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ABSTRACT

This thesis is concerned with the negotiations 
preceding the first Vienna Award of November 2$ 1958° Its 
purpose is to investigate the attitudes of the Czechoslo
vak? Hungarian? German? and Italian Governments concerning 
the Hungarian demands for territory in Czechoslovakiao 
Special emphasis has been given to the attitude of the 
German Government with regard to the Hungarian claims.

In addition? this thesis contains a section which 
is devoted to analyzing the basis of the Hungarian claims 
on Czechoslovak territory? and another section which 
describes the. political situation in Slovakia and Ruthenia 
during the period between the Munich Agreement and the 
first Vienna Award.

The author of this thesis has concluded that? in 
October and November 1958» the German Government wished to 
prevent a .common Polish-Hungarian frontier. Because of 
this policy? which came about largely through pressure of 
the German army leaders? the Berlin Government tended to 
support Czechoslovakia in its resistance to the demands of 
Hungary. The Hungarians? therefore? sought the support of 
Italy. By the terms of the Vienna Award? Count Ciano? the 
Italian Foreign Minister? succeeded in achieving a more

iv



V
favorable settlement for Hungary than was desired by 
G-ermanyo However, the German Government was successful in 
preventing a common Pollsh-Hungarian frontier.



INTRODUGTIOH

By the treaties which were signed in the suburbs 
of Paris in 1919 and 1920 %■ the First World War was ended? 
and the map of'Europe was changed® However5 the statesmen 
who formulated these treaties only succeeded in exchanging 
one set of problems for another®

An example of this is found in the case of 
Czechoslovakia® Of a popuiation of approximately 
15$600»000 people who resided in that State, only 
6$$00$000 were Czechs9 The rest of the population^ which 
was actually in a majority^: was composed of Slovaks, 
Germans $ Hungarians$ ■ Euthenians $ and Poles = All of these 
groups were more or less resentful of Czech rule®

This created a situation similar to that which had 
formerly existed in the Austro-Hungarian Empire e Hot only 
were the subject nationalities dissatisfied, but neigh
boring States were awaiting an opportunity to free their 
"blood-brothers" from Czechoslovak rule®

. These conditions led eventually to the partition 
of Czechoslovakia, which took place from September 1938 to 
Harch 1939® There were actually two partitions of this 
State| the first partition occurred from September to 
.Hovember 1938$ and the second took place in Harch 1939®



After Germany acquired the Sudeten territories "by 
the Hunich Agreements Poland.andHungary pressed their 
demands on Czechoslovakiao The Polish claims were settled 
by direct negotiations between Czechoslovakia and Poland 
during October and Horember 1938*> Hungary”s ethnographic 
claims were settled by the first Vienna Award of November 
29 19380 The first partition of Czechoslovakia was based 
primarily on ethnographic linesy and it left a rump 
Czechoslovak State composed primarily of Czechs, Slovaks? 
and Eutheneso

The second partition came about as a result of 
quarrels between the Czechs and the Slovaks, which Germany 
was able to use to her own advantage» After Czeeh-Slovak , 
relations had been strained to the breaking point,
Slovakia declared her independence = This was followed by 
the German annexation of Bohemia-Horavia, and the 
Hungarian annexation of B.utheni&0

The subject of this thesis will be a detailed 
analysis of the events leading up to the first Vienna 
Award, in which the Hagyar^lnhabited parts of Slovakia and 
Ruthenia were restored to Hungary= Special emphasis will 
be placed on the policy of the German Government with 
regard to Hungary’s demands® The German attitude to 
Hungary’s historical claims and to her ethnic claims will 
be discussed and reasons for Germany’s attitude will be 
given® , / '. .
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The reason for the arbitration will also be 

subjected to scrutiny and the question of why the 
Hungarian claims were not settled through a four-=Power 
conference? as the German claims were„ or through direct 
negotiations^ as was the ease with the Polish demands, 
will be investigated*

In this thesiss which will be primarily concerned 
with the period of time between the Munich Agreement of 
September 29, 1938 and the first Vienna Award of November 
29 19389 place names will be spelled according to the 
usage prevailing in that particular time sequence* Thus, 
names of cities in southern Slovakia and Euthenia which 
have Slavic9 Magyar, and German names, will be referred to 
by their Slavic names, even in the case of communities 
which were returned to Hungary by the first Vienna Award* 
Occasionally, however, for purposes of identification, I 
shall indicate in parentheses the Magyar or German name of 
a community*

Communities outside of Slovakia and Euthenia which 
are referred to in this thesis (e0g=, Eome, Prague) will 
be spelled according to the method prevailing in the 
English language *

Between September 29, 1938, and November 2, 1938, 
Czechoslovakia was officially spelled without a hyphen 
(although later in November 1938, the official spelling was



changed to '‘GzechorSloTakia”)° Thereforê  in this thesis?
I will use the non-hyphenated form in spelling 
Czechoslovakia <, . \

A possible exception to the above rules, however, 
will be made in the ease of direct quotations«, In such 
instances, I intend to use the form of spelling contained 
in the articles from which I will, be quoting,. Furthermore., 
in titles referred to in the footnotes and bibliography of 
this thesis, I intend to use the form of spelling contained 
in the works that will be mentioned.



SECTION I

THE SITUATION IN CZECHOSLOVAKIA AETER ■
■ THE EUNICE AGBEEHENT

The Hunich Agreement of September 29? 1958s, which 
brought despair to the Czechs9, brought new hope to the , 
minority groups residing within the Czechoslovak State who 
felt themselves oppressed by Czech domination» During 
October 1958$ these minority groups were to demand a 
greater degree of autonomy or, in some cases, outright, 
separation from Czechoslovakia,,

This was especially true in the case of,Slovakiae 
Among the inhabitants of this province, dissatisfaction, 
with Czech rule manifested itself in three ways: the
desire to return to Hungary, the desire for an autonomous 
Slovakia within the framework of the Czechoslovak State, 
and the desire for an independent Slovakia which would be 
completely free from either Hungarian or Czech control®

Ero-Hungarian sentiment was strong in southern 
Slovakia and in southern Huthenia, because of the large 
number of Magyars (Hungarians) residing in those areas*
The Czeehoslevak-Hungarian frontier, which had been 
created by the Treaty of Trianon* deviated from a strictly 
ethnic boundary, ahd in fact had been based primarily on 
V- ' ' " ' .. ■' % 5 'i ' ' ' ■ - -.i  ̂■



strategic considerations? go as to give the inhabitants of
Czechoslovakia access to the;' Danube Valley<, The result ‘
was that the frontiers from an ethnographic standpoint^
was clearly unfavorable to Hungary® Some 700s000 Magyars
and Hungarian Jews in Slovakia9 plus another 200,000 in
Ruthenia? were left on the Czechoslovak side of the /
b o r d e r S o m e  of the areas assigned to CzechoSlovakias
such as the G-rosse Schuett Island in the Danube® were
purely Magyar in 1919 and were still overwhelmingly Magyar

o -by the late 1930“So These Magyars never became reconciled 
to their lot? and they entertained the hope of freeing 
the&selves from Czechoslovak rule*?

In addition to the Magyars, the Hungarian cause 
also had a certain amount of support among other minority

1 > 1 ■
Veronica Mo Toynbee (edo)» Survey of International 

Affairs9y 1938,(Londons Oxford University Press, 19531? 
Volume III, p6 69= - These figures are apparently according 
to the Czechoslovak census of 1921, which was based on 
nationality= . This census listed 634,827 Magyars and 70,322 
Jews in Slovakia-® Accbrding to the Hungarian census of 1910, which'was based on language, there were 895s586 . 
Magyars in Slovakia alone„ Some of these Magyars, however, 
were undoubtedly Slovaks who had become Magyarizedo See 
Carlile A. Macartney, Hungary and•Her Successors: 1919-1937 
(London: Oxford University .Press, 1937)9 p° 78°

2 • ' • ■ . ■' : ' v •Macartney, op, cit., Po 198a
^Victor LoAlbjerg and Marguerite Hall Albgerg, 

Europe from 1914 to the Present (Hew York: McGraw-Hill 
Book Company, Inc®, 1931)9 P° 331»



groups in Slovakiao There is a strong possibility that 
most of;the Jews in Southern Slovakia (but not necessarily 
in the whole of Slovakia) wanted to return to Hungary? as 
many of them had become Magyarized» Moreover«, in the 
Hungarian census of 1910 (which was based on language)»
Jews were riot listed as a separate nationality? and many 
of them undoubtedly registered themselves as Magyars
In October 1938? the Slovak leaders were fearful that in a

