-

100

21

79

70

30

Austrian

356

8

92

100

-

-

100

Total

2242

24

76

41

59

43

57

(1920)
Czechoslovak
without
Ruthenia
Ruthenian
(part of
Soviet Union
after 1945)

The relationship between the Hungarian language border and the state border is the most
disadvantageous at the Czechoslovak frontier segment, but it is also unfavorable at the Romanian
frontier (this index, however, does not depict the large Hungarian population on the other side of the
borders!). The proportion of the "railway-influenced" target borders is strikingly high on the
Czechoslovakian and Romanian frontiers.

70

TABLE 11: The Territorial Distribution of Hungarian Minorities
Territory

Total

Of This

Hungarian

Hungarian

Homogeneous

Mixed

Population

Hungarian

Population

Population

Hungarian

Hungarian

(in

Nationality

along

not along

Linguistic Area

Linguistic

Border

Border

millions)
To

Area

3.5

1.1

0.8

0.3

Yes

Barely

To Rumania

5.3

1.7

0.4

1.3

No

Yes

To Yugoslavia

1.5

0.5

0.3

0.2

Overwhelmingly

Slightly

10.5

3.5

1.5

1.8

Czechoslovakia

(excluding
Croatia)
Total

Obviously, the Trianon-frontiers should also be analyzed from many other angles, such as legal,
sociological, etc. Let us remember that for shorter or longer periods, these frontiers functioned like the
Great Wall of China; they often hermetically isolated the populations wishing to maintain relations on
either side. This is absurd in 1990.
It is worth examining separately the border's isolating (and future connecting) role and its
expected "spiritualization" etc.
Environmental analyses are also necessary. Beyond the problem of the Bös river barrage,
there are several air-polluting factories near the border that need to be examined. Particular attention
should be paid to the nuclear power plant near Garam (which was a secret until recently), north west
of Leva next to Mochovoce/Mohi. Mochovoce/Mohi was a completely Hungarian-populated township,
the northernmost settlement of Hungarians inhabiting the shores of the Garam river. Its population
was evacuated, and a gigantic nuclear power plant is being built in its place. It is characteristic of the
media that for a long time neither the Slovakian vicinity or Hungary knew anything about it.
In sum, let us mention that in many places the Trianon frontiers were not established
quickly and without debate. On the contrary, they were the result of compromises that followed
lengthy and sharp disputes. According to the peace conference records, the participants' memoirs, and
the opinion of independent experts -- mainly historians -- there were many variants and suggestions;
the relevant sources discuss these in detail. It is notable, however, that - as far as I know - the maps of
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these frontier variants are missing from a majority of sources. It would be interesting to
cartographically represent the precedents and "ancient-variations" of the Trianon-borders.
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IV. CONCLUSIONS
How did We Receive Trianon?
It is an interesting task to examine - 70 years after - how Hungarian public opinion, the
press (the parties), official Hungarian politics (government) and scientific community received Trianon
and its antecedents.
Loss of the war divided Hungarian public opinion. A majority of public opinion, in the
first days of the ecstasy of the Aster revolution, joyfully celebrated the end of four and a half years
bloodletting, the peace, and national independence. Others, however, were terrified by news about the
occupation and flow of refugees. Having recovered from the first wave of terror, the Hungarian public
hopefully awaited news of the peace conference. When these got increasingly worse and the time came
to sign the peace-treaty, a sense of complete apathy enveloped the nation.
Hungarian press at that time was more interested in domestic politics and published only
hidden news of the territorial losses. But the situation changed at the time of the military expedition
to the northern region beginning in spring of 1919. And after August - very carefully - the tragic
situation of the Hungarians who became minorities again received public attention.
Official Hungarian policy - after August 1919 - expressed its opinion regarding the
awaited peace treaty in a very distant, neutral tone, almost as though it was not an issue that affected
our nation. (We know that the restoration governments at that time hung by a thread.) This cautious
humility was also attributed to the fact that the victors had discredited and later discriminated against
the former Hungarian governments for almost year. Thus, much caution had to be taken, for
Hungary's "duly" return to the European order was a question of survival and had serious and grave
conditions. (A few years later, before taking up the so-called loan for economic rehabilitation, Hungary
had to solemnly re-declare that it received and signed the peace treaty of Trianon voluntarily and
without force.
Representatives of the Hungarian scientific community led the intellectual fight and the
accompanying high-level propaganda campaign against Trianon. (The word "propaganda" should not be
interpreted in its pejorative sense.) However, rereading those materials today, it seems that they were
one-sided, presenting only our perspectives and losses. Moreover, they were based on the outdated
principle of territorial integrity and historical right. Thus, to a certain extent they began with a
disadvantage, for which their high standards could not compensate. It should also be mentioned that
several scientific works of that period - written by or under the direction of scientists - were
"apologetic", defending Hungarian integrity. Many dared to reject the territorial decrees of the peace
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treaty. We read these works with a deep emotion even today, even though they did not have much
effect. At the peace conference Count Albert Apponyi's defence -- as far as I know, prepared by Count
Pal Teleki --presented the most solemn and solid arguments. But we mention that it did not have a
decisive effect because it came too late. This, however, was not the fault of the Hungarian delegation:
the delegation was not allowed to enter France immediately, and its members were kept under arrest
throughout the entire time. Moreover, the destiny of the Trianon borders was decided one year before,
on May 8, 1919. It was not changed a single bit.

Concealed Questions
Looking back 70 years, the question why even experimental scientific, publicistic, or
political studies, proposals and plans containing variants regarding the partitioning of historical
Hungary's national (ethnic) regions were lacking beginning the turn of the century is not unfounded.
We know very well that in those days -- in fact, even in the interwar years --this was taboo. I am also
aware of the fact that today it is "unhistorical" to state the difficulty of understanding that almost all
Hungarians, even educated men - including Jászi Oszkár - lived in the ideal world of an integrated
Hungary. The possibility of a federal reorganization was not raised, even though this possibility had
been openly debated long before in Austria.
I must confess that I did not find a domestic source, reference, or concrete delineation or
map outline that offered information on how the nationality aspirations - and their stages - could have
been satisfied, either in the work of Oszkár Jászi, or that of others before 1914. If there had existed
such ideas, they must have had certain spatial projections where they would have drawn certain
administrative boundaries. (There may have been such maps that I did not encounter.) As far as I
know, neither "Supplex Libellus Valachorum" (the Romanian's complaint addressed to Lipot II.), nor
the Slovaks' or Romanians' memoranda contained maps - even though the Slovaks demanded that the
county borders coincide with the language borders. Even in the works dealing with nationality issues
printed in Hungary in the interwar period, one can hardly find maps, ideas, or proposals regarding the
geographical demarcations (there were many more in our neighboring states, including Austria).
We may draw the conclusion that any text or map, which would have attempted to
partition - for whatever reason - historical Hungary into ethnic, mixed or pure Hungarian regions, it
would have been considered treason. Now we can see why nobody dared to do so.
Many works dealing with the Hungarian nationality question, however, were published
abroad. These included objective, first-rate studies, as well as biased tendentious works of propaganda.
The Hungarian press, scientific community, or official policy failed to pay adequate attention to this
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phenomenon. They were satisfied with presenting one or another of these materials, and it is difficult
to understand why they failed to respond with effective counter-propaganda.
I would like to note that the above-sketched spatial aspect (geographical, cartographic
sketch) - and the concrete cartographic presentation of the nationality demands in general -was,
unfortunately very scarce in the specialty literature of the age.

