
THE QUESTION OF THE FRONTIER BETWEEN 
CZECHO-SLOVAKIA AND HUNGARY AT THE 

PEACE CONFERENCE
B Y

OBSERVATOR

Nowhere are more convincing data to be found in support 
of the Hungarian contention that the delegates of the 
Little Entente States of today misled the Peace Con

ference and that the territorial provisions of the Treaty of 
Trianon are the results of misleading information, than in the 
22 volumes of David Hunter Miller's "My Diary", a collec
tion of documents which reproduces word for word the 
majority of the arguments laid before the Peace Conference 
which were responsible for the decisions of the Conference. 
The collection comprises also a large number of protocols.

Unfortunately this work of inestimable historical value 
was published only in a limited edition of 40 copies; this 
circumstance, combined with the vastness of the material, 
being mainly responsible for the data contained in the Diary 
not being as familiar either to the general public or to the 
world of science as it ought to be. The writer has however 
studied the copy of "My Diary" to be found in the Buda
pest Peter Pazmany University Library: he has compared 
his notes compiled on that occasion with the review of "My 
Diary" written by Dr. Stephen Czako,1 and on the basis of 
this comparative study has summarised the material contain
ed in the Diary relating to the demarcation of the present 
frontier between Czecho-Slovakia and Hungary, adding the

1 ,,How the Hungarian problem was created? Some authentie 
details o! the preliminary deliberations of the Treaty of Trianon", by 
Stephen Czako, LL. D.
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comments which he has considered necessary. At some 
period in the future the writer propose to deal with the 
material relating to the frontiers between Hungary and 
Rumania and Yugoslavia respectively: but he would note at 
the outset that owing to the insufficient space available in the 
Review for the purpose the object of his three articles will not 
by any means be to definitively close the discussion respecting 
the Trianon frontiers or to offer an exhaustive survey of the 
arguments supporting the Hungarian case, but rather to 
expand the question and enlist the attention of public opinion 
by presenting in a scientific and objective manner the mate
rial contained in the work written by David Hunter Miller.

I. Slovakia.
Chronologically speaking the first document published 

by David Hunter Miller which refers also to the question of 
the frontier between Hungary and Czecho-Slovakia is a draft 
prepared for the use of President Wilson by two Americans, 
Messrs. Cobb and Lippmann, on October 29th, 1919, — i. e. 
a day after the establishment of Czecho-Slovakia — , one 
passage of which informs the President that "the indepen
dence of Slovakia means the dismemberment of the north
western counties of Hungary".2 The importance of these 
words lies in the circumstance that they prove that on the 
one hand very influential Americans were not willing at that 
time to simply incorporate Slovakia in Czecho-Slovakia, and 
on the other hand that all that it was proposed to sever 
from Hungary at that time was the northwestern Slovak 
counties, and not — as was done later on — the northeastern 
counties, i. e. the territory lying to the east of the Csorba 
(Strba) watershed, inclusive of the High Tatra.

The question of Slovakia was broached at the Peace 
Conference for the first time during the afternoon of February 
5th, 1919, being then put before the Council of Ten, the 
Members of which were — as is well known — President 
Wilson and Mr. Lansing (U. S. A.), Mr. Lloyd George and 
Lord Balfour (Great Britain) MM. Clemenceau and Pichon 
(France), Signors Orlando and Sonnino (Italy) and Baron 3

3 D. H. Miller, op. cit., Vol. 2.,p. 77.
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Makino and M. Matsui (Japan). Dr. Benes, then Foreign 
Minister of Czecho-Slovakia, submitted exhaustive represen
tations in which he demanded the incorporation in the new 
State on ethnic grounds of both Slovakia and Bohemia and 
Moravia, as also of the former province of Austrian Silesia. 
After presenting the arguments which in his opinion justified 
the annexation to Czecho-Slovakia of the Sudeta German 
territory, Dr. Benes proceeded to deal with Slovakia, assert
ing that at a certain period in the past too Slovakia had 
formed part of the Czecho-Slovak State. Early in the tenth 
century, however, it had been conquered by the Magyars, 
who had nevertheless failed to magyarise the country. 
According to Dr. Benes the population of the country were 
Czechs in feeling and desired to be incorporated in the 
Czecho-Slovak State. The independence of Slovakia had 
never been even suggested; that being quite natural when 
one took into consideration the uniting force of a common 
language, common cultural connections and an identity of 
religion. The northern frontier of Slovakia was formed by 
the Carpathians and the southern frontier by the Danube; 
while between the point where the Danube turned south
wards and the Tisza the country was bounded by a frontier 
w'hich was partly natural and partly artificial. This territory 
naturally included also Magyars; that was a problem which 
it was left to the Conference to decide.®

