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CZECHS IN LONDON
BY

FRANCIS HERCZEG

From whatever point of view we regard it —  geographical, 
historical or ethnographical, military or economic —  we 
shall always come to one and the same conclusion, — 

that n ev er  in h istory w a s th ere so  absurd a S ta te-form a tion  
as the C zech oslova k ia  o f  fo rm er  d a ys. The first glance at it 
revealed that it had not been created by Nature, —  that it 
was, indeed, what it might have been expected to be as the 
invention of two gentlemen sitting in a hotel-room. It became 
equally evident that the Czech politicians had at the time 
been intoxicated to the point of moral insanity by the victory 
of the Western Great Powers. They were in a state of 
dreamlike trance such as overcomes us when we think 
everything is possible and permissible. We know that the 
first draft scheme of frontiers submitted by them to the 
Peace Conference demanded the cession of the left bank of 
the Danube as far as Vac and in addition laid claim to the 
possession of Miskolc, Sarospatak and the Tokaj hills, while 
in the West it demanded the demarcation of a corridor 
linking up with Sopron and the “Ferto” region in the latitude 
of Kapuvar. In illustration of the moral forces brought into 
action in the service of Czech imperialism, it will suffice to 
remind our readers of the Pittsburg Convention and the 
promises of autonomy to Subcarpathia, —  obligations and 
promises flouted and made ligth of with a cynism unparal
leled in history.

The reason why all these data have occurred to us is 
that John Masaryk, Foreign Minister in the London Czecho
slovak Government, recently referred in one of his broad
casts to us Hungarians too. Dealing with the speech made by 
the Hungarian Premier, Dr. Nicholas Kallay, on May 29th., 
Masaryk went so far as to declare that " . . .  me refuse to 
acknowledge the appropriation of Subcarpathia and of a part
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of Slovakia and regard the so-called Vienna Award as an act 
of villainy” .

The Czech diplomat trained in the school of Benes must 
be in a bad way if he is impelled to speak with the pathos of 
a censor of morals and to have recourse to the terminology 
of criminal law. But is it really conceivable that the ‘‘Czecho
slovak Foreign Minister” should be ignorant of the fact that 
the “ so-called” Vienna Award was a decision taken at the 
request of the Parties primarily concerned, Hungary and 
Czechoslovakia, and with the previous and subsequent appro
val of the Western Great Powers? Does Czech dipomacy 
regard the latter all as accomplices in an “act of villainy” ?

To the best of our knowledge Thomas Gerrigue Masaryk, 
the late President of the Czechoslovak Republic, had views 
on these questions quite different from those of his son John. 
At least what he said about those questions was quite dif
ferent. In one of his excellent essays Louis Steier cites no 
fewer than eight statements made by President Masaryk with 
reference to the Hungarian territorial integrity movement. 
It will perhaps not do any harm to recall one or two of those 
statements.

In 1923 President Masaryk made the following statement 
to Dr. Edward Palyi: —  “ I am ready to declare that there 
is certainly a possiblity for a discussion of the question of a 
return of the areas inhabited predominantly by Magyars, — 
though of course only on suitable conditions” . And again: — 
‘ ‘There are some 700,000 Magyars living in Slovakia; of these, 
for the moment we would restore some 3— 400,000 living to 
the east of the Ipoly, the rest being restored by degrees at a 
later date” .

In President Masaryk's Jubilee Manifesto dated October 
28th., 1928, we read the following passages: —  “We cannot 
expect everybody to accept without protest or resistance 
the provisions of the treaties of peace. 1 myself do not 
hesitate to declare that the treaties of peace need a certain 
clarification. Such clarification must, however, be effected 
loyally, openly and honestly".

In an interview given to the correspondent of the “ Sunday 
Times” on November 19th., 1928, Masaryk made the foll
owing statements: —  “ I have never regarded the treaties of
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peace as being perfect; "but after a war such as the late Great 
War, after the sacrifices and bloodshed involved, these docu
ments cannot be regarded as mere scraps of paper either, 
nor can they be simply flung on the dust-heap. I personally 
would be quite prepared to enter into discussions relating to 
the difficulties and the means of averting them, in the event 
of all Parties concerned giving their consent. But there must 
be an end to all disloyalty towards these agreements, —  to 
all one-sided and mischievous propaganda. I have nothing 
but contempt for the propaganda launched by certain British 
circles."

On May 17th., 1929, President Masaryk received a Ber
lin writer, Julius W olff; on this occasion too the conver
sation turned on the Hungarian question. „The President 
himself” —  so W olff declared —  “ would raise no objections 
whatsoever to the implementation of a Hungarian-Czech 
frontier re-adjustment to be effected by common agreement. 
This attitude, however, has to face misgivings on the part of 
the two other States forming the Little Entente, which are 
afraid hat in the event of such a re-adjustment they too 
would have to be prepared to meet similar claims on the 
part of the Hungarians. That is why the hands of Bohemia 
are tied".

On July 12th., 1929, the President made the following 
statement to Francis Rajniss, the Hungarian publicist: “ I 
am still prepared to discuss the question of a peaceful re
adjustment. For us the possession of a section of the Danube 
is a vital necessity; that is why we need Pozsony and the 
environs of that city inhabited by Magyars. It is possible, on 
the other hand, to treat respecting the re-adjustment of all 
the areas in which the Magyars represent more than 50% 
of the population” .

On September 28th., 1930, through the medium of one 
of the British news agencies, Masaryk made the following 
statement: —  "So far as Hungary is concerned, the danger 
lies in the aggressive policy (!!) pursued by Hungary. I 
sympathize with the Hungarians in their difficult situation 
and under favourable circumstances would be quite prepared 
to consider an adjustment in their favour of the present 
frontiers; but, before that can be done in one form or
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another, the Hungarians will have to change their tactics” ,
These passages will suffice to make it evident that there 

is a vast divergence between the respective views held by the 
two Masaryks, Thomas and John. In this case the son can 
certainly by no means be spoken of as “a chip of the old 
block". The aged President showed a readiness in principle 
to agree to what his son calls “ the appropriation of Sub- 
carpathia and a part of Slovakia", and to be an accomplice 
in what John Masaryk is pleased to refer to as "an act of 
villainy” . It should certainly be noted that the Prague Go
vernment consistently refuted the statements made by the 
Head of their State, their refutations at times creating the 
impression that they attributed the declarations of the old 
man to the mental aberrations incidental to senile debility. 
To us, however, it at times appeared as if the Czech leaders 
were playing with cards dealt in advance.

The President was alarmed by the Hungarian efforts to 
obtain a re-adjustment; he knew that, while many looked 
upon the situation created by Trianon as merely provisional 
in character, the glory of the Czechs was a house built on 
sand: and for that reason he did everything in his power to 
disarm and mollify Hungarian public opinion by using 
words flattering its sensibility. But he never did anything 
more concrete than indulge in the use of pacifying statements. 
What Thomas Gerrigue was unable to attain by the 
insinuating tones of his violin, John is even less likely to 
effect by use of his martial trumpet. It would be a good 
thing if the Czechs and the world at large would realise that 
every man worthy of the name of Hungarian clings unconditi
onally, either openly or in secret, to the thousand-year-old 
frontiers of his country.

4