International Opinion about the Paris Peace
It seems to be useful to add a few ideas regarding international opinions about the peace
treaties of 1919-20 and their visible and hidden deficiencies and weaknesses.
First, there is the question of its dictatorial character.
History has proven that most of the peace-treaties are always dictated; the losers are
forced to accept the will of the victorious. This has been so ever since Brennus sanctified the scales of
the purchased peace with his sword and shouted: "Vae victis!" From this point of view, the dictatorial
character of the Versailles, St. Germain and Trianon peace treaties is not new; all of them were onesided acts of power, tribunals, and examples of revenge. Thus, they were dictates and not treaties. Still,
there were significant differences between them - to the detriment of Hungary. (This should be treated
in a separate study - we have not analyzed it much in this present work!)
Considering past peace treaties, it is also not new that in 1919 the victors loudly
proclaimed their wish to create a just and everlasting peace. They planned to maintain the new order
through the League of Nations, by making war illegal once and for all. But the idea of "eternal" (or
lasting) peace was also to be found in former peace treaties, such as in the resolution of the 1815
Congress of Vienna, when the Holy Alliance was to keep the peace (for a long time). But this peace
failed to (last forever, as did the Paris peace...
One could wonder to what extent the framers of the 1919 peace treaty considered their
noble goals (and results) to be really good. As we know, they were not unified; the difference of
opinions were visible at every step of the peace conference (the American delegation departed earlier,
the Italians were also absent for some time, and the Americans did not sign the treaty of Trianon.)
Even the compromise regarding the treaty's text was, in fact, a dictate; it meant the prevalence of
France.
In the inter-war period, an extensive volume of books was published on both sides
regarding the peace of 1919-20. Not only writers and historians, but also experts on the peace treaty
published their memoirs (seemingly honest) and "confessed" mostly the effects and consequences of

75

the one-sided and thus deceptive (often unscrupulous) information and propaganda. (We are not only
talking about ethnic "misleading", but also misinformation regarding the Hungarian government!)
Let us continue with some other thought-evoking questions.
A question may come up: did -- or could -- the major powers think that they were creating
an efficient, lasting peace, properly reflecting the noble peace aims of 1919-20? Particularly in
Trianon?
•

Did they consider the group of experts and their information to be satisfactorily prepared

and objective?
•

Were they aware of the fact that they punished Hungary much more severely than their

primary, "ancient" enemy, the Germans? (The question of the German border "was left open" in certain
respects, and referenda were authorized not even on German, but on nationality territories.
The results of these referenda accordingly altered the frontiers, to the advantage of the
Germans. In our case, referenda were not authorized even on border regions populated by Hungarians!
Other comparisons could be made with Danzig, the ethnic scale of the "corridor", etc..
•

Did they consider the rights protection of the detached Hungarian population included in

the minority protecting treaties and ordered to be included as fundamental laws in the constitutions of
the successor states -- under the protection of the League of Nations principles -- to be satisfying and
reassuring?
•

Didn't they notice an alarming gap -- a contradiction --in the fact that the authors of the

peace treaty were satisfied with the formal minority protecting treaties (the acceptance of the terms of
which was the condition for the successor states' sovereignty) but that the major powers did not allow
themselves freedom to act if the successor states do not implement those minority protecting terms?
•

The most thought-provoking is perhaps the following question: How could they

misunderstand the Hungarian condition, our nation's history, geography and psychology, to the extent
of forcing upon Hungary such a peace-treaty, under the false impression that the Hungarians would
eventually resign themselves to it? This was the biggest underestimation and the worst judgment of
the Hungarian people's existence and vitality.
•

Similarly, France's and Great Britain's exaggerated belief in the federal block (the Little

Entente-Polish block) which was to take the place of the Monarchy is also incomprehensible. They
believed that this block protected Europe from the Soviet invasion in the summer of 1920 (the socalled "Wonder of Vistula") and thought that it would be capable of facing the Soviets and Germans in
the future. They did not recognize that the block could not be efficient without the active
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participation of Hungary whose territory had been interfered with. They did not even want to hear
about it; as a result, Hungary was forced to join the German Alliance. This Little Entente-Polish
alliance dissolved due -- to a considerable extent -- to Hungary's geopolitical situation and weight,
which the two major western powers did not recognize in time.
•

It is memorable that the mistakes of the Paris peace treaties and their stubborn,

convulsive defense by the victors were the main cause of War World II, which also ended in the victory
of blind revenge - in east. Germany's territorial losses from 1945 can be compared only to Hungary's
losses from 1919. Nobody denies that these do not continue to be urgent problems...
•

The Trianon peace treaties naturally did not only have territory (frontier) and minority

protecting decrees, (it was a fault that we dealt with and complained about only these). They also
included decrees that paralyzed our entire economy for a long time -- and much more professionally,
thoroughly and cautiously than the formulation of the territorial and minority protecting treaties. I
have to stress that we should address numerous other problems regarding the Trianon-peace.
•

Last, but not least, we must mention the 1946 reenactment of the Trianon peace. This, of

course, was a separate, complex and serious taboo (kept under the covers until recently). But I think
the situation has changed and it is no longer right or justified to keep silent about it. As the frontiers
in Western Europe have not altered since 1945 but have changed even more so in Eastern Europe,
these questions became part of the relations between the Soviet Union and its allies (in short, Yalta).
Today, we are witnessing a profound change in this regard, and we are not justified in pursuing an
"ostrich policy" in this time of historical transition. On the contrary: as those who are primarily
concerned, we must present this topic correctly, from a European perspective, and with all of its detail,
accepting historical responsibility!
•

The Trianon-inheritance is also connected to Helsinki. That charter stated two important

and compatible principles: on the one hand, that the borders determined after World War II are
untouchable, and on the other hand, that the fundamental human rights must be respected in such a
way that people, spiritual and material goods, information, and free expression of opinion may flow
across borders unrestricted. In other words, the former wall-function (separating countries and
peoples) of the frontiers should be lifted. It is obvious that today's state borders -disadvantageous as
they are for many nations - can be "ultimately" accepted only in their "spiritualized" form. But the
Helsinki "frameworks" should be filled with living and effective contents. The sooner we begin, the
better prepared we will be to face the rapid changes.
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What Would Have Happened if...?
We could imagine the following: What would have happened if the Hungarian
governments would have paid greater attention to the demands of the nationalities, in fact, if they
would had met those demands? For example: what would have happened if they would have offered
them some sort of autonomy or, better yet, an independence or partner-country status by which we
could have kept the Slovak population within the thousand-year borders? We can surmise that a
compromise could have been reached. Thus, we could have occupied a more favorable position,
perhaps even after a lost war. But - as far as I know - there was no such timely attempt.
I myself, as a Hungarian from the northern region, find it incomprehensible that neither
the nationalities nor the Hungarian governments (or parties) in historical Hungary understood the
significance of this question. It is difficult to understand that neither party felt adequately responsible
or ready to negotiate in order to take advantage of the given historical opportunities. They should have
made an attempt with at least one or two nationalities, for example, the Slovaks. For the entire
settlement area of the Slovaks was within the thousand years' borders, and the Slovak language border
was at least three or four times as long with the Hungarians than with the Czech-Moravian settlement
area. Not only did its mountains and waterways gravitate towards us, but the entire living-space of the
Slovak nation was related to Hungarian territory. The situation with Transylvania was similar. There,
the valleys reached toward the Hungarian Great Plain, and its heterogeneous population and historical
traditions offered some sort of compromise almost on a silver platter.
There are others who deny that going beyond a policy of rapprochement, the Hungarians
would have profited from legal and territorial compromises; they deny that we could have at least kept
the Hungarian language area (and certain regions with mixed populations). According to the believers
in the intransigent perspective, if we take the initiative, or make concessions, we would have only
proved weak, increasing the "appetite" of the nationalities. They believe that Greater Hungary's grave
has been dug for a long time, only our fathers did not know or believe it.
I don't agree with the "intransigent" view. I believe that we have committed a serious and
unforgivable act of negligence by not even attempting territorial compromise, especially with the
Slovaks.