2 'plebiscite the Jews would vote for Hungary9 arid Dr«
Fraritisek,Chyalkovsky9 the Czechoslovak Foreign Minister,

. : ' % was also appreherisive about this p o s s i b i l i t y ;
Many of the Germans in Slovakia also favored a

return to Hungary, although this desire was not unanimous
among the German elemerit of- that proviripe« Slovak
officials, in appealing to the German Government for
support against the Hungarian claims, insisted that the
Germans in Slovakia did not want to be under Hungarian

^Toynbee, op« -cit«„ p ̂ 105° V-
United States Department of State, Documents on 

German Foreign Policy? 1918-1945 (Washington, DoO,: U»So 
Government Printing Office^ 1951), Series D, Volume IV, 
pp» 82, 88-899 110 o Hereafter this volume will be referred 
to as DGFP, D/IV» • •

%bid«, p0 72« ; ; ,



' 1 1 . . rule 9 but preferred to remain in Slovakia» Hitler
V- .p ' V;- - .■apparently believed this to "be trueo Nevertheless ? it is

probable, that half of the Germans in Slovakia desired a
return of that province to Hungary=̂  In particular^ the
older generation of Germans in Bratislava and other cities
Of southern Slovakia tended to he especially strongly

: .4 " ' ' 'Magyarophile»
. j&t the, Munich Conference it was recognized that 

the injustice which had been done to the Magyar minorities 
by the Treaty of Trianon would have to be rectified <= 
Therefore? an "Additional Declaration" to the Munich Agree
ment of September 29? 1938s stated that;

The Heads of the Governments Of the four 
Powers dec!are .that the problems of the Polish 
and Hungarian minorities in Gzeehoslovakia9 if 
not settled within $ months by agreement be
tween the respective Governments <j shall form 
the subject of another meeting of the Heads of c 
the Governments of the four Powers here present®^

^DGPP, D/1V, Vo 8j® "
^On October 145 1938? Hitler told Kalman Daranyi? 

the Hungarian statesman^ that in a plebiscite the Germans 
would vote against Hungary9 as they had.no desire to live 
under Hungarian rule« Ibid®» pp® 75-76®

^Macartneyt op ° pit® t p® 188® _
'Ibid®, p® 186®
^United States Department of State, Documents on 

German Foreign Policy;: 1918-1945 (Washington, D®C®s U®S® 
Government Printing Office5, 1949}, Series D, Volume II, 
p® 1016® Hereafter this volume will be referred to as 
DGFP, D/II®



This declaration inspired Hungary to demand the cession of 
the Magyar-inhabited parts of Slovakia and Euthenia* The
culmination of Hungary9s efforts was the first Vienna

•; ' ■■■•'   , 1 ;
Award of November 2̂  1938. /

Although the southern fringe, of Slovakia was. 
inhabited primarily by Magyars 8 Slovaks comprised the 
major ethnic group in most of the Other areas of this 
provinceo Pro-Hungarian activity was confined to a small 
fraction of the. Slovaks, the vast"majority of whom had no 
desire to return to Hungarian ruleo ' However, they were 
by no means content with being ruled by the Czechs. In 
fact, the Slovak problem was to prove in the long run to 
be an even bigger headache for Prague than the question of 
the Magyar minorities« The failure on the part of Prague 
to deal successfully with Slovak discontent.was to be one 
of the reasons for the downfall of the Czechoslovak State 
in March 1939<> ■ ' ■ .V . . ' '/ ' . '

Friction between the Czechs and Slovaks dated back 
almost from the start of the Czechoslovak Republic« The 
Slovaks had entered into a common State with the Czechs on

In this thesis, the term "Vienna Award” will 
refer to the first Vienna Award only® The Second Vienna 
Award, under which parts of Rumania were transferred to . 
Hungary and Bulgaria, lies outside the scope of this 
thesis® . - -I . — A : 1

o . ■ - ' ' ' 'Macartney, or. cit.v'p. 188»
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the understanding that they would have local autonomy»
On Hay 30, 1918, Tomas Hasaryk, who subsequently became
president of Czechoslovakia, made an agreement with Slovak
organizations in the United States, promising that the
Slovaks would have their own administration within the

1Czechoslovak State« The Slovaks were given further 
assurances by another Czech politician, Br® Eduard Bernes,
On Hay 20, 1919, at the Paris Peace Conference, Dr, Benes 
declared that <

it is the intention of the Czechoslovak 
Government to create the organisation of the 
State by accepting as a basis of natural rights 
the principles applied in the constitution of 
the Swiss Bepublie, that is, to make of the 
Czechoslovak Republic a sort of Switzerland, 
taking into consideration, of course, the 
special conditions in Bohemia,2

Ironically, if the Czech leaders had actually proceeded to
grant autonomy to the various ethnic groups of the Republic
on the lines of the Swiss Confederation, the partition of
Czechoslovakia which began at Hum,eh would probably have
been averted®

T .This was known as the Pittsburgh Agreement® Por 
its full text, see Joseph Ho Kirsehbaum, Slovakia: Ration 
at the Crossroads of Central Europe (Mew Yorks Robert 
Speller & Sons, Publishers, Inc., I960), p® 236®

2 'David Lloyd-George, Memoirs of the Peace Confer
ence (Mew Havens Yale University Press,

^Ibido, p® 619e
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The Slovaksg howeverf soon found that they had 

only exchanged Hungarian masters for Czech oneso Instead 
of granting autonomy to'the various national groups within
Czechoslovakia, the Prague Government embarked upon a

. :/ ' , ; ,: , :• policy of tough centralism^ The central Government did
not even recognize the Slovaks as a minority group, but 
tried to lump Czechs and Slovaks together as "Czechoslo
vaks Thus the Slovaks soon found themselves in the 
position of a "minority within the majority*" Actually, 
the Czechs and the Slovaks are two distinct peoples, each
with its own language, history, culture, traditions, and

% - ! ' ' - ' 'national aims
There were, several reasons why the Slovaks objected 

to being ruled by the'Czechso lor one thing, the Slovaks 
are for the most part deeply religious and devout Homan 
Catholics, whereas the Czechs tend to be free-thinkers* 
Slovak autonomist Catholics particularly resented Czech
radical teachers who hurt their religious feelings in
- ': ; 5 . ■Slovak schools and in public life*^

Kirschbaum, o^o eit», p® 60o .
2 ' ■' '' " ' " . ■ 'Eurt Glaser, Czecho-Slovakia: A Critical History

(Caldwell, Idaho: The Gaxton Printers, Ltd*, 1961), ppe 
^Ibido% Po 5* ..'I--; :: :
^William Henry Chamberlin, The World's Iron Age 

(Hew York; The Macmillan Company, 1941),
5hirschbaum, op* cit», p * 60«



Another complaint which the Slovaks had was that 
of economic exploitation. The Hungarian regime which 
governed Slovakia "before 1918 had deliberately fostered
Slovak industry as part of its program of national

% . ' autarky0 However^ after. Slovakia had been incorporated
into the Czechoslovak State, Slovak industry found it hard 
to compete with the great and long-established Bohemian 
and Silesian concerns® Consequently^ the richer firms 
bought up9 or obtained control through holding banks over 
most of the Slovak establishments® The latter were thus 
left at the mercy of their owners in Bohemia and Moravia? 
who worked them or shut them down as they pleased® It is 
probable that nearly one-third of all the Slovak indus
tries disappeared in this way during the immediate post- 
■ i,-■ v: ■■■■■■ p \World War I period®

In their demands for autonomy? the Slovaks appealed 
to the Pittsburgh Agreement? which Masaryk himself had 
signed in 1918® They were to get no relief from this 
quarter, however® After Masaryk had consolidated his 
control over the Slovak people, be repudiated this agree
ment , declaring that he had made it "in order to appease

Macartney, op® cit o, p® 128® ! ’
2Ibid®, p. 130®
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a small Slovak faction which was dreaming of God knows 
what sort of independence for Slovakiaon

The officials of the Slovak People's Party? which 
advocated autonomy for Slovakia9 were subject to persecu
tion and at times even to imprisonment«' The leader of the 
Slovak People's Party, Monsignor Andrej Hlinka, had to 
face this ordeal for six months in 1919a1920 =

As a champion of the Slovak cause, Monsignor 
Hlinka had "been active in fighting for Slovak autonomy and 
in resisting the excessive Hagyarization policies of the 
Hungarian regime which had governed Slovakia prior to 
1918, and he supported the Czechoslovak solution at the

dp
close of the First World WarG Nevertheless, he demanded 
autonomy for the Slovaks, and in September 1919 he went to 
Paris to plead the Slovak cause before the Peace Confer
ence » He intended to request an international guarantee 
of self-determination for Slovakia within the framework of 
the Czechoslovak State= However, he was deported by the 
French authorities at the instigation of the Czechoslovak 
delegation, and upon his arrival in Czechoslovakia, he was 
thrown in prison*^ He remained imprisoned until April

Tomas' Gv Hasaryk, The Making of a . State (New York: 
Frederick A, Stokes Company, 1927), pG 220«

' " PMacartney, ope cito, pp. 98-99®
^Kirsehbaum, opo c.it>, p* 97°



■: . ' ' 14. 1920) when the Czechoslovak authorities were forced to
release him because of his election to the Czechoslovak

iParliamento
A similar case involved another Slovak autonomist

leader? Dro Vojtech Tukao In December-1928 Dr. Tuka had .
. . . p.been accused of high treason on behalf of Hungary = How

ever, he was not arrested until January 3? 1929° He 
therefore had prior warning of his arrest, and could have 
fled the country if he had chosen to do so® Nevertheless, 
he refused to heed suggestions that he take flight, saying 
that he preferred to establish his innocence by bringing 
the matter before a . c o u r t U p o n  being arrested, he was 
imprisoned and treated like a common criminal, although
his status @,s a political prisoner was supposed to have

.... . '■ " 4
entitled him to freedom on bail while awaiting trial.