It was therefore on an ethnic basis that Dr. Benes 
demanded the territory inhabited by Slovaks; and he en
deavoured to adduce historical arguments too in support of 
his case. But he did not shrink from at the same time de
manding the incorporation in the new State of the Hungarian 
(Magyar) territories of Upper Hungary —  on economic 
grounds!! Let us first investigate the soundness of his 
ethnic and historical arguments. Every one familiar with the 
history of the Danube Valley is well aware that until 1918 
there never had been such a thing as a Czecho-Slovak State. 
The Greater Slav Empire formed in the third part of the ninth 3

3 D. H. Miller, op. cit., Vol. 14, pp. 211 ff. The author here quotes 
in full Dr. Benes’s speech and the questions asked by Mr. Lloyd George 
and Signor Sonnino.
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century — after the collaps of the Avar Empire — under 
the rule of Svatopluk was not able to extend its sovereignty 
over the Bohemia of today until after the resistance of the 
Czech tribes had been overcome: that Svatopluk’s Empire was 
only very short-lived, remaining in existence for barely a 
quarter of a century; and when, at the close of the ninth 
century, the invasion of the Magyars broke it to pieces, the 
Czech tribes were the first to turn against Svatopluk's succes
sor's in order to regain their independence. Since that period 
there have never been any political connections whatsoever, 
not only between the Czechs and the Slovaks, but even bet
ween the Moravians and the Slovaks. The Slovak language is 
indeed related to that of the Czechs: though it is by no means 
certain that the two languages are very closely akin; indeed, 
there is an opinion — that voiced by Samuel Czambern, the 
greatest Slovak linguist, and supported by exceptionally 
weighty arguments — that the Slovak language is not a 
northern Slav language at all, but a southern Slav one like 
Serbian, Croatian, Bulgarian, Slovene etc. It is an in
disputable fact, however, that since the end of the eighteenth 
century — i. e. since the period when the modern nationality 
movement began to develop — the Slovak people has had 
an independent literary language of its own the linguistic 
divergences of which even the Czechs have utterly failed to 
bridge over.

To speak of religious identity is absurd. In the fifteenth 
century the Czech Hussite movement naturally made its 
effects felt on the neighbouring Slovaks, — as it did on the 
Hungarians too: but ever since the battle of Weissberg 
(1621) dealt Czech Protestantism its death-blow the religious 
development of the two peoples has followed absolutely 
divergent directions. About one-fifth of the Slovak people 
—  even despite the Counter-reformation — has succeeded 
in preserving its Protestantism, which is mainly Lutheran, 
though here and there in the east we find Calvinism; 
whereas the Czechs almost without exception became 
Roman Catholics, at least on paper. For, as contrasted with 
the profoundly religious disposition of the Slovak Catholics, 
a very large proportion of the Czech inhabitants of Bohemia 
only formally joined the Catholic Church, being anything
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but Catholics in their inner being. This mental disposition 
came particularly strongly to the surface after 1918, when 
as a consequence of the fall of the Catholic Habsburg dynasty 
almost half the Czech inhabitants of Bohemia formally too 
turned their backs on Catholicism, joining the Czecho-Slovak 
National Church — a strange combination of Hussite, Catholic 
and Greek Oriental elements that sprang into being after 
the collapse —  or perhaps declared themselves to belong ta 
no denomination or in some cases added to the number of 
the Czecho-Moravian Brothers. In the religious composition 
of the Slovak people, on the other hand, the political changes 
of 1918 made no difference at all; the Slovaks remained all 
alike loyal to the Catholic or Protestant faith respectively of 
their fathers.

And this is one of the most deep-seated causes of the 
spiritual disharmony existing between the Czech and Slovak 
peoples.

The Czechs are rationalists, like the Germans with whom 
they have lived for centuries — and are still living — in 
symbiosis; whereas the Slovaks are of a romantic disposition, 
like the Hungarians (Magyars) with whom they lived in State 
union for centuries. The Czechs are realists and indeed 
materialists; while the Slovaks are idealists. Probably no 
greater spiritual contrast between two neighbouring peoples 
is even conceivable than that existing between the Czechs 
and the Slovaks, a contrast which makes its effect felt also 
on the whole social and economic structure of the two 
peoples.

And in any case Slovakia has never been an independent 
political unit since the end of the ninth century. She formed 
part of the Hungarian Kingdom and had no independent 
organisation of her own within that kingdom, being divided 
into counties in exactly the same way as the other parts o f 
the country. Indeed, there was a period —  during the era 
of Turkish occupation (1541— 1686) — when the Slovakia o f 
today was actually the backbone of the Hungarian Kingdom, 
the territory inhabited by Slovaks being an impregnable 
stronghold of the Hungarian State idea defying all attempts 
made by the Turks to capture it. Consequently, until 191$ 
the history of the Slovak people coincided with that of the
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Hungarians (Magyars); whereas Bohemia was at first one 
of the — indeed, one of the principal — Electorates of the 
German-Roman Empire and later became one of the heredit
ary provinces of Austria. And their common history naturally 
developed a community of historical consciousness as be
tween the Slovak and Magyar peoples.

