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COUNT STEPHEN BETHLEN’S ARTICLE 
AND THE PUBLIC OPINION OF RUMANIA

T
he article by Count Stephen Bethlen which 

appeared in the December number of the 
“Danubian Review" —  an article giving a 
thrilling picture of the oppression and suf

ferings of the Hungarian minority in Transylvania 
—  created an exceptionally great stir in Rumania 
and Transylvania. Day after day the significant 
points put forward by Count Bethlen were made 
the subject of statements by politicians, newspa
per articles and a whole series of special studies.

Though for the most part biassed, one-sided 
and even hostile in spirit, these statements etc. al
most without exception contain something — 
though indeed only when read between the lines 
—  which is an admission at times open and at 
others disguised —  of the fact that there must be 
some change in the lot of the Hungarian minority 
of Transylvania and that the present situation can
not possibly be maintained unaltered.

The most important of the statements made 
by leading Rumanian political factors is that of 
M. Lapedatu, President of the Rumanian Senate, 
who inter alia declared the suggestion made by 
Count Bethlen to the effect that the question of 
the Hungarian minority in Transylvania should be 
discussed by direct negotiation between the two 
Governments concerned, to be very serious and of 
the utmost significance; that procedure being in
deed the only way to secure elimination of the 
misunderstandings which have so far made any 
settlement of the question unfeasible.

Professor Nicholas Jorga —  who has at other 
times endeavoured to adopt an objective attitude 
in the minority question —  on the present occasion 
has attempted to shelve the matter of such vital 
importance by a pesting attitude quite unworthy 
of a serious historian —  by striving to prove that 
Count Bethlen is — a Rumanian by origin . . . ! !

In the “ Curentul“  the chief leader-writer of 
the paper, M. Pamfil Seicariu, objects that while on 
the one hand apparently offering the right hand 
of peace Count Bethlen (he declares) writes of 
conditions in Rumania with a pen dipped in venom. 
All we would add by way of comment on this 
statement of M. Seicariu is that, though these are 
indeed painful truths, it is not our fault that their 
acoustics are jarring. —  In the "Universal" M. 
Theodor G. Emandi, Minister Plenipotentiary and 
Envoy Extraordinary, wrote a series of three art

icles entitled "The Claims of the Hungarians" in 
answer to Count Bethlen. With a view to showing 
the Rumanian point of view to be the right one 
M. Emandi takes us back to far distant historical 
antecedents and endeavours in particular to uti
lise Louis Kossuth’s confederative theory as a 
means of refuting the unanswerable truths con
tained in Count Bethlen's article.

Particularly noteworthy is the statement 
made by M. Bucsan, formerly Under-Secretary of 
State for Minorities in the Avarescu Government. 
In his opinion matters relating to national minor
ities must not be converted into party questions, 
but must be treated as State questions to be ad
justed definitively by a Commission of a non-party 
character. Great importance is attached to Count 
Bethlen’s arguments also by M. Valer Moldovan, 
a former Governor of Transylvania, —  though 
only subject to the measures suggested by Bethlen 
being followed by Hungary renouncing all claim 
to a revision.

What an utter misunderstanding of the whole 
question!! Revision and the minority question —  
two completely divergent questions!! and those 
who really desire to follow the lead shown by 
Stephen Bethlen must not jeopardise success by 
suggesting superfluous interdependences of the 
kind.

M. Gita Pop, a former Deputy Minister and 
a leading Member of the National Peasants Party, 
is guilty of the same lapse as Moldovan. He 
simply offers Hungary a trade by barter —  sugg
esting the observance and execution of the pro
visions of the Minority Treaties in return for 
Hungary's renunciation of her claim to a revision. 
M. Octavian Goga, the Rumanian translator of the 
poetry of the great Hungarian poet Andrew Ady, 
—  who has recently figured very prominently in 
anti-Magyar movements engineered by the Ex
treme Right —  would appear to be once more 
calming down. In his statement he denies theje 
being any desire in Rumania to wipe out the 
minorities, and then declares that, though he is in 
favour of an agreement between Hungary and 
Rumania, he would never sit down to discuss the 
matter unless all talk of a revision is abandoned. 
Goga’s misgivings are quite groundless; for Beth
len in his article expressly emphasised that the 
question at issue on the present occasion is not
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revision, but the minority question, which must be 
adjusted urgently and without delay.