Outlook
We did not write about history for amusement or "l'art pour l'art". We are interested in the
blank spots of history not only to uncover all of its detail and to discover exactly what happened to
our fathers and forefathers, but also to draw lessons from it. "Historia est magistra vitae" - history is
the professor of life!
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Thus, we looked back in order to see forward more clearly and to proceed more securely.
Looking back is not the aim or purpose in itself; rather, it is the means. With the help of necessary
experiences and knowledge, the aim is to see the future more clearly - critically summarizing the
lessons - and to direct our fate more wisely than before.
We cannot plan ahead without having the necessary information, and we cannot be
properly informed without extracting the lessons from history put into its proper place.
One of the domains in which we are not sufficiently familiar is the subject of the
Hungarian ethnicity. This consists of the parts and whole of the Hungarian people, especially that
which regards those Hungarian communities who were forced to live in minority. Thus, in addition to
historical knowledge, we must also gain knowledge of the ethnographical, geographical and economic
aspects.
I believe we should begin by clarifying the fundamental concepts regarding the minority
question. One could note how much difficulty we had defining and explaining concepts -- often simple,
self-explanatory political concepts. The situation is similar with regard to the minority question and
our nationalities. Let me illustrate this by briefly mentioning the change in meaning and historical
change of these two fundamental concepts:
What did it mean to belong to a nationality in historical Hungary, and what does it mean
to become a Trianon minority?
1. In Hungary at the turn of the century, the nationality fights of 1848 had been
forgotten for decades. There was peace and prosperity, and non-Hungarian-speaking people felt the
presence of the Hungarian state, which was not disturbing because most of the people still lived and
worked under ancient conditions. A majority of our nationalities did not have a tradition of "national
separation" (except for the Croats and Serbs). At the most, they had religious-cultural communities
such as those of the Saxons (Universitas Saxorum) and the Greek Church. But the members of these
communities never considered themselves to be a state-forming nation. Rather, they were the trustees
of an ancient religion and language rights. Thus, the old concept of "nationality" is not uniform, but
very different! (The Croats - in partner country - were not a nationality, but a state-forming nation.)
2. Before long, the tables were turned: in 1919 the once "oppressed" nationalities suddenly
became state-forming nations, and almost 1/3 of the Hungarians became a minority nationality in
another state. By that time, there was no peace and prosperity. The change of empire took place after a
lengthy, bloody war and military occupation in an unmanageable and destitute world. This is a big
difference compared to the practically idyllic conditions of former Hungary. It is difficult to imagine
what the "change" meant for the detached Hungarians, when primitive and hungry armed conquerors -
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- fanatic, revengeful and self-judging in the extreme cases -- who did not even understand our language
took the place of the peaceful Hungarian public order. Later, of course, the situation subsided and
became apparently calm. But it never completely "normalized", as the Trianon norms guaranteed on
paper. Can these two concepts and situations of minority and degree of oppression be compared at
all?
3. We can also characterize the third stage: the post-1944 situation. We know (or rather
guess) that this was even more tragic than the second period. But we cannot do so at this time as it
would exceed even the "outlook" structure of this chapter. And we hardly could remain so objective so
as not to stir emotions, but without hiding historical truth. It is once again the historians' turn: let
their testimony follow.
With the above examples, I merely wished to point out how much more remains to be
clarified in the fields of concept-formation and interpretation: scientific explanation, organization (and
debate) of concepts beyond "nationality" and "minority", including the loss of national identity,
spontaneous and manipulated assimilation, and the numerous forms, tools and methods of
"oppression". In time and space, these concepts may have different meanings.
But I end, I would like to mention something else. The large amount of material on
Trianon in other scientific domains should also be illuminated. For example, for a long time I have
been waiting to encounter a social-psychological analysis of our historic relations with our neighbors
(ex-nationalities). One who has read and experienced a substantial amount cannot fail to notice that
our relations are characterized by certain recurring traits, occurrences, and gestures that uncover some
old "national characteristics". These include judgment of one another (often prejudiced) based on folk
tales, literary mosaics, and particular memories, as well as diplomatic secretes, memoirs, well-known
defeats and unknown difficulties.
I do not mean to say that ethnographers and ethno-psychologists have not dealt with the
above question. I am sure they have much information in this regard. There are still many
interdisciplinary domains that need to be researched! And this is not an aim in itself! Rather, the
conscious aim is to contribute, no matter to what extent, to a better understanding of our neighbors
and ourselves through an honest exposure of our past. Our goal is to assure a clearer, more logical and
better future for ourselves here, next to each other.
I completed my manuscript here one year ago. The book was published with a
considerable delay, but perhaps it was not late. It is another publication on Trianon, which has
attempted to complement the work of the historians. These works have awakened the public from its
opium-daze; they have awakened the Hungarian conscience.
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But here we must stop and clarify some principles.
When we begin to know more about Trianon and, due to favorable historical conditions,
discuss a new Central European development, we must be aware of the following:
•

We can't make the mistake of mentioning any sort of old-fashioned "revision" of the

Trianon frontiers. This would cause more damage than good. Current international politics and
possible solutions are totally different.
•

We must search for other, new and more profound bases for coexistence with our

neighbors. We must be well-prepared both in the theory (political science) and practical policy. We
continue to lack this preparedness. We must be cautious with the many new Central European
"specialists", their naiveté and extremism.
•

We must give up - mutually - the habitual prejudices which will not be easy, especially on

the other side. It is useful to exercise caution nonetheless.
•

We need to clearly state that we must start with an emotional and moral "tabula rasa", but

we must be well-acquainted with the antecedents. Tabula rasa doesn't mean we "erase" Trianon; it
means that we have to know who put us in this situation and how.
The genuine, future-building brainwork begins now. We have to show the way out.
Three chapters follow, which I completed in March 1990.

New Historical Possibilities
Everyone can see that Central Europe is on the threshold of new historical changes.
Responsible political (and intellectual) leaders are faced with many unexpected and serious tasks: to
prepare to recognize and accept these possibilities -- not just passively. We have to prepare for the
historical changes in every respect, not just regarding the new, effective protection of the minorities.
Nevertheless, allow me to briefly discuss this question, drawing on its relationship with the question of
state sovereignty (this is one of the main neurological spots in the Danube region).
We can start by stating that the gravest problem that sets us, Hungarians, against our
three neighbors is that the situation and legal status of the Hungarian minorities annexed to their
states is unsatisfactory.