The trial itself was conducted in a rather unsavory 
atmosphereThe prosecution had planned to use, as one of 
its most important witnesses, a prisoner named Anton Eras, 
who had signed, while in prison, a statement of his alleged

1Kirschbaum, op. cit., p. 97<>
^The New York Times, December 23, 1928, Section III,7* '  ■ . - . . ..

^The New York Times., January ,5,..1929,. p.
^The New York Times, January 18, 1929, p° 5°
^The New York Times, October 6, 1929? p= 22® Cf.

Glaser, op, cit., p. 33 and Kirschbaum, op, cit,, p. 10?•
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activities which implicated DroTukao However, Eras 
repudiated this statement while on the witness stand, 
claiming that he had been bribed to testify against Dr». 
$uka, and threatened with, death if he refused to do soQ 
He also begged the court not to send him back to prison, 
as he feared for his life as a result of having repudiated 
his earlier statemento The court, however, refused to 
accede to his request, and handed him over to the military

lauthoritieso
Even with the aid of such techniques, the prosecu

tion failed to obtain any conclusive evidence of Dr®
oTuka’s guilto nevertheless, he was "found guilty” of

high treason on behalf of Hungary, and sentenced to fif-'
teen years’ imprisonment = Although he was freed after
nine years, many people felt that he should never have
been imprisoned at all, as it is extremely doubtful if he
was "guilty” of anything more serious than working for

%Slovak autonomy
There were other instances of harassment of Slovak 

autonomists by Czech authoritieso For example, in 1955,

^The Hew York Times, August 2, 1929, p= 6»
Kirsehbaum, op® cit®, pp» lOS-lO?® Of* Glaser, 

ob» cito ,. p0 55®
^¥illiam L® Shirer, The Rise and Fall of the Third 

Reich (Hew York: Simon and Schuster, Inc®, 19607, p« 559®
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after 1009 000 Slovaks had demonstrated for autonomy at 
Zitra9 the newspaper of the Slovak People °s Party was 
seized, and its editor put on trial»

Such behavior on the part of the Czech authorities 
did not succeed in winning the Slovaks over to Czech 
domination^ It has been estimated that by 1937? the year 
before the Sudeten crisis broke out, approximately two- 
thirds of the younger generation of Slovaks favored 
autonomy;

The Slovak People's Party was led, throughout most 
of this difficult period, by Monsignor Hlinkao After his 
death on August 16, 1938, he was succeeded by his close 
associate, Monsignor Jozef liso, who was determined to 
secure the opportunity to obtain self-government for his 
people

The Munich Agreement made no mention of the 
Slovaks0 Nevertheless, by weakening the position of the 
Prague Government, this Agreement made it possible for the 
Slovaks to realize their demands for autonomy which had 
been denied to them for twenty years» On October 3? 1938,

■jGlaser, op. cit., p. 33°
^Macartney, op. cit., p. 14-6.
^Glaser, op,, cit., p. 42.
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Matus Gernakj a young Slovak statesman who held a cabinet
post in. the central Government served President Benes a

■ ' .■ ' ' ' '

face-to-face ultimatum: either Slovak autonomy would be ..
granted within twenty-four hours $ or he would resign and 
all the Slovak deputies would leave the Parliament»

Cernak resigned the following day, but before 
anything else could happen, Benes himself resigned on 
October 1938, leaving Premier Jan Syrovy as interim
president until the parliament could elect a successor.
The Slovakss thus finding the central Government in utter 
confusion, decided to take matters into their own hands <,
On October 6, 1938? representatives of all Slovak political 
parties, except the Communists and the Social Democrats, 
met at Zilina and signed the Zilina Manifesto or, as it is

' ' / ' v- ' ' 2sometimes known, the Zilina Agreement.
This Agreement was divided into two sections. 

Section I provided that the Slovak leaders would try to 
induce the Czechosloyak National Assembly to pass a 
constitutional amendment granting the Slovaks an autonomous 
government by OctobCie SB, 1938? at the very latest. Under 
Section II, it was agreed that even before such a law was 
officially enacted by the National Assembly, an autonomous

1 Glaser, op. oit., p. 4-3. 
2Ibid.
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Slovak Government should he set up, and therefore the
Czechoslovak President was requested to appoint Monsignor

XTiso as head of this Government®
The Prague Government thought it advisable to 

consent to the terms of the Zilina Manifesto, and acting 
President Jan Syrovy appointed Dr® Tiso to head the Slovak 
Cabinet® The Slovak autonomous Government, thereforet 
came into being in early October 1958, even though the 
constitutional law formalizing this autonomy was not 
actually passed by the Czechoslovak Parliament until 
November 19, 1958®^

The Slovak Government which was thus established 
in October 1938 in no way exceeded the framework of the 
Pittsburgh Agreement or the promises of Dr® Benes' at the 
Peace Conference when he promised "to organize the State 
by accepting as the basis of natural rights the principles 
applied in the constitution of the Swiss Republic, that 
is, to make of the Czecho-Slovak Republic a second Switzer
land®"^ The fact that the Slovaks, in October 1938, agreed 
to an autonomous solution, seems to have been due to the 
efforts of the more moderate Slovak leaders, such as Dr® 
Jozef Tiso and Karol Sidor, both of whom were among the

^Por the full text of the Zilina Agreement, see 
Kirsehbaum, op® cit®, pp® 24-2-243.

P̂Glaser, op® cit®, p® 43®
^Kirsehbaum, gp® cit®, p® 105®
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signers of the Zilina ManifestoBoth of these men were
content to have Slovakia remain an autonomous state within
a federal Czechoslovakia as long as such a solution was

2possibleo
However$ by 1938$ many Slovaks were no longer 

satisfied with autonomy$ but demanded complete independence 
from the Prague regimeo Although the separatists had no 
independent party organization^ many of them were active 
in the Slovak People’s Partyo One of the leaders of the 
Slovak separatist movement was Dr. Ferdinand Durcansky* 
who became the Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of the 
Interior in the autonomous Slovak Government. Another
prominent Slovak separatist was Dr. Vojtech Tuka? who was

.■ ;% ■■ ■■■ ■released from prison in October 1938o Dr. Tuka9 however?
held no position in the Slovak Government at that time?
although he was a very popular figure in Slovakia, owing

4to his imprisonment at the hands of the Czechs.
Ikus, in October 1958, the question of a completely 

independent Slovakia was in dispute among the Slovak 
statesmen themselves» This is illustrated by the record

1Kirschbaum, ô b cito, p. 243>
-2 " ' "  ̂ ' 'Glaser, op. cito, p. 44-0 .
W  :V ' ..

