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M IN O R ITIE S
B y C. A . Macartney. Oxford University Press. London: 

Humphry Milford. Issued under the auspices of the Royal 
Institute of International Affairs, 1934. pp. 540.

C. A . Macartney, the distinguished English writer and 
historian, recently published a large volume of about 
500 pages with the title ”National States and Natio
nal Minorities". The minority question is gaining in 
importance day by day because, unfortunately, the 
whole world is full of complaints of oppressed mi
norities —  a sign that the so-called minority trea
ties do not contain a satisfactory solution of the 
problem. After an abundant and thorough study of his
torical preliminaries, the present-day national State sys
tems and the minority protection measures of the League 
of Nations —  to the interesting chapters on which we 
cannot refer here owing to lack of space —  the author 
draws the following conclusions. He establishes the fact 
that ’ ’the League system has not solved the problem of 
how to enable different nationalities to live together har
moniously within a single State” . Evidently a certain 
improvement, perhaps even a considerable one, could 
be effected if the defects in the procedure were eliminated. 
If the League’s guarantee is to be truly effective, it is 
essential that its procedure should be such as to ensure 
a prompt and impartial hearing of all complaints. A  neces
sary postulate of any procedure reform is, of course, that 
the Council itself should take its duties seriously and 
should summon up the courage to insist upon real redress 
for well founded and legitimate grievances.

So long as the majority nations which have assumed 
control of the varions States persist in their theoretically 
absurd and practically unattainable endeavour to make 
of these States the exclusive instruments of their own 
national ideals and aspirations, the minorities must con
tinue to be placed in a position which no system of inter
national protection can render tolerable. It  is true that 
the treaties provide in general terms for the equality of 
all nationals of the contracting State before the law and 
in respect of civil and political rights, and for the same 
treatment and security de jure and de facto. But, on the 
other hand, the specific provisions in favour of the mino
rities certainly do not admit the minorities as equal part
ners in the State. The admission of the right of the State 
to establish the language of the majority as the official 
language (i. e. a language with priority over any other), 
the restriction of the obligation to provide public instruc
tion in a minority language in primary schools and in 
towns and districts in which a ’ ’considerable proportion”  
of members of a linguistic minority reside etc., —  all 
these provisions admit the principle of a single dominant 
national culture in the State. A  national State and national 
minorities are incompatible. The truth is that the present 
minority Treaties are adapted only to that one class of 
minorities whose national consciousness is still dormant 
or who, at most, do not desire any strongly differentiated 
national life of their own.

Although in his opinion it is desirable that the States 
of a pronounced national character should be transformed 
in such a manner that no difference should be made poli
tically between the ruling majority nation and the mino
rity nation, Macartney nevertheless reckons with the fact 
that at present we are living in an era of national States 
of a pronounced character, and for that very reason he 
seeks a mode of procedure calculated to improve the fate 
of the national minorities in the present national States, 
within present day bounds. W ith regard to Revision, 
Macartney’s standpoint m ay be summarised as follows:

Frontier revision, where applicable, is the more satis
factory means of solving a minorities problem; for it 
ends the question once for all by severing completely all 
political relations between the minpj'jtjeg and the majo

rity. It  was also, in the past, the traditional method. All 
wars of liberation have amounted simply to solutions of 
the minority problem by this means. The Peace Settlement 
of 1919 was itself based on one of the most drastic frontier 
revisions ever undertaken.

The new frontiers demarcated at this time are no more 
sacrosanct than those which they replaced. The new system 
is founded on certain principles of justice and self-deter
mination adduced to justify the disruption of the multi
national empires of central Europe. If these principles are 
still considered valid, no readjustment which disregards 
them would he acceptable. Where, on the other hand, it 
now appears that they were violated by the new settle
ment itself, there is stronger reason than ever for invoking 
them once again to modify it.

Thus there are certain strips of territory inhabited by 
solid blocks of minority populations which have been 
allotted to their present owners without any valid reason; 
and it seems fair to count as invalid the reasons of security 
advanced in many cases. For the security of one State 
nearly always means the insecurity of another; and once 
the absurd war mentality of 1919 has been dissipated, and 
the equality of all States once more recognised, no possible 
ground seems to exist for saying that the victor States need 
security more than the vanquished; more particularly as the 
latter are generally smaller and (owing to the disarmament 
provisions of the Treaties) far weaker from the military 
point of view than the former.

Only by a truly wise and generous treatment of their 
minorities could the Treaty States hope in the long run 
to keep their present frontiers. There is to-day a moral 
sense of the world and it is on that sense that the League 
of Nations reposes. There is a great determination to avert 
war; but this, for most men, does not mean merely a blind 
insistence on keeping existing frontiers intact, whatever 
the conditions within them. If a State abuses the generous 
treatment which it received at the Peace Conference; if 
it disregards its Treaty obligations and subjects its mino
rities to undeserved suffering, the conscience of the world 
will revolt. It  m ay be that the Assembly, under Article 
X I X  of the Covenant, will decide that the Treaty which 
demarcated the frontiers of that State has become inappli
cable; it may be that the fertile minds and elastic con
sciences of international jurists will find some other 
subterfuge to justify what seems to common men a viola
tion of Article X ;  but the State which fails to rule its mino
rities wisely, will one day lose them.

It  is pleasing to note that Macartney in course of this 
pragmatism concerning Revision, of which we completely 
approve, speaks separately of the Hungarian revision 
endeavours, saying that ’ ’the Rothermere Line would 
restore a considerable number of Magyars to their mother 
country, from which they were separated without sufficient 
cause, and so long as personal nationality is considered to 
be the almost exclusive basis of the State, revision in 
accordance with that line, or something resembling it, 
would be an act of mere justice” .

B y his excellent book, in which he reveals, with an 
objectivity which cannot be sufficiently appreciated, the 
oppressive situation of the national minorities and their 
sufferings, and wisely points out the remedy within 
present-day bounds, Macartney has made a valuable 
contribution to the clarification of ideas, thereby ren
dering great service to the millions of European minorities 
who are rightfully dissatisfied with their situation.

Whether this State system from which Macartney 
expects the solution of the minority question will come 
within a conceivable time, can hardly be established 
apodeictically. There is no doubt, however, that Macartney 
wisely points to Revision as the method which, in present 
circumstances, would most radically solve the minority 
problem.

George Lukacs.