Where should we look for the solution?
The generally recommended, old democratic "recipe" is the double platform: individual
and collective rights for the minorities. This is a well-known and well-sounding demand and aim, but
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today it is still a generic term, especially the latter. We know of few states where this is codified and
implemented.
The analysis of minority rights and the wording of proposals is cannot be realized in a day.
Like all other changes, this also has preconditions and requires preparation, especially regarding interstate issues.
We have to be aware of the fact that here, in "East"-Central Europe, the biggest obstacle besides extremist nationalism - is the overgrowth of state sovereignty, the perfection of etatism, and the
ultimate power of the party-state. Although these collapsed, the structures hardly changed. The same
reflexes can be seen to work, and we hardly see any sign of anticipation recognition of the individual -and especially collective --rights of the Hungarian minorities. (Even if this does happen, there is a long
and uncertain path before their realization.) Each state considers the demand to realize minority rights
as "interference in their internal affairs". Thus, this is where we should begin: with the correct
interpretation of the problem, content, and legal boundaries of state sovereignty.
There are two obvious aspects. First, when we speak about democracy, it involves a
considerable limitation of state sovereignty both inward, in the interest of civil liberties, and outward.
The tighter the relations between two states, the more common cases they have to regulate, and the
more necessary the mutual limiting of each other's sovereignty becomes. Every political or economic
agreement involves mutual concessions. The closer we get to the "common European House", the more
our state power and sovereignty is limited, similarly to that of the EEC states. But this is mutual, and
we gain more than we lose. (It is very likely that it would have been similar in the Monarchy's
confederation, or in any Danubian confederation.)
Limiting sovereignty is not as delicate for us as it is painful for our neighbors. Already in
1919, they were willing to sign the minority protecting treaty -- and incorporate it as fundamental law
in their Constitutions -- only after lengthy negotiations and protests. In Romania's case, that state was
willing to sign it only after a spectacularly organized cabinet crisis. The neighbors felt that this treaty
"offended their state sovereignty". They forgot that they obtained sovereignty of the annexed territories
by signing the minority protecting treaties and, thereby, renouncing part of their sovereignty.
Complete sovereignty was discussed only by totalitarian states and dictatorships,
especially when they were in possession of disputable rights.
We know that with the withdrawal of Soviet troops, both Hungary and its neighbors face
completely new possibilities and a new future. The more successful our re-integration into Europe, the
more hopeful our situation (for nobody believes that only Hungary will be allowed "to enter"!). At the
same time it is not only foreseeable but also desired that a strong political superpower rise above us.
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This would be a united European sovereignty above the nations and states and able to create peace
and order in the chaos and nationalist madness of today. So far -for over one and a half centuries -- no
Danubian confederation has succeeded. We were unable to reach such an agreement even in theory or
basic plans. We, the small Danubian peoples, simply did not "grow up" to it!
In "Europe", perhaps now we will succeed in spiritualizing the Trianon borders and solving
the problem of minority protection. In this way, we will succeed in adapting to Europe and keeping
the Hungarians together.
In working out the details, we must borrow from the ancient state philosophers, including
Josef Eötvös, the Austrian federalists, the German Neumann (whose "Mitteleuropa" was positively
received by Jászi), Koudenhove-Kalerghin, and the most contemporary Hungarian writers. Many of
them raised the question: "Do we need Central Europe"?

About the German Question
It is unavoidable to touch upon an important question -related to the previous issues
which closely concerns our present and future region: the German question. Several times, I referred to
the fact that is worth drawing a parallel between the peace treaties of 1919-20, and that Hungary was
punished disproportionately more severely than Germany or Austria. Naturally it is also instructive to
compare the situation after 1945. In this case, the situation is reversed: it is also worth analyzing
(though here we can only do so superficially).
It is known that Germany's frontiers after 1945 were altered only insignificantly in the
west (it lost a few villages which were soon re-annexed). Germany suffered extensive losses, however, in
the east. Her losses were unprecedented and total, for not only did Germany have to renounce large
territories, but its German population had to evacuate those lands. This was carried out in the absence
of a peace treaty. (The eastern territories in Potsdam came under Polish administration who ordered
the evacuation of the German population.)
At the same time (1945), Hungary could keep its Trianon territory except for the three
villages of the Bratislava/Pozsony bridge-abutment. The loss of these villages produced a national
protest similar to the one in 1938, when Hitler took Deveny and Pozsonyligetfalu. The Czechoslovak
plan to evacuate all Hungarians from the northern region was a much greater danger. The Czechs,
however, managed to evacuate "only" 75,000 persons -- mainly the well-to-do -- under the title of
population exchange.
But not only were territories lost and millions deprived of their homes and legal status,
but within four years, all "East"-Central-European states lost their freedom and independence. This
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Yalta-condition seems to be slowly changing. German unity has been re-established. Everything has a
sufficient historical explanation, as does the complete collapse of the Germans - this is the betterknown chapter of history. The recovery of Germany, and what we can expect from that, is less known.
It is my conviction that a view of the broader horizon is indispensable: we must look over
the Danubian Basin and Carpathians. Here I would like to draw attention especially to the German
question and example: there is much to learn from. The younger generation of Hungarians may
scarcely remember how the former Reich was divided first into many parts (Bizone, Trizone), then,
finally, into two parts -- as a result of the occupations. They may scarcely remember how the western
part rise once again, and how the Bund became an economic superpower. That country was
nevertheless humiliated and politically inactive for a long time. It was occupied, but in the meantime,
the Germans worked cleverly and managed their resources well. A great diplomatic patience and skill
as well as political self-control was needed on one hand to become an ally (when previously Germany
was considered the most dangerous enemy) and on the other to restrain the 120 million refugees, who
were lucky to be alive...
Evacuation from one's country cannot be forgotten for decades. We could not forget it,
the Crimean Tartars could not (and do not want to), and we cannot resent the fact that there still are
German revanchists. These people are kept in check in West Germany, mainly by providing them with
human living conditions of living. Time works toward forgetting and reconciliation, even if this does
have its preconditions.
There are at least two lessons to be learned from the Germans:
First, it presents a thought-evoking and debatable question: which solution is "more
fortunate" (from political point of view) and "more human" (from historical point of view) both for the
victor and the defeated: obtaining the territory with the hostile population, or without it? If we
graphed emotions on a system of co-ordinates, the evacuation line would abruptly rise and then fall
once again, while the minorities line would probably steadily rise. (At least, and unfortunately, this is
the situation in our environment.)
Second, the realism, patience, renunciation, and wisdom that the Germans had to practice
after 1945 (often at the price of humiliation) served a clear aim: revival of the German nation. We
should not forget than in 1945 we were also on the bottom, very much on the bottom. We have not
yet been so fortunate so as to brag as though we were on top. Realism, patience, wisdom!
An other interesting experience is that the issue of Trianon (and generally the frontier)
continues to be a delicate matter. Our mass-media seldom deals with Trianon; it is striking that
exhaustive reviews, appreciations, and critiques of Trianon are missing or late. A relevant example is
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András Ronai's small book: Although the book (Terkepezett Tortenelem) would be worthy of an
editorial review, the "critique" in the Magyar Nemzet took up only 1/3 of a column, and only the last
few lines are about the book itself!
The attitude toward the German question and, within this realm, the issue of the
German-Polish frontier, is even more cautious. We can only read empty generalities; no concrete facts
about the eastern territories or the Odera-Neisse (Nysa) frontier are presented. There is also silence
regarding the fact that Szczecin (Stettin) is located at Odera's western bridge abutment, and
Khrushchev contemplated its re-annexation. This may have been a cause of his downfall (?). But this is
also a hazy spot...
In short: The German question and the question of our frontiers, continues to be taboo in
several respects, even from a historical point of view. This is understandable, and the almost hysterical
fear of the Poles is also perfectly justified. (They are just now realizing what they were brought to do in
1945.) But we have to grow up to deal with taboos.