Seeing that down to 1918 Slovakia had never been an 
independent political unit, she had no frontiers of her own. 
The Carpathians were the frontier of Hungary, not of 
Slovakia. The Danube had never since the establishment of 
the Hungarian State constituted a boundary either between 
the two provinces or indeed between the two peoples 
(Slovaks and Magyars). The language frontier lies much 
farther north of the Danube, — being today slightly less 
inland than three or four centuries ago. It is a historical 
fact evidenced also by the works of the Russian scholar 
Petrov — of a man who cannot therefore be suspected of 
prepossession in favour of the Magyars — that since the 
eighteenth century the Slovak-Magyar language frontier has 
shifted southwards, —  a circumstance proving therefore that 
the Slovaks made headway at the expense of the Magyars, 
and not vice-versa. As to the question of the location of the 
Slovak settlements at the time of the occupation of the 
country by the Magyars, the scientific data at our disposal 
today do not enable us to ascertain the facts with certainty. 
But that there cannot have been many Slovaks living on the 
shores of the Danube, is shown, not only by the above circum
stances, but also by the fact that the inundation areas and 
marshes of the river were not drained until long after the 
Magyar occupation, so that these territories which are so 
fertile today had not been made habitable or cultivable until 
the Hungarians had long been masters of the country. And 
if what we are told by M. Chalupetzky, the eminent Czech 
historian, is true — viz. that the Central Slovakia of today 
was not settled until the thirteenth century, till when it was 
covered by gigantic forests, and that the eastern frontier 
of Slovak dam was the river Garam — , then we cannot surely 
speak seriously of any alleged frontier of Slovakia stretching 
from the bend in the Danube to the Tisza.

The reason why we have thought it necessary to give
21
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the above summary of familiar facts, is that we are anxious 
to supply this information for the benefit of those of our 
Anglo-Saxon readers who are not acquainted with the history 
of the peoples of the Danube Valley, It would be tactless 
on our part to presume that Dr, Benes is not familiar with 
these historical facts. That he nevertheless presented those 
facts to the Peace Conference in a different light, was a 
political move which out of respect for the dignified position 
he now holds we shall refrain from calling by its proper 
name.

,We regret infinitely that the Council of Ten was not 
in a position to have the facts submitted by the then Foreign 
Minister of Czecho-Slovakia checked by unbiassed students 
of Central European history. For in that case I doubt whether 
even Mr. Uoyd George would have so easily shelved the 
Slovak question. As it was, the British Prime Minister 
referring to what Dr. Benes had said, declared that there 
could be no doubt respecting the legitimate character of the 
demands of Slovakia and her inhabitants and their claim to 
independence. He believed therefore that it would suffice 
if Dr. Benes restricted his representations to points open to 
dispute. Thereby Mr, Lloyd George also consented to the 
severing from Hungary of the territories inhabited by 
Slovaks, —  that being equivalent to a tacit acquiescence in 
the incorporation of those territories in Czecho-Slovakia, al
though the idea of an independent Slovakia did not involve 
the idea of that country being handed over to the Czechs 
and it was quite easy to conceive of the said country forming 
a separate State unit. In answer to Mr. Lloyd George’s 
remarks Dr. Benes declared that there could be no disputing 
the question of the Danube as a political frontier, seeing 
that "it is a matter of principle". In his opinion Slovakia had 
always been a Danubian country. "At the time of the Magyar 
invasion the whole of Pannonia was in the possession of the 
Slovaks: but the Magyars drove the Slovak people up into 
the surrounding mountains and the neightbouring downs and 
after clearing the right bank of the Danube of the Slovaks 
came into direct contact with the Germans. On the left bank 
of the Danube, however, they did not completely exterminate 
the Slav population, which continued to live in these territor
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ies, although "they had become more or less magyarised"." 
"The rustic inhabitants of the right bank were Slovaks living 
in compact blocks. It was only certain higher zones that were 
penetrated for the most part by Magyar islands." According 
io Dr. Benes it was "a very cogent reason for the Danube 
frontier" that the Czecho-Slovak State would thus obtain 
free access to the sea, —  an issue which could only be en
sured by making the Danube international. That was, so to 
say, the foundation of Czecho-Slovakia’s economic existence 
and "a geographical necessity; and the new State could not 
survive without it” .

This last sentence was a frank admission that Czecho
slovakia needed the Danube and the northern shores inhabited 
by Magyars for economic reasons. We wonder whether this 
necessity could not have been satisfied by other means than 
the allotment of the Danube frontier? We would ask whether 
Bohemia was not a flourishing country in the Middle Ages 
— and later too —  without the Danube? Later on Mr. Lloyd 
George very practically asked "whether if the territories 
claimed declared themselves Magyar, free access to the 
international route of the Danube through the rivers of 
Slovakia, would satisfy Dr. Benes?" And then, when the 
latter replied that the rivers of Slovakia, with the exception 
of the Vag, were not navigable, Mr. Lloyd George asked 
whether it would be a satisfactory solution for Czecho
slovakia if free access to the sea were to be ensured by way 
of large railway junctions on the shores of the Danube?