7; ,Kirschbam, op. clto, p. 118.
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of a conference which took place in Munich on October 19$
1958o Dro Tiso and Dr. Durcansky had gone to that city in
order to plead for German support in the negotiations with
Hungary. During their visit$ the German Foreign Minister
asked the Slovak statesmen what they thought of the
development of their relations with Prague» The German
document relating to this interview records Monsignor Tiso
as having "elaborated at length his aim of an autonomous
Slovakia collaborating with an autonomous Carpatho-Ukraine
under Prague Dr. Durcanskyg on the other hand $ "seemed
to be striving rather for the complete independence of
Slovakia$ perhaps in union with Garpatho-Ukraine.11

This document refutes the charge that Dr. Tiso was
deliberately conspiring with Germany and Hungary against
the Czechoslovak Republics even though he was executed in

2194-7 after having been "found guilty" of this charge.
Hot only was Dr. Tiso satisfied with an autonomous Slovakia 
in a Czechoslovak State, but, in October 1958 he approached 
the German Government precisely in order to obtain support 
against the demands of Hungary. Since Great Britain and 
France had, at Munich$ largely withdrawn from Central 
European affairs, and since Italy was, to a great extent,

1DGFP, D/IV, p. 92-
^The Hew York Times, April 16, .194-7$ P» 17®
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supporting the Hungarian cause$ Monsignor Tiso% as the 
Premier of the autonomous Slovak Government» considered it
his patriotic duty to seek any means possible to keep

- 1 • - • Hungarian acquisitions at a bare minimuma
It is true9 however$ that certain separatist 

Slovaks9 such as Dr. Durcansky* were trying to break the 
ties whieh bound Slovakia to Prague and were seeking 
German support for this. Shortly before the visit of 
Monsignor Tiso and Dr. Dureansky to Munich, the latter had 
made a s eparate trip to Germany $ where he had a conversa
tion with Field Marshal Hermann Goering. At this meeting,
the Slovak Minister told his host that the Slovaks wanted

■ pfull independence and close, ties with Germany. However, 
it would be grossly unfair to accuse Dr. Dureansky and-his

1Kirschbaum, op. cit-«, p. 114. One of the reasons 
why the Slovaks soughr active support from the German 
Government against the claims of Hungary was because they 
feared that Prague would not support their cause suffi
ciently. In a conference with Field Marshal Hermann 
Goering, Dr. Dureansky stated that the Czechs were more 
compliant toward Hungary than the Slovaks. See DGFP,
D/IV, p. 83. There may have been some justification for 
this fear. On October 14, 1938, Czechoslovak Foreign 
Minister Chvalkovsky told von Ribbentrop that he "was in 
favor of satisfying the Hungarian demands to the fullest 
extent possible, especially as Czechoslovakia attached 
great importance to the guaranteeing of her frontiers by 
Germany. It would, however, be extremely difficult to 
induce the Slovaks to be accommodating, as Prague’s influ
ence on them was after all limited." See DGFP, D/IT, p. 78.

2DGFP, D/IT, p. 82.
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followers of trying to make Slovakia a part of Germanyc 
Dro Durcansky5 who was probably acting in what he sin™ 
cerely believed to be the best interests of Slovakia, 
envisaged the creation of an ihdependent Slovak State, 
which would then enter into friendly relations with 
Germany on the basis of two sovereign States, Further
more, he was certainly not working in the interests of 
Hungary, In fact, at his meeting with Goering, he was as 
critical of the Hungarians as he was of the Czechs,

There was probably more support for the Hungarian 
cause among the Euthenes than among the Slovaks, although 
it cannot be definitely ascertained whether or not the 
majority of Euthenes would have voted for Hungary if a 
plebiscite had been held to decide the matter, Although 
there was no strong pro-Hungarian movement among the 
Euthenes, there was a great deal of friendliness and even 
attachment to Hungary among that ethnic group, and the 
Czechs themselves were afraid that in a plebiscite, the

■ ■ ■ ' ■ pmajority of Euthenes would vote for a return to Hungary,
An autonomous Government was set up in Euthenia 

(also known as Carpatho-Okraine) on October 12, 1938, with

— ---------  — — —

1DGFF, D/IT, pp, 82-85»
p . • , -Macartney, ô , cit,, pp, 242-24-3,
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- 1 ..Andrej Brody as Premier= The immediate problem faced by 

the Euthene Government was. the question of the Hungarian . 
claims, as. the southern strip of Buthenia was inhabited 
primarily by Magyars and, moreover, Hungary hoped to obtain 
the whole province on historical grounds o .

Brody opposed the division of Euthenia between 
Czechoslovakia and Hungary® He suggested that a plebiscite 
be held throughout the whole of Euthenia, on the basis of 
which the entire province would go to either Hungary or 
Czechoslovakia®^ The other members of the Euthenian 
Government rejected this suggestion® They preferred, 
instead, the partition of Euthenia, under which the 
Magyar-inhabited areas would be transferred to Hungary 
and the non-Magyar areas would remain in Czechoslovakia®■

The central Government at Prague, fearful of the 
results of a plebiscite in Euthenia, likewise opposed 
Brody's plan® Consequently, on October 26, 1938, he was
forced by the Prague regime to resign his position as 
Premier of Eutheniao On the following day, he was
arrested and imprisoned on charges of having accepted

^The Hew York Times ̂ October 13, 1938, p® 6® 
^The Hew York Times, October 27, 1938, p® 19. 
5IMd® ,
^Ibid®
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mosey from Hungarian interests to work for a plebiscite in
' ' ■ ' ' T " :that province® He was succeeded by Monsignor Augustin 
Yolosino^

^Ihe Hew York Times„ October 28, 19J8? p® 16®
,̂8 o Harrison Thomson, Czechoslovakia in European 

History (Princeton, H®J® t Princeton University Press, 
l^FBTT p. 402®
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THE ATTITUDE OF THE GERMAN GOVERNMENT TOWARD CZECHOSLOVAKIA 'AND HUNGARY

. As we have-seen, in the preceding section^ the 
Munich Agreement made possible a reconstruction of the 
Czechoslovak State by arranging for a solution of the pro
blem of the Hungarian and Polish minorities = We have also 
seen that the Slovaks and Ruthenians took advantage of 
this Agreement to achieve autonomy, although some Slovak 
statesmen considered even autonomy insufficient, and 
demanded a completely independent Slovak State„

The official policy of the German. Government which 
prevailed in October and November 1938, with regard to 
both the Hungarian claims and the question of Slovak 
autonomy, was largely influenced by the German army lead
ers » On October 5?. 1938, the Supreme Command of the army 
addressed a statement to the German Foreign Ministry=
This statement gave the views of the army leaders on both 
of these questions =,

The German military officials were motivated by 
(1) the desire for access to the southeast, (2) the fear 
of a bloc of neutral States, led by Poland and Hungary, 
which might prevent such access, and (3) the belief that 

■ ' / ' • " ' 25 ■
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Czechoslovakia could, be made into a useful satellite of 
Germany® Conseg.ubntly5 the statement which was addressed 
to the German Foreign Hinistry stated; “The creation of 
a compact bloc of succession states on Germany's eastern 
frontier, with lines.of communication to southeast Europe, 
will hot be to our interesto". Therefore, the German army 
leaders believed that "for military reasons a common 
Hungarian-Polish frontier was undesirableThis meant 
that the German military officials were opposed to the 
reincorporation of Slovakia and Euthenia into Hungary, ; 
although the possibility of Hungarian annexation of the 
Magyar-inhabited parts of those two provinces was left 
open. With regard to the Slovak question, the military 
leaders expressed themselves as follows;

It is assumed that in the future the "Czech and 
Slovak" Bump State will of necessity depend to a 
considerable extent on Germany» The conditions 
for this are now present? especially as in 
Czechoslovakia strong feeling" prevails against 

' Britain' and' France, by .whom she feels betrayed» 
Moreover, a strong tendency is certainly 
.developing toward dissolving the relationship of the Czechs to the UoS.SoBo at the earliest 
possible moment o

Consequently, it is in our military interest 
that Slovakia should nol; be separated from the 
Czechoslovak union, but should remain with g 
Czechoslovakia under strong German influence»

1United States Department of State, Documents on 
German Foreign Policy; 1918-194-5 (Washington, DeCo; UoSo 
Government Printing Office, 1951), Series D, Volume IV, 
p0 4-0= Hereafter this volume will be referred to as 
DGFP, D/1V=

2Ibido
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On. October 7? 1938% Dr* Ermst ¥oermann$ who was 

the Director of the Political Department of the German 
Foreign Ministry, submitted a memorandum on the Slovak and 
Carpatho-Dkrainian (Euthenian) questions„ With regard to 
Slovakia, he noted four possible solutions o They were 
(1) an independent Slovakia,, (2) an autonomous Slovakia 
within the Czechoslovak State, (3) an autonomous Slovakia 
oriented toward Hungary, "which might later develop from 
alliance into incorporation,11 and (4) an autonomous 
Slovakia oriented toward Poland*..,

Dr» Woermann rejected the idea of an autonomous 
Slovakia oriented toward Hungary, noting that MGermany has

- ’ y 2
no interest in this solution," He believed that an
autonomous Slovakia oriented toward Poland would be even
worse, as the addition of Slovakia to the Polish economic
sphere "might put considerable difficulties in the way of