The Present - Irreconcilable Nationalist Differences?
We lived to see 1989, the "Year of Wonder", when the dominos fell. And we feel that
everyone who has the possibility to write, publish, and make his voice heard must comment upon the
new historical situation and the new opportunities for the Danube region even briefly.
As an epilogue to our work, we raise the following question: From our point of view, what
are the biggest obstacles and difficulties that we have to face? I am not alone in thinking that the most
difficult obstacle to surmount is the spasmodic, prejudiced and irritated nationalism that dominate in
our three neighboring states (perhaps here and there in our state also).
What is the situation? Let us first mention the frontiers. Perhaps their mere mention is
considered nationalism, but the problem is settled: the states are untouchable, this was decided in
Helsinki. For public opinion everywhere, it is "self-evident" that the problem of the frontiers created
after World War II is taboo; they can not be touched. This must be realized.
The other question, however, is open - at least we consider it to be open and would like to
treat it as such: we have been knocking, lately banging, on the door of the issue of the restoration of
national (ethnic) minority rights and the guarantee of their implementation.
The greatest difficulty we face is the spasmodic and prejudiced nationalism in our
neighboring states. Although there are differences between them, they agree upon on the following:
according to general public opinion, today's situation is "self -evident" - as the borders fare - and are
naturally an internal matter. Sometimes they proclaim that it is no problem at all, for everything has
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been solved (and perfectly, for that matter. See the nationality policy of Ceausescu, confirmed and
praised many times by the responsible Székely functionary). They often promise reforms, but nothing
happens in practice, etc. In fact, some voice the solution to the nationality question to lie in the
evacuation of the Hungarians (in Bratislava/Pozsony in March 1990!). Thus, the public mood in our
neighboring states characterized by spasmodic and prejudiced nationalism is thought-provoking, for
sometimes even official policy is helpless against it. This could hinder the execution of all possible
agreement. General public sentiment is that the tension can be intensified to the point of explosion,
and there is no sanction or defence against it. Extremist voices already go past speaking primarily
about the threat to national interests and the sovereignty of the state, regarding which concessions
must not be made. We are often talking about instigation of pogroms.
But we cannot lose our patience. We must clearly see and objectively analyze the
situation. Many rightfully say -- not only in our country -- that nationalism is culminating; that in
"East"-Central Europe, national intransigence has perhaps never been so dogmatic so rejecting of
practically every approach and compromise, as it is today, after the historical changes and "democratic"
transition. The incredibly rapid overthrow of the Stalinist systems did not alter the antagonism
between nationalities and nations. Where it did seem to move was only the result of internal
destabilization. The front-lines seem to be becoming rigid, and the anticipated sober approach and
democratic development of minority rights remained an illusion.
I think it is time to see what is the real situation (or what was the situation) with our
neighbors? I think that we would serve the cause well if we write about the problems openly (even if
we practice some restraint) and clearly, so as to understand it. Many have written extensively about
everything. Still, from the point if view of shaping public opinion, the common mistake of numerous
studies has been that they are too literary and philosophical. By hardly mentioning concrete facts, they
rarely point to the essence and are incapable of presenting the real problem. But openness is not meant
to evoke emotions; its only purpose is to demonstrate the existing absurd nationalist position of many
people (not only across the borders!), which renders impossible any exchange of views or useful
debates.
I would like to begin with a simple example. Thanks to television, anybody had the
possibility (in the beginning of February 1990) to listen to the Hungarian-Slovak dialogue of
"Panorama", which began with the Slovaks' condemnation of one the last presumably uninvited "guestappearance" of a staff member in Pozsony/Bratislava. The Slovaks also took offence at the fact that
"Panorama" televised the demonstration of the young Hungarians (Czechoslovakian citizens) in
Somorja, when they waved the Hungarian red, white and green flag and sang the Hungarian anthem
instead of the Czech and Slovak national anthems. The Slovaks considered it to be separatism, almost
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treason (but at least instigation) and asked what Hungarians authorities would think if young Slovaks
would do the same, for example in Békéscsaba? As far as I remember, the "Panorama" reporter replied
promptly, referring to the reports made last year with Dubcsek and Havel. But he could hardly ease the
intense situation. The report then continued with its presentation of the "years of exile" in 1945-48 of
the Hungarians of Slovakia. At first, the Slovak partners were silent, but they soon retorted with:
What happened to Slovaks between 1938-45 under Hungarian occupation?
It is unacceptable. How can these two periods, these two "methods" be compared? I
myself heard (and patiently listened to) young Slovaks being completely convinced of the following:
Slovakia has always existed as popular historical formation, even if it did not always enjoy
statehood. That which is within current borders is Slovak -- even retrospectively. Not only place names,
but even old family names must be written according to the current Slovak language; (everything
belongs to us, the Slovaks... They think Slovakia's borders are historical and ethnic (Hungarians
immigrated later or fled the Turks). All they know about 1938 is that the Vienna Award was an act of
aggression and mutilation of Slovakia's territory. Everyone who proclaimed to be Hungarian in 1938
and celebrated the entrance of Hungarian troops is a traitor of Slovakia. (Benes hanged Tiso, ex-primeminister of Slovakia, as Czechoslovakia's traitor.) Thus, as we can see, the label of "traitor" was often
used in the course of history... Already during the war, the Czech government in exile in London
adopted a resolution - to punish the traitor Hungarians - to evacuate the Hungarians. After the
liberation of Slovakia, the Hungarian population indeed became "vogelfrei", that is, they were totally
deprived of their civil rights. They were free to be struck, beaten, robbed, fired, thrown out of their
homes, taken to do forced labor, thrown across the border. And they compare this state of war (not
even minority conditions!) to the peace time conditions of the approximately 100,000 Slovaks in the
re-annexed northern region of Hungary!
There are more than 150 settlements in the region of Slovakia whose ancient names were
changed to names of Slovak personalities, just as the Nazi Germans renamed the settlements in
Warthe-Gau, or as colonizers did in their colonies. The southern belt of Slovakia indeed sank to the
level of a colony. (Hungarians were taken to do forced labor in the Czech Lands!) This is when ancient
Bös became Gabcikovo, named after the corporal Gabcik born in Zsolna who was a paratrooper flown
from England who shot the governor of the Czech-Moravian Protectorate and his comrades.
The once almost completely Hungarian population of the southern strip of Slovakia
significantly decreased. Large numbers of Slovaks were settled there, especially in the cities. But
Hungarian-language inscriptions had hardly been seen even in the most Hungarian settlements. There
is no official bilingualism. But there are many problems regarding the lack of Hungarian schools.
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The above-outlined picture provides us with an idea that particularly young Slovaks
consider the present situation (a low-point for the Hungarian minority) to be "self-evident". They
believe it to be natural and existing since ancient times. They express wonder and protest the
reestablishment of minority rights in Slovakia. Many consider this to be hostile and an interference in
internal affairs. This is the fundamental position.
I must remember historical Hungary, the taboo of its nostalgic geographical-economic
oneness and indivisibility, and I wonder whether our neighbors did not take our former nationalism as
their model (even involuntarily)? Their resemblance is ghost-like: They live under the spell of the
dogma of territorial untouchability as we did; the native land is holy for them as it was for us. Where
can we find a common platform?
Public opinion - the word of the people - is a great force, and public sentiment is even
greater (and more dangerous), especially if it is fanaticized. Its origins lie in the family, education - the
environment -- and, lately, the instrument of mass media. Arguing is a hopeless endeavor. If someone
engages in conversation and debate with a neighbor, he or she will surely use false facts that he/she
thinks to be absolutely correct. That person will argue with those false facts as if they were irrefutable,
indisputable, and fundamental truths and dogmas. Seldom is it possible to argue through the use of
correct proofs; most of the time the neighbor declares that "yea, this is widely known", "I learned this"
or "I have read this". When verification succeeds, the neighbor only replies: "I thought that...",
"everyone knows that...", etc.
The above-sketched spasmodic, irritated, and prejudiced nationalism is generally primitive
and transparent. But it is quite understandable why it has significant material effects.
It is easier to maintain, increase and further instigate this nationalism than to moderate it.
It is known that the retraining of nationalism - and within this framework ensuring minority rights
signifies a certain diminution of power (and the ruling nation) and economic withdrawal (selfimpoverishment and economic mutilation in its extreme form). Let us consider the undeserved
repression of the nationalities beginning with education, the filling of better jobs, choosing economic
leadership. The power monopoly exercised on minority territories would have to be shared, the "quasicolony" would have to be renounced! It is transparent, comprehensible and logical that they wish to
preserve with all their strength this absurd situation (quasi-slavery") and typical exploitation -- which is
all but democratic and European -- in the interest of their "common good".*
We can hardly hope for a bilateral (among the Danubian states) establishment of the
sought platform. It must certainly be attempted, but so fat they have not been successful. The
surmounting of nationalism and codification of national minority rights (as well as their practical
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implementation and supervision) can be realized - in my modest opinion - only by making sure the
states meet the norms required for admission to the united Europe. Perhaps there should be a trial
period.
The above-delineated ingrained nationalism will be difficult to defeat. But without this
there is no entering Europe!
After the manuscript was completed, I heard about the pogrom in TirguMures/Marosvasarhely on March 19, 1990. They again showed their aims: Axente, Zelea Codreanu
and Ceausescu believe it to be a sacred and self-evident national issue that independent Hungarian
schools, in fact, Hungarian-language signs alongside the Romanian ones, cannot exist in the capital of
Szekelyland in 1990. The status quo ante must be defended by all means; the cudgeon, pitchfork,
modern Romanian commandos, and beatings to death are reminders. There are many young people
intoxicated by alcohol and ideology, and they are directed by an invisible organization (perhaps the
reborn Iron Guard.) It is possible that the government is too weak to stop them. But however painful
and revolting this is for us, it could be that in the final count it will be to our advantage, for the
occurrences must open the eyes of the world: they will discover what is really happening in
Transylvania. The sacrifice will not be in vain if we can bear them with calm discipline and if we think
with our minds rather than feel with our hearts. These are high stakes.