As for the view expressed by Dr. Benes — a view not 
supported even by serious Czech scholars — to the effect 
that not only the left bank, but also the right bank, of the 
Danube (the Pannonia of Roman days) was inhabited by 
Slovaks prior to the coming of the Magyars, an answer will 
be found in what we have said above. And this question is 
not even of decisive importance. For if we continued to 
reason on the same lines, we should end in declaring that 
Lithuania, for instance, might claim East and West Prussia, 
and Greece demand the allotment to her of Sicily and South- 
East Italy, on the plea that at some time in the past those 
regions were inhabited by a people racially akin to the 
Lithuanians and by Hellenes respectively.
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The only question of decisive importance is whether in 
1918 the northern shore of the Danube was inhabited by 
Magyars (today still almost the only inhabitants of that 
region) or by Slovaks? Mr. Lloyd George and Signor Sonnino, 
Italian Foreign Minister, did in fact ask the Czech minister 
concerning the proportion of Slovaks living in that region.

Dr. Benes admitted that in the event of the annexation 
of the territories in question "Czecho-Slovakia would be 
compelled to absorb 350,000 Magyars". On the other hand, 
however, — so he said — , on the opposite shore of the 
Danube Slovak villages would be found which, though occurr
ing only sporadically, were many in number. In the villages in 
the vicinity of Budapest, for instance, — according to Dr. 
Benes —, "the number of Slovaks was estimated at no fewer 
than 150,000: but he was prepared to renounce these Slovaks 
"in compensation for the Hungarians absorbed". As for the 
disputed territory on the left shore of the Danube, in reply 
to a question addressed to him by Signor Sonnino, Dr. Benes 
declared the proportion of Slovaks to be roughly 60%, — 
though he added that it was extremely difficult to supply reli
able estimates, seeing that the population of the territories 
in question had never been subjected to a separate census 
survey.

He expressed the opinion that the Hungarian censuses 
were in any case worse even than the Austrian: for, though 
showing the presence of 250,000 Magyars, they completely 
ignored the existence of 350,000 Slovaks. In his opinion al
together only some 650,000 Magyars would become subjects 
of Czecho-Slovakia, while 450,000 "Czecho-Slovaks" would 
be left within the frontiers of Hungary. In any case — he 
asserted —  the Magyars openly declared that "the Slovaks 
were no human beings". Of the 2300 civil servants of Slovakia 
only some 17 were Slovaks, the latter supplying only 1 of 
the 1700 judges (magistrates) of that province and only 10 
of the inland revenue officers, — the result being that about 
one third of the Slovak people had been compelled to 
emigrate to the United States of North America. Many other 
Slovaks had settled in those parts of Hungary in which it 
was easier to earn a living. That was the origin of the Slovak 
islands that had sprung into existence in the vicinity of

24



HUNGARY’S FRONTIERS AT THE PEACE CONFERENCE

Budapest (roughly 90,000) and Debrecen respectively (roughly
80.000 souls in all).

When we investigate these data more closely, we at once 
become aware of the cajolery latent in this juggling with 
figures. In one place Dr. Benes spoke of there being roughly
150.000 Slovaks in the neighbourhood of Budapest; while in 
another place the number of the Slovak settlers in that 
region suddenly dwindled to only 90,000. In reality, how
ever, the total number of inhabitants living in the whole 
county of Pest-Pilis-Solt-Kiskun (the capital of which is 
Budapest) in 1930 was 1,006,184 and that of Slovaks only 
18,802, this latter number representing the proportion of 
Slovaks living in an area of 1,181,663 hectares stretching far 
beyond the confines of the Capital. The number of Slovaks 
living in the 21 villages situated in the environs of Budapest 
is altogether 2,757; that of the Slovaks living in the Capital 
itself 7,764.

Of the inhabitants of Debrecen (117,275 souls) only 96 
are Slovaks; while of the inhabitants of the County of Hajdti 
surrounding that city (178,523 souls) only 29 are Slovaks — 
not 80,000, as Dr. Benes asserted.

The aggregate number of Slovaks living in the territory 
of Dismembered Hungary is not, as Dr. Benes asserted,
450,000, but only 104,819. Czecho-Slovakia, on the other 
hand, took over 1,071,000 Magyars — according to the data 
of the 1910 Hungarian Census. Even the Czecho-Slovak 
Census of 1921 shows the presence in Czecho-Slovakia of 
738,517 Magyars; whereas the 1930 Czecho-Slovak Census 
records only 681,460 Magyars — for all the world as if the 
Hungarian mothers had not borne any children during the 
decennium in question. Yet even this latter figure offers 
sextuple compensation for the 100,000 Slovaks left in 
Hungary.