%German economic aspirations toward the southeast,"v
With regard to the Carpatho-Ukraine, Dr, Woermann

wrote:
Orientation of the autpnompus Ukraine to 

Hungary is to be definitely rejected. This 
solution is desired by Hungary as well as by 
Poland, A common Polish-Huhgarian frontier

1DGFP, D/IY, p, 46, 
^Ibido , p:, 47 o 
5Ibid,
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would thereby be created which would facilitate the formation of an anti-German bloco From the military point of view the Supreme Command of the Vehrmaeht is also opposed to this common 
Polish-Hungarian frontier o-1-

Having rejected a Hungarian or Polish solution for
Slovakia and the Carpatho-TJkraine 9 Dr = Woermann dealt with
the relationship of those two provinces to Prague„ He
recommended that the German Government support either an
independent Slovakia or the GzechoSlovak solution? but
he was undecided as to which of these two courses would

2be more desirable for Germany= However, he seemed to 
have a slight preference for the,Czechoslovak solution®
He believed that an autonomous Slovakia within the 
Czechoslovak State

p o o  even presents certain advantages 
compared with an independent Slovakia® This presupposes that the future Czecho-Slovakia will have a strong leaning toward Germany in political ahd. economic matters, and evidence 
of a readiness for this is now apparent .<> ® ®From the point of view Of foreign policy the 
solution of a Slovakia united with Czechia is 
the easiest of achievement

For the Carpatho-Ukraine, Dr0 Woermann also 
suggested two alternativeso Although he believed that an 
independent Carpatho-TJkraine without support from outside 
would scarcely be viable, he recognized that such a State

1DGFP,, D/IT, p® 48p
2ibidp , ' ■:
5Ibidp, p, 4?o



29
might serve as the nucleus for a greater Ukraine under 
German auspices» The alternative solution was a Carpatho- 
Ukraine joined with either Czechoslovakia or Slovakia

Dr. Woermann’s memorandum was presented to Hitler 
for consideration. The latter stated that the German 
Government supported an autonomous Slovakia under the 
Prague regime. This solution had, by this time, already 
been achieved by the 2ilina Agreement, and it met with

pHitler's satisfaction.
On the other hand. Hitler hoped that eventually 

the Carpatho-Ukraine would be detached from Czechoslovakia. 
He expressed the viewpoint that "what would appeal to us 
most would be an autonomous Ruthenian area with orientation 
toward Prague, which of course would only be a temporary 
solution until the final separation.“ On the other hand, 
he thought "it best that Germany should interfere as little 
as possible in this question," as he believed that the 
situation would automatically develop along lines favorable 
to Germany.^ Hitler's aim was the eventual creation of a 
Ukrainian Piedmont, which could serve as a corridor to 
Rumania and the U.S.S.R., and which could also serve as a

IpGRP, D/IT, pp. 47-48.
^Ibido, p. 49.
5Ibid.
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motherland for discontented Ukrainians in these countries

3 ' ,and in Poland o
A diplomatic circular which was sent on October 10, 

1938$ to leading German diplomatic missions throughout the 
world, explained Germany's policy relating to various 
aspects of the 0sechos1ovak-Hungarian questione The 
circular stated that Germany supported Hungarian demands 
for the Magyar territory in Czechoslovakia adjacent to the 
Hungarian border, and would leave settlement of details to 
direct negotiations between Hungary and Czechoslovakiao 
In the Slovak question, the German Government sympathized 
with the Zilina resolutions, which demanded autonomy within 
the Czechoslovak State* Reserve was to be maintained in 
the Garpatho-Ukraine question* The circular stated that 
Germany did not support a common Polish-Hungarian frontier, 
"though outwardly we do not issue anti-Hungarian or anti** 
Polish slogans

Certain Hazi officials would have preferred an 
independent Slovakia* Among them was field Marshal Hermann 
Goering, who had a conference with Dr* Durcansky, the 
Slovak separatist, in October 1938* At this meeting.

This was one of the alternative solutions for the 
Garpatho-Ukraine mentioned in Dr* Woermann”s memorandum® 
DGFP, D/IY, pp® 47“48* Cf* Josef Hanc, Tornado Across 
Eastern Europe: The Path of Hazi Destruction from Poland to 
Greece (Hew York: The Greystone Press, 1942), p® 197»

&GfP, D/IV,. p® 52*



51
Goering expressed the view that "efforts of the Slovaks

Tfor independence should be suitably supported®" On
November 11, 1938, he had another conference with Dr®

v  ' ' ' ' ' •' ’ . . . ■ • ■Durcansky, in which the former again indicated that he
favored the eventual establishment of an independent
Slovakia®^

Nevertheless, this opinion was not supported by
the German -Foreign Ministry or by Hitler in October and
November 1938o Shortly after the meeting which took place
in October between Goering and Dr® Durcansky, Dr® Woermann
wrote a letter to the German Consul at Bratislava® The
contents of this letter indicate that Dr® Woermann was
aware of Goering9s attitude» Yet he wrote;

At present Germany's official objective ‘ . 
eontihues to be Slovakia and . Oarpatho-IIkraine, 
with strong autonomy and orientation toward Prague, while it remains to be seen, .whether 
Slovak desires will one day develop from 
autonomy to independence as,a state®3

After Goering's meeting with Dr® Durcansky, which
took place on November 11,.1938, the former was rebuked by
Hitler for his stand in favor of Slovak independence® On
November 17? 1938, he was informed that

o ,0 o at the moment political negotiations 
with the Slovaks were not opportune® The

1DGNP,-, D/IY, p® 83®
^Ibid®, p® 142®
^Ibid®, p® 83®
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Fuehrer had decided that at present the question 
of the separation of the Slovaks should not be 
touched upon? either in a positive or in a 
negative sense. 1 - '...d.-

Fhus^ in October and November 1938 the German 
Government was not actively encouraging the Slovak separa
tists. In fact5 the German Government was supporting the 
Czechoslovak solution at the same time that many Slovaks 
were seeking separation from Prague. By February 1939s 
however, German policy on this subject had changed, and on 
February 12, 1939s Hitler told Dr. Tuka, the Slovak states
man, that "it would be a comfort" to him to know that

% ■Slovakia was independent.v
The attitude of the German Government toward the 

Hungarian claims on Czechoslovak territory was determined 
primarily by several factors. First, and probably most 
important of these was the desire for access to south
eastern Europe. Hitler, as he indicated in Hein Kampf, 
had been thinking in terms of expansion in eastern Europe 
long before he seized power in G e r m a n y A  related 
factor was the fear that a common Polish-Hungarian frontier

1DGFP, D/IV, p. 151=
^Joseph H. Kirschbaum, Slovakia: Nation at the 

Crossroads of Central.Europe (New York; Bobert Speller & 
Sons, Publishers, Inc., I960), p. 113. .

3DGFP, D/17, p. 213.
^Adolf Hitler, Hein Kampf (Hew York: Eeynal & 

Hitchcock, 1939), PP= 933-96?.



' 1would prevent such access0 It was also believed that a
satellite Czechoslovakia could be used by Germany in
creating a pathway to southeastern Europe through 

2Rutheniao
Hitler-s anti-Hungarian attitude must also be 

taken into consideration* Hitler was extremely disap
pointed with Hungary because of her failure to give what 
the former considered to be sufficient support during the 
Sudeten crisis® He was angry„ for example9 over the Bled 
Agreement, which provided for the mutual renunciation of 
the use of force between Hungary and the States of the
little Entente® This agreement, which had been signed on
August 23, 1938s when Regent Horthy was in Germany, was

■: ■ ■' , ■ ' ■ ■ . ■■ ' . 3regarded by Hitler as a stab in the back ® ̂
On September 20, 1938, Hitler had told Dr® Bela

ImrSdy, the Prime Minister of Hungary, and Kalman Kanya,
the Hungarian foreign'Minister, that he intended to solve
the Czech problem within a very short time, and suggested

1Franz Borkenau, The Hew German Empire (Hew York:
The Viking Press, 1939)» p° 118*

^Bernard Hewman, The Hew Europe (Hew York: The 
Macmillan CompaEy, 1943), p® 453° Cf® Hane, op® cit®,
pp® 196-197 ®

^DGfP\ B/IVp pp* 519-520®
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1that Hungary join in* Nevertheless5 the Hungarians were 

not anxious to join Hitler1s proposed action of aggres
sion, much to the latter Vs disgust= Hitler later (on 
January 12, 1939) told Count Istvan Csaky, the Hungarian 
statesman, that if the Hungarians had cooperated at the

2right time, "he could have laughed in Chamberlain's face*" 
Therefore, Hitler had no desire to sacrifice or to put in 
jeopardy the interests of Germany for "friends who would 
leave her in the lurch at the critical moment*