From Apponyi's Speech
...When Clemenceau gave Count Albert Apponyi permission to speak and when Apponyi
stood up, Clemenceau asked him to remain seated. Apponyi did not sit down, noting that he prefers to
speak standing up, for that is what he is used to. He began his speech by saying that "he would have
preferred to have a debate, but, as the Supreme Council had already made a decision, he can do
nothing but bow to that, accepting the situation as it was, and proceed toward his goal. He did not
hesitate to say that he cannot accept the draft peace treaty without making significant alternations. He
was aware of what it meant to refuse signing it, and what serious dangers and problems would result.
But after all, if he could chose between unconditional acceptance and refusal of the peace treaty, than
the country would face only one question: should it rather commit suicide than be murdered?
"Fortunately, the situation is so not bad. You called upon us to disclose our comments,
which meant that you had not made a final decision, that the documents that we now present to you
would be carefully examined and conscientiously weighed in the manner demanded by these grave
problems. In this case we hope to convince you. We hope that all the more because we do not intend
to boast of our emotions or to take the side of our own interests either in speaking with you today, or
in the documents we ask you to weigh. We are in search of a common ground where we can meet, and
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this ground offers itself. It is the fundamental principle of international justice and the liberty of
peoples -- principles that the Allies have loudly proclaimed -- and the great interests related to
permanent peace and the reconstruction of Europe.
At this point, Clemenceau stopped the orator and noted that everything would be
translated into English. Apponyi said that he himself would like to translate his own words, and if they
permit him to do so, he shall at the end of his speech.
Clemenceau answered that the Supreme Council would certainly allow Apponyi to do the
translation, but he suggests that he do it section by section in order to keep the attention of the
audience.
Apponyi then repeated his words in English with an amazing ease and fluency. During his
one-hour speech, he stopped from time to time to translate into English what he had said in French.
He explained that the conditions would punish Hungary by partitioning its entire
territory and population, and they would deprive the remaining territory of every possibility of
economic flourishing. This is the total and deliberate destruction of a nation. How can those great
principles and universal interests that must direct the decision of the Allies stand in face of these
results.
He then asked especially Japan and the United States for help in the repatriation of the
Hungarian prisoners of war who were still in Siberia. Afterwards, he discussed the economic and
geographical oneness of the country, demanding a plebiscite13.

What is the Opinion of Foreign Countries?
Paris, the 19th of January 1920
The Paris correspondent of the Scandinavian News Agency provides a detailed discussion
of the reception of the Hungarian peace delegation. ...Apponyi's tri-lingual, two-hour speech was a
masterpiece in oratory; neither the World Court (sic! P.Z.) nor any parliament has ever heard anything
like it. The 75 year old man astonished and surprised the audience, but it would be mistaken to think
his success was only oratorical. Apponyi's arguments fell like bombs, and when he spoke about the fact
that they want to force three and a half million Hungarians under foreign rule without hearing them
out, he astounded not only the neutral listener. The English and Italians also began to pay attention,
and Lloyd George felt as though the scales had fallen from his eyes. Is it possible that the framers of
the peace treaty are so inadequately informed, that they learn these facts only when they present the
treaty, which can hardly be altered? Now we know why the Romanians, Czechs and Yugoslavians
feared the appearance of the Hungarians. Is it possible that states founded on lies are to guarantee
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peace in Eastern Europe? The Hungarians fell victim to the intricacies of their neighbors. And at this
point, the Supreme Council will not be able to change this monster of the peace, which, however, will
not be permanent14.

The Defence of Minorities
February 12, 1920. The president of the Hungarian peace delegation addresses a protocol
to the peace conference, which states the following regarding minority protection: "For us the most
important part of the pending treaty is that in which the League of Nations guarantees the protection
of minorities. Only our trust that the guarantees will be effectively implemented can prompt us to sign
the peace treaty15.

Pal Teleki's Opinion about the Minority Problem
The fifty-year period after the compromise was probably Hungary's most peaceful age. We
also considered it the most constructive.
The geographical unit was re-established properly in 1718, administratively with the
union with Transylvania and the re-annexation of the southern border region in 1872. Thus the
geographical unit was reestablished according to its 1000 year form. The geographical energies were in
constant and enormous effect; they controlled all historical events. This power and its effects - among
them to a considerable extent the geographical, economic and consequently political unit, which was
recognized even by the majority of nationalities - misled us in the evaluation of the above-mentioned
situation. Most likely no one recognized the enormity of the danger that our accrued nationalities and
the creation of their related states across our borders meant. Vienna always kept the minorities edged
against us. And our nationality policy was always incidental, never purposeful. Not even the statistical
data, which is a prerequisite of this, was processed. They were satisfied with the rough sequence of
native language data and the calculation of proportions. It was reassuring to know that the Hungarians
had once again become a numerical majority during the 19th century : in 1910 it comprised 54.5
percent of the total population.
Due to our prevailing numbers, here and there we were accused of aggressive
Hungarianization. We have never faced this accusation firmly: we did not do so due to the pride of our
fundamental right, negligence and because we ourselves did not know the factors of development.
Recognition of these factors, however, would have been perhaps been just as interesting from a social
science perspective as their presentation to European public opinion. For - as we numerically proved in
the materials of the peace conference, unfortunately too late - neither the sparse government measures
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nor the schools Hungarianized, but rather, the economy. Thus it was not an organized, but a living
economic and social process. Especially the constant population flux towards the still sparsely
populated Great Hungarian Plain relative to the cultivated lands, which, being almost completely
Hungarian, easily absorbed the foreign elements. The urban population throughout the whole country
was Hungarianized by industry and commerce which "was prospering in a national boom"16.