As against the assertion to the effect that even in the 
territory which is not pure Slovak the Slovaks represented 
60°/o of the population, it will suffice to cite the 1930 Czecho
slovak Census figures relating to the Magyar inhabitants of 
the hundreds situated along the Czecho-Hungarian frontier, 
— it being at the same time emphasised that the data of 
this Census have been found unreliable alike by the Magyars
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of Czecho-Slovakia and by the Czech University Professor 
Radi.

Yet even according to the data of this Census we find 
the proportion of Magyars

in the Dunaszerdahely district is 88.20 per cent
11 11 Ersekujvar yy y y 31.61 yy y y

i i 11 Feled y y yy 77.37 y y y y

i i 11 Galanta y y y y 61.97 y y y y

n 11 Kekko y y yy 31.05 yy i i

i i 11 Kiralyhelmec y y 11 78.88 y y 11

11 11 Komarom y y i i 82.93 y y y y

11 11 Korpona y y 11 36.38 y y y y

n 11 Leva y y y y 27.45 y y y y

i i 11 Losonc y y y y 25.83 y y yy

11 11 Nagykaapos y y y y 55.72 y y y y

i i 11 Ogyalla y v y y 70.13 y y y y

11 y y Parkany yy y y 81.55 yy y y

n y y Rozsnyo y y yy 35.05 y y y y

n y y Somor ja y y y y 76.93 i i y y

i i 11 Szepsi y y y y 56.28 i i y y

11 y y Tornalja y y y y 83.12 i i y y

i i y y Vagsellye y y y y 55.54 it y y

n 11 Verebely y y y y 25.71 i i y y

11 11 Zseliz 11 y y 79.94 i i y y

11 11 Beregszasz i i y y 71.33 i i y y

n yy Nagyszollos i i i i 21.31 y y y y

i i y y Ungvar i i 11 32.31 y y y y

From the above we can gauge the value of the statistical 
data submitted to the Council of Ten by the then Foreign 
Minister of Czecho-Slovakia. He would fain have us believe 
that the Slovaks had no opportunity to make any headway 
in public life: as against this assertion it will suffice to re
mind our readers that the Prince-Primate of Hungary and 
Archbishop of Hungary in 1919 was a Slovak, — John 
Csernoch — , who was appointed by King Francis Joseph 
to the highest ecclesiastical dignity of the country (which 
was at the same time a most important political position) on 
the nomination of the Hungarian Government. And, if Dr. 
Benes thought it in keeping with the seriousness of the Peace
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Conference to cite a Hungarian popular saying which is only 
used jokingly (the saying, when quoted in full, runs as 
follows: "cabbages are no food and a Slovak is no human 
being"), we may perhaps allow ourselves the liberty of 
reminding our English readers of all the jokes current about 
Scotchmen which do not however involve any serious political 
consequences. As for the emigration of the Slovaks, the 
natural explanation of which is to be found in the barrenness 
of the Slovak mountainous regions, there has been no 
decrease in this respect during the Czech regime either, 
despite the United States having after the end of the Great 
War considerably restricted immigration, having indeed sub
sequently stopped immigration altogether. The only difference 
between the Czech and the Magyar regime is —  as has been 
pointed out repeatedly by Monsignor Andrew Hlinka, the 
present leader of the Slovaks — that, whereas the Hungarian 
Government encouraged the development of industry in the 
mountainous regions inhabited by Slovaks, doing so at the 
expense of the pure Hungarian Lowlands, the Czech regime, 
in the interests of Czech industry, has practically destroyed 
that industry.

In the representations submitted by him on February 
5th., 1919, Dr. Benes however said something with which we 
fully agree. For he pointed out that in Slovakia the mountains 
open from the north southwards, the possibilities of commun
ication between West and East being on the other hand 
practically nil. The conclusion to be drawn from that fact 
was not, however, that the Danube and the Csallokoz and 
Kassa—Csap railway lines passing through pure Magyar 
territory should be allotted to Czecho-Slovakia (though that 
is what was actually done), but that Slovakia belongs geo
graphically to the mountain system of the Carpathians, not 
to that of the Sudetas, — in other words, that the union of 
Slovakia with the countries of the Crown of St, Wenceslas 
was in defiance of the laws of geo-politics.

By the Council of Ten the question of the Czecho-Slovak- 
Hungarian frontier was referred to the Czecho-Slovak Com
mittee. The President of this Committee was a Frenchman, 
M. Jules Cambon, its Vice-President an Italian, Signor 
Salvago. Raggi. The other Members of the Committee were
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Dr. Charles Seymour and Mr. Allen W. Dulles (U. S. A.), 
Sir Joseph Cock and Mr. Harold Nicolson (Great Britain), 
M. Laroche (France) and Signor Stranieri (Italy).