The Hungarians were aware of the fact that German 
support for their cause was only lukewarm* On October 14, 
1938, Count Istvan Csaky told Count Galeazzo Ciano, the 
Italian Foreign Minister, that Germany was encouraging 
Prague in its resistance to the Hungarian demands* He 
also stated that Czechoslovakia was a German protectorate, 
which Berlin intended to use in order to increase pressure 
on Rumania and on Hungary herself*2’1’ In making this

For a record of Hitler's conversation with Imredy 
and Kanya on September 20, 1938$ see United States Department of State, Documents on German Foreign Policy; 1918- 1949 (Washington, D*C»; U=S* Government Printing Office, 
I9499, Series D, Volume II, pp* 8.63-865* Hereafter this 
volume will be referred to as DGPP, D/II*

2United States Department of State, Documents on 
German Foreign Policy: 1918-1945 (Washington, D.C*: U'*S* 
Government Printing Office, 1953), Series D, Volume V, p* 363* Hereafter this volume will be referred to as DGPP, 
D/V*

5lbid*, p* 362*.
■ 4-Q.a2.eazzo Ciano, 1937-1938 Diario, ’ trans* Andreas 

Mayor (London: Methuen and Co * Ltd * \ 199^), p* 177®
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ystatementv Qoxmt Csaky was probably expressing the 

feelings of many Hungarians,=
By October 10, 1938, with the diplomatic circular 

which was sent to the leading.German diplomatic missions 
abroad, the basic German policy regarding the Hungarian 
claims had been settled. It was expressed in one sentences 
“We support Hungarian demands for the adjacent Magyar
territory and leave settlement of details to direct nego-

' ■ . ‘ ; ' 2 ' . tiations between Hungary and Czechoslovakia. ” In prac
tice, however, it is now evident that German policy, 
starting from October .10, 19385, and continuing almost to 
the Vienna Iward of November 2, 1938, took on two definite 
characteristics <.

Ihe first of these was the desire for non- 
involvement , The German Government did not wish to 
antagonize either Hungary oh Czechoslovakia by actively 
championing one of these States against the other. For 
this reason the German Government was not only willing to 
"leave settlement of details to direct negotiations," but 
it went out of its way;to oppose the convocation of a 
conference of the Munich .Powerso . Germany was likewise. 
opposed to Axis arbitration. The German Government was, 
however, willing to mediate between Hungary and

1I)GFP, D/IV, p. 5 2 o
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Czechoslovakia, and me&iatiom was attempted "by German 
officials, although it ultimately proved unsuccessful.

-A second characteristic of German policy was the 
desire to preserve as much territory for Czechoslovakia as 
possible without antagonizing Hungary= Germany was willing 
to allow Hungary to recover.a certain amount of territory 
at the expense of Czechoslovakia. Indeed, Germany could 
scarcely oppose Hungary0 s designs on the Magyar-inhabited 
territory, since her own claims to the Sudetenland had 
been based on the same principle. However, the German 
Government, in mediating between Czechoslovakia and 
Hungary, tended, to show partiality toward the former State 
with regard to certain important areas« The reason why 
German mediation efforts eventually failed was that 
Germany tried to preserve certain major cities for 
Czechoslovakia, to which the. Hungarian Government would 
not relinquish;its claimp In. this respect, Germany was 
much less favorable than Italy to the Hungarian claims„

On October 14, 1938, Adolf Hitler and his Foreign 
Minister, Joachim.yon Bibbentrop, held a conference with 
Zrantisek Chyalkovsky, the Czechoslovak Foreign Minister. 
Hitler stated, that it.would .be.more desirable for 
Czechoslovakia to reach a direct understanding with 
Hungary than to submit the issue to the four Munich 
Powers, He suggested that the areas with a definite
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Magyar majority should go to Hungary, and that plebiscites
■ - ■ ■ t -should be arranged in the doubtful areas =

Hater that day, Hitler and von Kibbentrop had 
another conference, this time with the Hungarian statesman, 
Kalman Daranyi«, At this interview, Hitler was extremely 
rude, and he showed his intense dislike of Hungary by 
stating his grievances against that State in a very

• p
insulting manner= When Daranyi, no doubt somewhat 
unnerved by this unpleasant reception, begged Hitler for 
support, the latter grudgingly promised that if the matter 
did come before a conference, he would support the 
Hungarianso He insisted, however, that such support would 
be useless, because the French and British would support 
Czechoslovakia to the uttermost, and if he and Mussolini 
supported Hungary to the uttermost, the conference would 
result in a deadlock,^ Hitler and von Eibbentrop then 
gave Daranyi the same .advice that they had given to 
Ghvalkovsky earlier that day: that the problem should be
settled by direct Qzechoslqvak-Hungarian negotiations, and 
that a plebiscite should be held for areas of mixed ethnic 
compqsitioho Hitler then instructed yon Eibbentrop to

^DGEP, D/17, p. ?!o
2Ibido, ppo 73-7Ao

■ ^Ibido Po .74 o
^Ibido., ppo 74— 75°
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talk with the Czechs, in order to ascertain what possibil-

■■ ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' > ities could be expected from them, and asked Daranyi to
■ ' - • ■ ifind out the minimum demands of: the Hungarian Government

Following this conversation, Daranyi contacted.
Bela Imredy, the Hungarian Piime Minister, by telephone=
He then reported to yon Eibbentrop that Hungary was willing 
to make a few concessions» ' fhe question of the future 
ownership of Bratislava was to be left in abeyance for the 
time being, and Hungary was also willing to permit the 
holding of plebiscites in pertain mixed areas that she had 
formerly demanded outright„ On the other hand Daranyi
insisted that Hungary would like to obtain Kosice, as well

. . pas the area west of that city0
Later that evening, yon Eibbentrop had another 

conference with Ohvalkovsky* Von Eibbentrop complained 
that a proposal, which had been made the previous day by 
a;Czechoslovak delegation at Komapno, was completely 
unsatisfactory to Hungary, and that the German Government 
shared the Hungarian point of view. He urged Chvalkovsky

Z 'to speedily resume negotiations on a better basis.^
Ton Eibbentrop indicated what’he considered to be 

a fair frontier delimitation. This proposal left open,

1DGFP, D/17, p. 76.
^Ibid., p,..77̂
^Ibid,% pp. 77-78.
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' ' ' . . not only the question of Bratislava, to which Daranyi had

agreed, hut also that of Kosice, which the latter had
demanded for Hungary«, Furthermore, according to von
Ribhentrop0 s proposal, Uzhorod and Mukacevo would remain

•1on the Czechoslovak side of the line o The German Foreign 
Minister argued in favor of this solution, insisting that 
these were minimum demandsActually, these were far 
less than the minimum demands of Hungary, which had no 
intention, of relinquishing its claim to Kosice, Uzhorod, 
or Mukacevoi

/Meanwhile, Count Istvan Csaky, who was at this 
time the Chef de Cabinet to the Hungarian Foreign Minister,
had been sent to Rome, where he met with a much more

/ * / pleasant reception than had Daranyi® Count Csaky requested
that a conference of the four Munich Rowers be called in
order to settle the question of the Hungarian claims®
Mussolini approved of a four-Rower conference, and.
suggested that it take place within the next few days, at
either Venice or Brioni® Count Galeazzo Ciano, the Italian
Foreign Minister, communicated to the Italian Ambassadors
in London, Raris, and Berlin, and instructed them to inform
the respective Governments with which they were accredited

DGFP, D/IV, p® 77®
% b i d o»’ t>o 78 o
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of Italy's request that a four-Power conference "be 

1convened0
The G-erman Government immediately took action to 

prevent the convocation of a conference of the four Munich 
Powers 0 Bernardo Attolico, the Italian Ambassador.to 
Germany, telephoned the Italian Foreign Ministry to say 
■that Germany did not approve of the suggestion for a 
conferenceo That night, von Hibbentrop himself telephoned 
Count Ciano and insisted that the proposal for a conference 
be abandoned

However, the Hungarians withdrew their request for 
a conference because of Germany’s opposition^ After having 
been informed of this by Count Csaky, Ciano announced that 
Italian support for a conference had been abandoned, and 
that the Gzechosl©vak™Hungarian negotiations would be 
conducted through other channels

Thus, Hitler had successfully induced Hungary to
abandon her plans for a conference and, on October 18,

* /1958, he was able to boast of this to Andre Francois-
■ ■ ' ■'■' ' ■ '
r   -'-r     a . . . ,■■■*