About Pal Teleki
Another revolver sounded through Hungarian fate. It beats with one less self-sacrificing
Hungarian heart. He was a special man. Rather small in stature with the frightened amazement of a
scholar in his eyes. But in the deeper secrets of these eyes, there lurked the sadness of seeing
everything and some sort of half cynical, half self-mockery of an appeased humor. As if everything
would have had told himself: "You see, Pal Teleki, what a child you are that you want something nice,
something lasting with these people."
He abhorred grand-gestured pathos, sonorous scenes, Bengal light, and theatrics. He was
like the bygone, silent blessing spring rain. He is nowhere now: but he is in the refreshed color of the
leaves, in the grains turning into bread, in the life-giving power of air. He was the reviving of withered
Hungarian identity, the awakened instinct of Hungarian solidarity, the new hope of survival. Still, so
to speak, he was nowhere. He was the Hungary's most invisible prime minister.
He was simple, like the genuine scientist, soft-spoken, like the good priest, and his words
had a profound effect, like the seed sowed by firm hand. Oh, how could this man love his so often
heated and exploited, solitary race.
This love was all of his virtue and all of his mistake, all of his courage and all of his fear;
this kept the large soul alive in the small body, and this made it grow into Atlas, so that it may hold the
Hungarian sky burdened with the heavy war. He was strong because he loved so much17.

A Historical Chronology of Trianon
January 5, 1920. The Hungarian peace delegation travels to Trianon. Its leader was Count
Albert Apponyi. The high commissioners were Count Pal Teleki, Count Istvan Bethlen, Count Istvan
Somssich, Béla Zoltán, Baron Vilmos Lers and Sandor Popovics.
January 14, 1920. The Hungarian peace delegation presented its credentials to the president
of the Supreme Council. At the same time it submits eight memoranda - with quite comprehensive
supplements (enclosures) - rejecting the responsibility for war and in defence of the territorial
integrity of historical Hungary.
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January 15, 1920. The Supreme Council of the peace-conference chaired by Clemenceau
receives the Hungarian peace delegation and informs them about the conditions of the pending treaty.
January 16, 1920. At the meeting of the Supreme Council of the Paris peace conference,
Count Albert Apponyi, the leader of the Hungarian delegation, demands a referendum to decide the
territorial questions.
January 20, 1920. The peace delegation returns to Budapest. The government received 15
days to elaborate their observations regarding the conditions of peace.
January 21, 1920. A meeting of the peace delegation took place with the participation of
Prime Minister Huszar and High Commander Horthy. It declares the conditions of peace to be
unacceptable and demands a 15-day extension of the deadline.
February 6, 1920. Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Romania send the peace conference a
common memorandum in which they state their territorial claims towards Hungary and protest
against the plebiscite demanded by the Hungarian peace delegation.
February 8, 1920. The Council of Ministers accepts the response to be submitted to the Paris
peace conference. The Hungarian government rejects the peace conditions: its counter-proposals
regarding the territorial question were based on the principle of referendum.
February 12, 1920. The response of the Hungarian government was submitted to the
Council of Ambassadors.
May 6, 1920. In Paris, the representatives of the Entente present the Hungarian peace
delegation with the final peace conditions. The president of the peace conference, A.E. Millerand, in
the accompanying letter rejected the arguments of the Hungarian delegation, but at the same time he
did not preclude the possibility of a later and peaceful modification of the frontiers.
June 4, 1920. The concluded peace treaty is signed in the Small-Trianon Palace in Versailles.
It legitimizes the annexation of Western Hungary, Northern Hungary, Transylvania and Croatia. It
reduces Hungary's military force to 35,000, forbids general conscription, and limits arms
manufacturing. Hungary is obligated to compensate for the damages incurred during the war, the
specific format to be later established. In the realm of international trade, Hungary has to guarantee
most-favored-nation status for the victor. A military control commission is sent to Hungary to monitor
the implementation of the treaty. - In protest, the moment the treaty was signed the bells tolled, traffic
stopped for ten minutes, the shops, schools, and universities were closed, and the League of the
Defence of Territory organized a protest.
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June 1920. The alliance of defence leagues announce a competition for prayers and mottos
encouraging the re-establishing of the former frontiers. The president of the jury is Jenô Rákosi. Mrs.
Elemer Papp-Vary's prize-winning prayer is the following:
"I believe in one God,
I believe in one homeland,
I believe in one eternal justice of God,
I believe in Hungary's revival, Amen."
The prize-winning motto was:
"Mutilated Hungary is not a country, undivided Hungary is heaven."18
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TRIANON

Zusammenfassung

Der .Friedensvertrag von Trianon (1920) war für Ungarn eine ähnliche historische
Katastrophe, wie die verlorene Schlacht von Mohács (1526) gegen die Türken: Er bedeutete die
Zerstilckelung des Landes und der Nation.
Das ungarische Volk konnte sich lange nicht mit dem Verlust von mehr als zwei Drittel
seines Staatsgebietes mid seiner Bevölkerimg abflnden, zumal nahezu ein Drittel des
ungarischen Volkes unter fremde Herrschaft kam Die Erbitterung richtete sich nicht nur gegen
die unerwartet strenge Grenzziehung, sondem auch gegen die rechtswidrige Behandlung des
abgetrennten Ungartums durch die Nachbarstaaten. Die im Friedensvertrag festgelegten
internationalen Garantien des Minderheitenrechtschutzes haben sich als unwirksam erwiesen, da
der Volkerband nicht in der Lage war, seinen Einfluss geltend zu machen.
Der Autor schildert die Vorgeschichte mid die Ursachen von Trianon, insbesonders in
Hinblick auf die Nationalitätenfrage, den verlorenen Krieg und dessen Folgen: nämlich die
Revolutionen and die Besetzungen. Es wird versucht, die Frage zu beantworten, warum Ungarn
viel härtere Friedensbedingungen diktiert wurden als Deutschland, dem damaligen ,,Erbfeind”
der Sieger, besonders was die Proportionen der abgetreunten Gebiete anbelangt.
Durch den Friedensvertrag von Trianon wurden 3,3 Millionen Ungarn vom Mutterland
getrennt; die Hälfte davon lebte in Grenzgebieten (vor allem in der südlichen Slowakei), die
andere Hälfte im Innern der Nachbarstaaten, besonders in Rumänien.
Der Verfasser analysiert den Zusammenhang zwischen den politischen and den
ethnischen Grenzen und weist nach, dass nur etwa 40% der Gesamtlänge der Trianon-Grenzen
mit der Sprachgrenzen zusammenfielen, bei 60% erstreckte sich das ungarische Sprachgebiet
weit über die neu gezogenen Grenzen hinaus.
Merkwürdig an den Trianon-Grenzen sind die langen Grenzabschnitte, die durch
parallel dazu laufenden Eisenbahnlinien bestimmt wurden. Diese, den Nachbarstaaten
zugeteilten Eisenbahnen führen unweit von und entlang der Grenzen, durch Gebiete mit