The report presented by the Committee was put before 
the Council of Foreign Ministers (Mr. Lansing, Lord Balfour, 
M. Pichon and Signor Sonnino) during the night of May 3rd. 
In terms of the report, which was approved unanimously, 
the new Czecho-Slovak State was to be given "a wide access” 
to the important international waterway of the Danube. There 
was indeed a proposal to the effect that the Csallokoz district 
should be left in the possession of Hungary in return for a 
bridge-head opposite Pozsony: but the proposal was un
animously rejected/ (The ''Csallokoz” or, to give it its 
German name, the "GroBschutt", is an extensive island in 
the Danube just below Pozsony [Bratislava], the present 
Capital of Slovakia. The suburb of Pozsony on the right bank 
of the Danube —  Ligetfalu or Petezalka — was also allotted 
to Czecho-Slovakia by the Treaty of Trianon).

The report tells us that Mr. Lansing for a long time 
strove to prevent the allottment to the Czechs of the Csallo
koz; but he was prevailed upon to withdraw. He asked 
whether the population of that district was Magyar, the 
reason prompting him to ascertain the answer to that question 
being that under decision taken by the Czecho-Slovak and 
Rumanian Committees altogether some 2,000,000 Magyars 
had already been subjected to a foreign rule in those States.5 
M. Laroche, the French rapporteur of the Committee, replied 
to Mr. Lansing's question to the effect that the population 
of the Csallokoz was partly Magyar and partly German, but 
that this territory was ''closely connected" with the Czecho
slovak hinterland, adding that the population of the district 
desired to maintain a connection with the Czecho-Slovak 
State in order to be able to defend its economic interests. 
And — so he said — the Czechs had in any case so con
siderably reduced the extent of their demands that the 
number of Magyars incorporated in Czecho-Slovakia would 
be only 855,000 instead of 1,300,000, while on the other hand

* See Miller, op. cit., Vol. 16, p. 230.
5 Ibid.
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—  according to what Dr. Benes had told them — 638,000 
Slovaks would be left in Hungary; though he believed that 
figure to be exaggerated, M. Laroche nevertheless declared 
that the number of Slovaks in Hungary would be a very 
considerable one, and in any case Dr. Benes had guaranteed 
that the Magyar minority would be treated well.6 7 Mr. Lansing 
not raising any objection, the Council of Foreign Ministers 
approved the report. That was at 11.25 p. m. Four days 
later, on May 12th., the Council of Four (Wilson, Lloyd 
George, Clemenceau, Orlando) also discussed the report, 
which it accepted en bloc after short representations had 
been submitted by M. Tardieu, the French rapporteur.''

In this the decisive role was played by M. Laroche, 
whose arguments were not one whit better founded than were 
those of Dr. Benes. First of all, let us take the statistical 
data given by M. Laroche. These are certainly nearer the 
truth than those of Dr. Benes: for after all he acknowledges 
the incorporation of 855,000 Magyars (instead of 1,071,000, 
the actual number of Magyars transferred), as against the 
number of 650,000 cited by Dr. Benes. It is interesting to note 
that in the meantime the number of Slovaks living in Hungary 
had been increased by the Czechs; for, instead of the 450,000 
Slovaks referred to by Dr. Benes on February 5th., M. La
roche estimates the number of Slovaks in Hungary at 638,000
— though in reality they numbered only 104,000. In other 
points, on the other hand, M. Laroche outbid even the Czechs. 
He declared that the Csallokoz was inhabited by Magyars 
and Germans, — thus making that district figure as one 
with a mixed population —, though even according to the 
data of the 1930 Czecho-Slovak Census there is only one 
single village (Forev — Oberufer) with a German majority, 
the total number of inhabitants being 1888. Indeed, M. La
roche went farther still and asserted that the inhabitants of 
the Csallokoz — i. e. the Magyars living in that district —  
desired for economic reasons to be incorporated in Czecho- 
Sloavkia.8 This assertion exceeded in deliberate misre

6 Ibid.
7 Ibid., p. 229.
8 See Miller, op. cit., Vol. 17, pp. 229— 21 and Vol. 18, pp. 97—98-
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presentation even the misstatements already referred to: 
and, as we shall see, was based also upon one-sided Czech 
information. Another point worth noting is M. Laroche's re
ference to the "good treatment" to be meted out to the 
Magyar minority; for that reference in itself shows that 
minority protection was a sine qua non of the allotment of 
territories. We know, however, that Czecho-Slovakia was 
at that time already engaged in ruthelessly oppressing and 
suppressing the Magyars incorporated in that country.

As already stated, according to the evidence of the 
report of the Czecho-Slovak Committee a proposal was sub
mitted to the effect that in return for a bridge-head opposite 
Pozsony (Bratislava) the Csallokoz district should be left 
in the possession of Hungary, — though the proposal was 
unanimously rejected. The proposal in question originated 
from General Smuts, the eminent South African.