. ^Ciano, op« clt #, p.® 177® Of* BGFP, D/17, pp0 .68-
69. Also cf. Veronica &  Toynbee (ed.), Survey of International Affairs, 1958 (London: Oxford universrty^PressT I^ ^) A'T Olume-%Ti ,^p: 87-88 o " ' T

2 ' ' 'Toynbee, opa.cit«̂  p. 88.
^Ciano, op. cit., pp. 177-178.
4Ibid., p. 178., Cf. DGFP, D/IV, pp. 78-79.
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Poncet* who was the French Ambassador to Germany» On this 
occasion, Hitler stated that at such a conference, fche 
French and the English would have defended the Czechs, 
whereas Germany and Italy would have been obliged to 
support the Hungarians» He expressed the fear that the 
deadlock caused by such a conference would have resulted 
in war, and he claimed that, by averting such a danger, he
rendered a service to Europe <>

- - ,■ - ■ - ' - - . ,On October 17, 1938, Doeme Sztojay, the Hungarian
Minister to Germany, delivered a memorandum, which ex
plained the position of the Hungarian Government, to the 
German Foreign Ministry* The Hungarian Government believed 
direct negotiations with Czechoslovakia to be useless, as 
they would only postpone the final solution* Therefore, 
Hungary wanted the Prague Government to make one final 
proposal which would either be accepted or rejected by 
Budapest* In the latter case, Hungary intended to appeal

%French Government, The French Yellow Book; 
Diplomatic Documents; 1938-1939 (New York; Reyhal and 
Hitchcock, Inc*, 1940), pp* 24-25* In reality. Hitler 
was probably concerned, not so much with the peace of 
Europe, but what he considered to be the interests of 
Germany* He did not want to be forced into a situation, 
such as a four-Power conference, where he might have felt 
obliged, against his own will and against Germany8s best 
interests, to support the cause of Hungary at the cost of 
an open break with Great Britain and France * Having al
ready secured (except for minor frontier rectifications) 
its ethnic claim on Czechoslovak territory in the 
Sudetenland, the German Government had no desire to 
jeopardize its gains*
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to the German and Italian Governments$ in order to request
' '■ ' ' ' ’ i.mediation or. arbitration.,,

Meanwhiles Chvalkovsky informed the German Gharg/ 
d®Affaires in Prague that Monsignor Jozef Tiso, the Slovak 
Prime. Minister9 Dr, Ferdinand Durcansky, the Minister of 
the Interior in the Slovak Government9 and Edmund. Bacinsky, 
one of the ministers in the Carpatho-Ukraine Government,
wished to he received by von Ribbentrop before submitting

2new proposals to Hungary,, Von Ribbentrop agreed to 
receive these Ministers only on condition that the proposed 
line which he had discussed with Chvalkovsky on October 14 
be made the basis of negotiations ô  Chvalkovsky agreed to 
this9 and suggested that the five cities of Bratislava, 
Hitra, Kosice9 Hzhorod, and Mukacevo be made the subject 
of discussion* This was agreeable to the German Foreign 
Minister, who made an appointment with the Slovak and

4Ruthenian statesmen for the afternoon of October 19, 1938* 
At the conference with the Slovak Ministers, which 

took place in Munich, von Ribbentrop described the line he 
had suggested as a compromise proposal, explaining that 
Hitler had instructed him to act as mediator On this basiso

1BGKFP, D/IV, p* 80.
p  ■ ■ ■Ibid* 9 p. 81* , -
^Ibid*, pp* 84-85»
4Ibid** pp*;85-86*



He insisted that the area wtiieh was to he eeded to the 
Hungarians would have to he evacuated so that it could he 
occupied hy Hungaryo

Dr® Tiso pleaded for the retention of Bratislava 
and Kosice in.Slovakia® He stated that Bratislava was a 
vital issue for Slovakia$ as the timher industry depended 
on it as its only access to the Danube® He also complained 
that the loss of Kosice would deprive Slovakia of any rail 
connection with her eastern districts and with Carpatho- 
Ukraine, as the most important railway connections passed 
through thair cityo He admitted, however, that in a 
plebiscite held on the basis of the 1910 census (i®e®, the
last census before the dismemberment of Hungary) that city

■ . pwould be lost to Slovakia®
Although yon Bibbentrop expressed misgivings as to 

whether the Hungarians would be willing to relinquish 
their claim on Kosice, he.was basically sympathetic to the 
Slovak point of view, stating, that, in his opinion, Kosice 
r,was indeed, a central point for Slovakia, and the 
Hungarians must leave it to the Slovaks»11 He instructed 
Otto von Erdmannsdorff, the German Minister to Hungary, 
who was present at this meeting, to urge the Hungarians to
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remowee their claims to Bratislava5 Bitra, EoSice, 
Uzhorod, and Hnkacevo =, By so doing? he showed a definite 
partiality to Czechoslovakia? as these five cities had 
proven to he the main stumbling-block to a settlement by 
direct Czechoslovak-Hungarian negotiations® It is 
interesting to note in this connection that von Eibbentrop 
abandoned his earlier suggestion for a plebiscite in the 
disputed areas, after Monsignor Tiso had told him that the 
{Slovak Government was opposed to a plebiscite, and that if
a plebiscite were held on the basis of the 1910 census,

v  ' ' 2  Kosice would be lost to Slovakia®
In return for this diplomatic support, von 

Ribbentrop insisted that the Hungarians be allowed to 
occupy within eight days, the territory to be ceded to 
them according to his proposed frontier line* He also 
expressed the hope that negotiations would be resumed in 
one or two days through diplomatic channels * The Slovaks, 
thankful that so much seemed saved for Slovakia and 
Ruthemia, expressed their agreement with these ideas®^

1BGEP, l/IT, p® 89.
^Ibid®, p* 89. Before this conversation, Hitler 

and von Ribbentrop had favored plebiscites in areas of 
mixed ethnic composition, and had recommended this solu
tion to Chvalkovsky and Baranyi. Ibid*, pp. 71, 74-75=

^Ibido, p. 89o
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On ©ctofcer 20, 1938, von Erdmanns dorf f informed "

Kalman Kanya, the Hungarian Foreign Hinister, that the 
autonomous Slovak and Carpatho-lkrainian Governments had 
accepted the frontier line proposed by von Kibbentrop, and 
had agreed to Hungarian occupation, by October 26, 1938, 
of the territory up to that lime. Von Erdmannsdorff urged 
Hungary to accept von Eibbemtrop's proposed frontier line, 
which would have left Bratislava, Eitra, Kosice, Uzhorod,
and Mukacevo in Czechoslovakia»

. ■■■: '■ ■■ /The Hungarians were indignant, Kanya informed von
Erdmannsdorff that there could be mo possibility of the
acceptance of this proposal by the Hungarian Government=
Count Paul Teleki, the Minister of Education who was called
in as an expert on nationality questions, stated that the
Hungarian Government would have to insist on a plebiscite
in the frontier areas with a mixed population, and that if
its claim to Bratislava were abandoned, it would have to

■ . ' '' V Vinsist on obtaining Kosice and at least either Uzhorod or
Mukacevo«, Von Erdmannsdorff, as instructed, insisted that
if von Eibbentrop8 s proposal were not accepted, it would

■ 2be the end of German mediation®

1DGPP, D/IV, p 0 94-.
2Ibido
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0n October 21s 1938? Sztojay presented two memor-

amda to Ernst, Baron von Welzsaeeker, who held the position
of Secretary of State in the G-erman Foreign Ministry = The
first memorandum politely but firmly rejected the proposal
submitted.by von Erdmannsdorff, explaining that while the
Hungarian Government was willing to make concessions with
regard to Bratislava and Sitra, it could not surrender its
claim to Kosice, Uzhorod, or Mukaeevoo The memorandum
concluded with the statement that further negotiations on
the basis of the recent Ozeoh proposal would have little

1prospect of success <,
. I n  the second memorandum, Sztojay inquired as to 
whether Germany would be willing to undertake the role of 
arbiter in conjunction with Italyo He explained that the 
situation was so critical and the experience, gained in 
direct negotiations with the Slovaks so bad that there was 
no conceivable way out other than an appeal to the Axis 
Powers for arbitration». Von Weizsaecker replied by 
saying that he was not in a position to judge whether 
Germany and Italy would be willing to. assume the role of 
arbiters, but that the German view so far had been that 
Prague and Budapest.should make one more effort to nego- 
tiate between themselves.