ungarischer Bevölkerung. Bei etwa 43% der Gesamtlänge der Staatsgrenzen von Trianon, nahezu
1000 kin, ist dies der Fall (im Norden and Osten sind es annähernd 900 km, im Süden etwa 100
km). Man muss diese Art und Weise der Grenzziehung als einzigartig in der politischen
Geographie bezeichnen. (Als ein ähnliches — doch nicht vergleichbares —Beispiel könnte
höchstens die Wüstengrenze zwischen der Türkei und Syrien erwähnt werden.)
Die Begründung für die Abtrennung dieser auf ungarischem Siedlungsgebiet
verlaufenden Eisenbahnlinien war, dass die neuen Staatsgebilde eine als lebenswichtige,
unentbehrliche Verbindmigslinien” brauchten, weil auf eigenem Sprachgebiet solche
Elsenbahnen nicht existierten. Daruin ,,musste” man diese den neuen Staatsgebilden zuteilen,
trotz des rein ungariachen Charakters der Grenzzonen. und ohne Rücksicht auf das
Selbstbestiminungsrecht der Nationen, wie es von den Verbündeten verkündet wurde. Andere
eventuell mögliche Lösungen des Transportproblems wie z.B.. die freie Durchfahrt
(Transitrecht) oder der Bau von neuen Eisenbahnlinien wurden auf der Friedenskonferenz nicht
diskutiert. Die Annabme, dass das Transportproblem der neugegründeten Staaten nur durch
solche Gebietsangliederungen zu lösen sei, bewirkte die Abtrennang von nahezu 1,6 Millionen
Ungarn unmittelbar entlang der Trianon-Grenzen. Diese Grenzziehmig löste eine
weitverbreitete, ständige Unzufriedenheit aus und erwies sich auf lange Sicht als Ursache von
schweren intemationalen politischen Störungen.
Siehe Abbildang Nr.1: Das Eisenbahnnetz des östlichen Teiles von Ungarn zeigt die
,,grenzbestimmenden” Eisenbahnsysteme, angefangen nördlich von Budapest, bezeichnet mit L
(=Lucenec/Losonc), ostwärtes bis Kit (=Královo n/T Kirá1yháza), von da süd- bzw.
südwestwärts bis A (Arad). Die schraffierten Raume haben überwiegend ungarische Bevölkerung.
Die Abb. Nr.2. zeigt die Eisenbahnsysteme der ,,Kleinen-Entente” (CSR, R und Y). Die
Linie 1 stellt die sog. ,,transtschechoslowakische Magistrale”, eine longitudinale Hauptilnie dar,
die U. a. die direkte Verbindmig mit Rumänien sicherte; die Linie 2. war die rumänische
Ringbahn”, eine Umfahrung von Siebenbürgen; die Linie 3. zeigt die Abzweigung der
,,jugoslawischen Magistrale” von Vinkovci über
Subotica, damals die einzige direkte Bahnverbindung zwischen Jugoslawien und
Rumänien. über diese drei Fenlinien konnte Ungarn umfahren werden.
Die Karte 3. stellt die sog. ,,Marktlinie” dar, d. h. Obergangszonen zwischen Tiefebeneund Berglandschaften.
Die Abb. 4. zeigt die Eisenbahn-Knotenpunkte entlang der Trianon-Grenzen, deren

bisherige Funktion. z. T. verloren ging oder sich veränderte.
Die Karte 5. ist der Plan von A. Popovici für die Föderalisierung der Monarchie (sog.
,,Gross-Osterreich”-Plan/ 1906).

.

Die Abbildungen 6 und 7. zeigen die Brückenköpfe von Bratislava (Pressburg) an der
Donau bzw. Sahy (Ipolysag) am Eipel—(Ipoly)—Fluss.
Die Karten 8 und 9. stellen die neuen tschechoslowakischen Eisenbahn-Anschlüsse
(neugebaute Delta-Strecken) von Lenartovce (Sajólénárdfalva) und Slovenské Nové Mesto
(Sitoraljaujhely) dar, wo die Stadt bei Ungarn blieb.
Und letztens, vergleicht die Karte 10 die Staatsgrenzen in Mitteleuropa von 1914 (die
Osterr.-Ungar.Monarchie) mit denen von 1924, d.h. mit den sog Nachfolgerstaaten der
Monarchie (die drei Kleine-Entente-Staaten sind schraffiert).

TRIANON
Summary
The 1920 Trianon peace treaty of Trianon was a historic disaster for Hungary similar to the battle of
Mohács (1526) lost to the Turks: the nation and country became dismembered.
Hungary’s public opinion could not accept the loss of 2/3 of the total territory and about 1/3 of the
Hungarian ethnic population that were detached by the treaty, not only because of the very hard boundary drawing,
but also due to the discriminating treatment of Hungarian minorities in the neighboring states. The internationally
guaranteed human rights were not respected, and the establishment of the League of Nations proved to be
inefficient.
The author describes the antecedents and causes of the Trianon peace treaty especially. the nationality
minorities’ problem within the hate Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, the host war, and also the forthcoming revolutions
and occupations. Attempt is made to answer the question: why Hungary was meted out much harder peace
conditions than Germany, the winners’ “arch enemy” — mainly in respect of proportion of detached territories.
The peace treaty of Trianon deprived Hungary of 1/3 of her ethnic population: almost of 3,3 million
Hungarians; half of them living just along the new borders (mainly in South Slovakia). The other half lived farther
from the frontiers, most of them deep in the center of new Rumania.
The author examines the connection of political and ethnic border lines in the Trianon frontier drawing,
and demonstrates, that only 40% of the total length of the new borders run approximately near ethnic lines, — 60%
cuts into Hungarian ethnic territory. A particular situation of Trianon frontiers is the fact that long sections run
immediately near railway lines, detaching them from Hungary to provide the newly created states with
communication possibilities. The total length of such railways determined frontiers is close 1,000 km; i.e. 43% of
the total length of the Trianon frontiers. This particularity is unique in political geography. (Similar, but not
comparable situation can be found in’ the Turkish-Syrian desert-frontier.)
These railway lines, determinating the new frontiers, form a communication system running around
Hungary in a length of near 900 km in North and East and about 100 km in the South. Remarkably this important
railway network runs within overwhelming Hungarian ethnic territory. Why must have happened to draw the
frontiers that way? The main argument was, that newborn Czechoslovakia, Rumania and Yugoslavia were in need of
communication lines, having none on their own ethnic territories. That was the reason why frontiers cut belts of
Hungarian ethnic character, regardless of the propagated self-determination of nations by Wilson. There was no
other solution proposed or discussed to the transportation and communication problem during the peace conference,
although there would have been alternative solutions, e. g. free transit agreement through Hungarian territory, or
construction of new adjoining rail lines Instead, the peace conference chose the worst detached about 1,6 million

Hungarians in the immediate border zones, against their will, causing grave dissatisfaction and political tension in
the long run within the Danube area.
We give here the explanations of the sketch-maps:
Map No.1: Eastern Hungary’ s railway network clearly stows its’ boundary making effect the lines
run parallel outside the Trianon borders, cutting through Hungarian ethnic territories (shaded areas).
Map No.2: The connecting railway system of the “Little Entente” countries. Line 1 is the
trans—Czechoslovak E—W connection ho Carpatho—Ukraine (which then belonged to Czechoslovakia) and also
to Rumania, the allied neighbor against Hungary. Line 2 depicts Rumania’s, circular system running around
mountainous Transylvania. It connects the NW and NE parts of the newly created Great-Rumania with a free transit
through Czechoslovakia and Poland. Line 3 shows the Yugoslav principal railway (Liubliana—Zagreb—Beograd)
with the important junction at Vinkovci (running to Subotica Senta Timisoara), which was the only rail connection
between Yugoslavia and Rumania at that time.
Map No.3: The ‘Market Lines”: econo-geographic notion indicating the belt between mountainous
regions and plains.
Map No.4: Several important railway centers around (outside) the Trianon borders that changed
functions or became obsolete. (Main traffic directions changed.)
Map No.5: The “Great Austria” Confederation plan by A. Popovici (1906).
Maps Nos.6. and 7: Strategic bridgeheads of Czechoslovakia on the Danube (Bratislava) and Ipoly
rivers (Sahy).
Maps Nos.8. and 9: New railway-(,,delta”) sections built by Czechoslovakia.
Map No.1O: The 1914 frontiers of Central Europe (Austro-Hungarian Monarchy) with the 1924
borders of the “Successor States” (the three “Little Entente” countries shaded).
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