According to a note made by General Smuts on April 
9th., 1919, the South African statesman had two days pre
viously had a conversation with M. Masaryk; the question 
at issue being whether under the treaty of armistice the 
northern shore of the Danube, from Pozsony (Bratislava) to 
Komarom (Komarno), should be occupied by Czecho-Slovak 
troops, General Smuts explained to M. Masaryk the un
desirability of such a measure in view of the territory in 
question being inhabited by a purely Magyar population. M. 
Thomas G. Masaryk —  so runs General Smuts's note — 
"agreed with me and said he would prefer a solution pushing 
the Czecho-Slovak frontier farther north and leaving the 
ethnically Magyar territory in the possession of Hungary” , 
— though only on condition of Czecho-Slovakia in return 
receiving "a small strip of Hungarian territory south of the 
Danube at Pressburg towards Parndorf” the inhabitants of 
which were rather Germans or Croatians than Magyars. 
Such a solution would ensure Czecho-Slovakia the advantage 
of being able to have harbours and docks of her own on both 
sides of the Danube. In reality, however, this was also merely 
a move undertaken with the object of securing a Yugoslav-
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Czecho-Slovak corridor. General Smuts thought this solution 
advantageous to Czecho-Slovakia, in view of the fact that 
the incorporation of an additional 400—500,000 Magyars 
would not only be a breach of the nationality principle, but 
would involve a serious problem for the young State which 
had in any case a German minority numbering several 
millions.

The proposal — as already stated — came before the 
Council of Foreign Ministers, where M. Laroche, referring 
to the explanations submitted in writing too by Dr. Benes, 
asserted that according to M. Masaryk General Smuts had 
misunderstood the latter’s words. For — so he alleged — 
M. Masaryk had only said that there were people in Czecho
slovakia in favour of this solution, but that he did not 
approve of it, seeing that Czecho-Slovakia needed free 
navigation on the Danube. And —  so it was alleged — a 
deputation of the inhabitants of the Csallokoz had begged 
M. Masaryk to have the territory incorporated in Czecho
slovakia, for all the corn grown in the territory was carried 
to Bohemia, not to Hungary.® Finally, the Council referred 
General Smuts's letter to the Czecho-Slovak Committee for 
investigation. The Committee — as we have seen — rejected 
the proposal unanimously.

This episode is extremely characteristic: for this was 
the first occasion on which recourse was had to the method 
repeated so often subsequently of Dr. Benes speaking of 
generous statements made by M. Masaryk as having been 
"misunderstood” and roundly denying them. This is what 
happend also in the cases of the interviews given to Messrs. 
Palyi, Rajniss and Newman-Poison, which put into the mouth 
of M. Masaryk a statement to the effect that he was prepared 
to restore certain territories inhabited by Magyars. We can
not doubt the good faith of General Smuts, particularly in 
view of the fact that to a deputation of the University of 
Pozsony, which was later on, despite the President’s promise, 
Czechised, Masaryk stated that the Csallokoz had been an
nexed to Czecho-Slovakia — against his (Dr. Masaryk's) 
express wish — in reality for strategic reasons and by desire 9

9 See Miller, op. cit., Vol. 17, p. 217.
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of Marshal Foch. Nor indeed can we suspect the gentlemen 
in that deputation of having put into the mouth of the first 
President and founder of the Czecho-Slovak Republic a false 
statement: for, apart from other things, each several version 
of that statement tallies with each other version exactly in 
its every detail.