A  Transylvanian journalist interviewed M. 
Julius Maniu, former Prime Minister of Rumania 
and whilom leader of the National Peasants Party, 
who evaded the question in the following manner:

“The address given by Count Stephen Beth- 
len at Milan, his Christmas article and the argu
ments, conclusions and suggestions contained 
therein, cannot be answered in the form of state
ments. The eminence of the writer and the import
ance of the question alike demand a close investi
gation. And it is to be hoped that that investiga
tion will be made."

Professor Lupas too, professor of history in 
the University of Kolozsvar, and one of the chief 
leaders of the anti-revision movement, has also 
made a statement. “There is not denying” —  he 
said —  “ that a serious importance attaches to 
Count Bethlen's Christmas article. I consider 
direct negotiations not only possible, but also 
necessary. I admit also that no one is more quali
fied than Bethlen to initiate a rapprochement be
tween the two nations. My membership of the 
Anti-Revision League does not preclude —  and 
indeed actually facilitates —  my taking a leading 
part in an association for the purpose of bringing 
about seriously and bona fide a rapprochement 
between the Rumanian elements and the minorities 
of Rumania.”

We see how this professor —  an extreme anti
revisionist —  is able to nicely differentiate; he is 
perfectly conscious of the difference between re
vision and the minority question. The other Ru
manian politicians have really much to learn from 
him.

In conclusion we would note the strange 
opinion voiced by M. Madgearu, a former Min
ister of Finance, who has declared that the only 
object Bethlen had in view when writing the 
article was to create an atmosphere favourable to 
Hungary calculated to support her claim to a de
nunciation of the military clauses of the Treaty 
of Trianon. And that is all that need be said with 
reference to the effect produced so far in the 
public opinion of Rumania proper by Count Beth
len's article.

The Hungarian journals appearing in Trans
ylvania naturally endeavour to keep the question 
raised by Count Bethlen warm: but the suggestions 
have aroused equal interest also in the German 
press of that province. Particularly noteworthy in 
this connection is a leading article which appeared 
recently in the “ Kronstddted Zeitung“  from the 
pen of a Saxon who was a Member of the pre- 
War Hungarian Parliament. “There can be no 
doubt" —  he writes —  “ that the best way to 
bring about an understanding in the question of 
the racial minorities would be for the two neigh
bouring States to open up direct negotiations. No 
objection to the effect that the adjustment of the 
affairs of racial minorities is a question of the in
ternal policy of the country concerned, any inter
vention from without being in effect an unwar
ranted interference on the part of a foreign State, 
could today be taken seriously. After all, every 
question that may be or is made the subject of 
inter-State discussion is originally domestic in 
character; nevertheless, in matters of this kind 
treaties are concluded between the several States 
which are calculated to facilitate and further 
friendly intercourse between neighbours."

THE HUNGARIAN QUESTION FROM 
GEO- AND ETHNOPOLITICAL POINT OF VIEW

by
Dr. Andrew Moraveh

T
he Hungarian question is no mere con- 
junctural phenomenon; nor is it in its essence 
or in the problems to which it gives rise, a 
mere function of any political tendency. This 

question is rooted in the soul and in the whole 
world of feelings of the Hungarian nation and is 
based in the united will of that nation: the lapse 
of time will not change it; it cannot be removed 
except by a re-adjustment of the Basin of the 
Carpathians effected in a spirit of justice and 
equity, of liberty and equality.

This immanent character of the Hungarian 
question is comprehensible only to those who are 
familiar with Hungarian history. Apart from short 
intervals, the Basin of the Carpathians for ten 
centuries constituted a political unit in which the 
leading role was continuously played by the Magyar 
element —  even when the numbers of that element

were at their lowest figure; a political unit in 
which the Magyars represented political ability 
and State-forming capacity. The Middle Danube 
territory as a whole was kept from falling to 
pieces by that Hungarian State idea which has 
been so tellingly described by Ladislas Ottlik, the 
eminent Hungarian publicist, in the following 
passage:

"The “ Hungarian State idea" was the con
centration in a single political unit of the Basin 
of the Carpathians as a natural unit of life and 
the saturation of that territorial unit with the Hun
garian idea of liberty. . .  And when we interpret 
this idea in the form of "Pax Hungarica", we turn 
conciously towards the great Roman exemplar . . .  
The world rule of the Roman Empire —  the 
domination over innumerable foreign countries of 
a tiny people —  owed its existence to the spirit