As for that part of Dr. Benes’s dementi which asserts 
that Magyars from the Csallokoz begged Dr. Masaryk to 
have their native district annexed to Czecho-Slovakia, we 
have no choice but to describe this assertion as a mere inven
tion until we are told by competent Czecho-Slovak quarters 
who the individuals alleged to have appealed to Dr. 
Masaryk with a request to that effect were? The parlia
mentary representatives of the Magyars of Czecho-Slovakia 
have on innumerable occasions declared that their people 
were incorporated in the Czecho-Slovak State without their 
wishes being consulted and indeed against their will, the 
measure being carried out in defiance of the principle of 
self-determination of the Magyars in the Csallokoz, who form 
a very considerable and very valuable section of the Magyar 
minority of Czecho-Slovakia. In 1919, behind the padded 
doors of the Peace Conference, Dr. Benes and M. Laroche 
were not running any risk in asserting what they liked; for 
there was no one to check their assertion. May be, indeed that 
they were convinced the world would never hear of their as
sertions. But they were mistaken. David Hunter Millers' sense 
of responsibility impelled him to reveal the minutest details 
of the Paris negotiations; and —  though rather late in the day 
— we have nevertheless found out the secrets of the methods 
employed to sever from our country the Magyars of the 
Csallokoz and of other parts of Upper Hungary. Now that 
familiarity with David Hunter Miller's "Diary” has at last 
enabled us to combat the assertions put forward by the 
Czechs, we consider it our duty to call upon the Czecho
slovak Government to supply evidence in support of the 
above assertion made by the Czecho-Slovak Head of State, 
unless it is prepared to face the contempt of international 
public opinion.
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We have now explained and reduced to their real value 
the statements made at the Paris Peace Conference —  first 
by Dr. Benes before the Council of Ten, and then by M. 
Laroche before the Council of Foreign Ministers —  with the 
object of securing for Czecho-Slovakia the latter province 
inhabited by Magyars. We have seen that the statements 
made by these gentlemen were in general accepted without 
demur and that on the basis of those statements it was re
solved — practically without discussion —  to sever from 
Hungary the greater part of Slovakia and transfer the same 
to Czecho-Slovakia, It was only when the discussion turned 
on the territories of present-day Slovakia which are inhabited 
by Magyars that certain doubts arose as to the authenticity 
of those statements. At the meeting of the Council of Ten 
Mr. Lloyd George and Signor Sonnino did actually ask for 
information as to the proportion of Slovak inhabitans in the 
"disputed” territory; but they were soon disarmed by the 
untrue declaration made by Dr. Benes to the effect that the 
proportion of Slovaks in that territory was 60%. At a meet
ing of the Council of Foreign Ministers — three months 
later — Mr. Lansing once more returned to the question, 
though he did not bother much about it, though even the 
French rapporteur, M. Laroche, was compelled to admit that 
there were no Slovaks living in the Csallokoz district, only 
Magyars and Germans. As against this assertion, however, 
we have shown that in the whole Csallokoz district there 
is only a single village with a German majority, the others 
being all Magyar. As for the other territories inhabited by 
Magyars, the Council of Foreign Ministers simply ignored 
the question, the most that was done being here and there 
to touch on a matter of detail (e. g. the station at Ipolyvisk); 
but in this connection too the statements made by the Czechs 
were accepted without demur.

There was only one man whose sense of justice and 
infallible political instinct inspired him to protest — in a 
memorandum addressed to the Peace Conference —  against 
the severance from Hungary of the Csallokoz. This was 
General Smuts, who — quoting the views of M. Thomas G. 
Masaryk, which coincided with his —  established the fact that 
the annexation of that territory to Czecho-Slovakia was not
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in the interests even of the latter State itself. But Dr. Benes 
and M. Laroche without hesitation gave this eminent soldier 
the lie.

Since then it has been amply proved that General 
Smuts's misgivings were fully justified. During a period 
lasting already almost two decades Czecho-Slovakia has 
failed to digest the minorities — which in reality form the 
majority of the population of the country — , and has failed 
to win the sympathies even of the Slovaks. And to-day — 
far sooner than could have been expected — there looms 
large before us the gloomy warning uttered by Mr. Lloyd 
George: "The new map of Europe must not be so drawn as 
lo leave cause for disputations which would eventually drag 
Europe into a new war".10

These words were spoken by the British statesman when 
Czecho-Slovakia first accused Hungary of conspiring with 
the Germans and the Austrians for the purpose of recover
ing Slovakia by force of arms, demanding the application 
against Hungary of measures which Mr. Lansing compared 
to the retaliatory measures against Serbia demanded by the 
Habsburg Monarchy in 1914. This was in April, 1919; and 
ever since then — led by Prague — the Little Entente has 
been busy continually forging charges of the kind and urging 
the application of similar measures against disarmed Hun
gary. On the same occasion Mr. Lloyd George also reproach
ed Czecho-Slovakia with claiming territories containing 40% 
of Magyars and expressed the opinion that the reason why 
the Allies had met this demand was to do justice. This re
proach should be borne well in mind, particularly as evidence 
that the then Prime Minister of Great Britain had not yet 
approved of the severance from Hungary of territories con
taining only 40% of Magyars. Nevertheless, pure Magyar 
areas of the former counties of Pozsony, Gyor, Komarom, 
Nyitra, Bars, Nograd, Gomor, Abauj, Zemplen, Ung, Bereg 
and Ugocsa were eventually severed from Hungary. Mr. Lloyd 
George fully credited the statements made by Dr. Benes on 
February 5th, 1919, while the contradictory statements made 
by M. Laroche on May 8th were addressed to an audience not

10 See Miller, op. cit., vol. 17, p. 317.
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including Mr. Lloyd George. Mr. Lansing would appear to 
have in the meantime forgotten what had been said pre
viously.

These events must convince unbiassed readers that at 
any rate the sections of Slovakia inhabited by Magyars were 
allotted to Czecho-Slovakia by the Peace Conference simply 
because it was not aware of their pure Magyar character, 
as it believed the statements to the contrary submitted to it,
— in other words, because it was simply misled. The Hun
garian nation will never tire of reminding the world of this 
circumstance; for that nation believes in human honesty and 
is convinced that the Western Great Powers thus cajoled in 
Paris will repair the wrong done by them simply because
— not being used to oriental methods of the kind — they 
did not exercise sufficient circumspection in checking the 
false figures and data submitted to them.

(To be continued.)
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