1DGFP, 1/IV, pi 96o
libido, pp. 95-96.
3ibid.
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The German Foreign Ministry now began to back down 

on the subject of Kosice9 while at the same time it
increased its pressure to induce Hungary to abandon her

' V- " " •. ' V':' 'claim to Uzhorod and Mukacevo« Ton Weizsaecker told
Sztojay that Ton Ribbentrop sympathized with the Hungarian
claim on Kosices but that he' had been unsuccessful in
inducing the Slovaks to renounce it» On October 25$
1938,. von Ribbentrop instructed the German Minister to
Hungary to inform Daranyi that he supported the Hungarian

' p : •position regarding Kosiceo
On October 21, 1938, Woermann sent a telegram to 

von Erdmannsdorff, instructing him that in future conver
sations regarding the 0zechos1ovak-Hungarian controversy, 
he was to claim that the solution discussed on October 19 
between von Ribbentrop and the Slovak statesmen was 
"based on the Daranyi line, which, as you know, does not 
include the various towns situated to the north of the

"jL - ylineo” This statement implied that when Daranyi was in
x/Munich on October 14, he had agreed to leave Uzhorod and 

Mukacevo in Czechoslovakiao Daranyi vehemently denied 
this, claiming that he could not have done such a thing,

1DGFP, D/IT, p, 95, 
2Ibidc, pc 111. 
^Ibid., p. 97-



: . ' 48
• nas he had not heem in any way empowered to do so „ Never

theless, for the next several days, letters were exchanged 
oh the suhjeet between Budapest and Berlin® Ton Bibbentrop 
continued to insist that Baranyi-had agreed to relinquish
Hungary's claim to Uzhorod and Mukacevo, and Baranyi

; ■ pcontinued to deny that he had made such an agreement«
Ton Erdmannsdorff, who had been present at the

meeting on October 14, 1958, and who had taken down the
minutes of that meeting, indicated that Baranyi's version
of what took place was the correct one* On October 22,
1938, he wrote a confidential letter to Woermamn, in which
he stated that von Bibbentrop was in error, and that
Baranyi had not agreed to renounce the Hungarian claim on
Uzhorod and Mukacevo^ Furthermore, in the minutes of the
meeting which took place on the evening of October 14,
there is no indication that Baranyi agreed to leave Uzhorod
and Mukacevo in Ozechoslovakiai^ In the light of these
facts, it seems probable that (1) either yon Bibbentrop
had, on October 14, mistakenly believed that Baranyi had
renounced the Hungarian claim to those two cities, or (2)

1BOFP, B/IT, pp. 101-102„
%bido, p. Ill»
^IMd», ppe 100-1020
4Ibid».,. p« 77o
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that he was lying in an attempt to put pressure on Hungary 
to leave those two cities in Czechoslovakia,, In any event, 
Hungary refused to he high-pressured in this matter, and 
the Budapest Government sought the help of Italy in order

V  ‘ v"to achieve her claim to Uzhorod and Mukacevo«,
Simultaneously with a campaign to influence the 

Hungarian Government to renounce its claim on Uzhorod and 
Mukacevo$ Berlin tried to exert pressure on hoth Czechoslo
vakia and Hungary to resume direct negotiations„ On 
October 22, 1938, von ErdmannsdOrff, acting on instructions 
from the German Foreign Minister, handed Kanya an aide- 
memoire stating that, as the Hungarian Government had 
declared the German mediation proposal as unacceptable, 
the German Government regarded direct mediation as being 
at an end® On the previous day, the German Charge 
d8Affaires in Prague had been instructed to inform 
Chvalkovsky that Germany expected the Czechoslovak Govern
ment to communicate its proposals to Hungary "as the
Czechoslovak Government8s views on the Slovak proposals

• Pmust be clearly stated," On October 22, 1938, Czechoslo
vakia made an offer to Hungary, which was based on the

1DGFP, B/1Y, p, 104® 
%bid,» p, 96,
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line von Eibbentrop had discussed with the Slovak Ministers 
on October 19*^

The.German Foreign Ministry was pleased with this 
development® In a memorandum which was written on October 
22, 1958$ von Weizsaecker recommended that pressure be put 
on the Hungarian Government to accept the Czech proposal 
as a basis of negotiations» He did not believe that 
Hungary and Czechoslovakia would reach agreement, but he 
believed that a discussion based on the Czechoslovak 
proposal would be usetui in establishing the points on
which there was agreement and those on which there were

■ ■ • .. 2  ̂: ■ : ; differences of opinion®
Ton Weizsaecker was opposed to German-Italian 

arbitration® He believed that it might lead to difficul
ties contrary to the Munich decisions^ and that if Hungary 
were dissatisfied, she might attribute the responsibility 
chiefly to Germany® On the other hand, he saw no objection 
to German—Italian mediation® Therefore, he suggested that 
Germany and Italy, with the possible inclusion of Poland, 
could make joint proposals to both Hungary and

i - -Toynbee, op® cit®, p. 97=
2DGFP, B/IT, pp. 102-105=
^Ton Weizsaecker was probably referring to the 

discussions held at Munich between von Eibbentrop and the 
Slovak Ministers on October 19, 1958.
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Czechoslovakia if a common basis could be established by 
the two latter Powers = If these proposals were rejected, 
further procedure would not have to be considered. 
Surprisingly enough, in view of the earlier German atti
tude , he felt that another possible solution would be a 
second four-Power conference, although even in this ease 
he thought that it would be advantageous if the Czechoslo
vak and Hungarian Governments were first to establish

1their points of difference.
Von Bibbentrop also felt that arbitration would be 

even worse than a four-Power conference. He feared that 
an arbitral award would end by satisfying neither Hungary 
nor Czechoslovakia, and would compel the Axis Powers to 
resort to force in order to put their decisions into 
effect.^ Even on October 24, 1938, after the Czechoslovak 
proposal of October 22 had been rejected by Hungary, von 
Bibbentrop stated that he was opposed to German-Italian 
arbitration.^

On October 21, 1958, the Hungarian Minister to 
Italy had suggested that the delimitation of the 
0zeehos1oyak-Hungarian frontier west of Kosice be

1DGKP, D/TV, p. 105e 
2Ciano, op. cat., p. 181. 
%GBP, D/IV, p. 109.



arbitrated by Germany and Italy, and that the frontier in 
the Kosice district and the areas east of that city be

iarbitrated by Germany, Italy, and Poland0 On October 22, 
1938, von Weizsaecker wrote in a memorandum that the 
inclusion of Poland as an arbiter would represent a great 
gesture to that country, and that the possibility of 
obtaining compensations from her, with regard to Danzig or 
Memel should be examined» 'He noted, however, that in the 
course of such negotiations, the German Government would 
have to reconcile itself to the establishment of a common

■ ■ * . > " ■ ■ - pPolish-Hungarian frontier on the Carpathian front«
nevertheless, von Eibbentrop was willing to make a 

deal with Poland, even at the cost of having to allow a 
common Polish-Hungarian frontier to be established. On 
October 24-, 1938, the Polish Ambassador to Germany, Josef 
Lipski, informed von Eibbentrop that the Polish Government 
desired the return of the Carpatho-Hkraine to Hungary.
The German Foreign Minister in turn mentioned the desire 
of his Government that Danzig return to the Keich and that 
Germany be allowed to build an extra-territorial road and 
railway across the Polish Corridor„ Lipski raised objec
tions to this proposal. Therefore, when he mentioned that

1DGFP, D/IV, pp. 97-98o Of. Ciano, op. cit., p.
180 o

2DGFP, D/IT, p. 103o



, 53
Poland would be willing to participate in an arbitral

1decision,,von Eibbentrop was somewhat evasive = Later 
that day, however, von Eibbentrop informed Lipski that if 
the Polish Government would agree to the return of Danzig 
to the Eeich and would grant permission for an extra- 
territorial road and railway across the Polish Corridor, 
Germany would be willing to settle the Carpatho-Ukraine 
problem in accordahce with Polish desires= Lipski replied 
that his only task was to inform the German Government of

• Othe Polish views regarding the Carpatho-Ukraine»
Within the next few days, the German Government 

was under increased pressure to arbitrate the Czechoslovak- 
Hungarian disputeo On October 25? 1938, Consignor Tiso 
wrote to von Eibbentrop, explaining that both the Hungarian
Government and the autonomous Slovak Government had agreed

%to ask Germany and Italy to act as arbiterse The Czecho
slovak Government was likewise in favor of arbitration, as 
direct negotiations had by this time completely failed.

1DGFP, D/V, pp. 104-10?.
^Eepublic of Poland, Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 

The Polish White Book: Official Documents Concerning 
Polish-German and Polish-Soviet Eelations, 1933-1939
(London: Hutchinson and Company, Ltd., not dated), pp. 4?- 
48. Gf. Lewis B. Hamier, Diplomatic Prelude: 1938-1959
(London: Macmillan and Company, Ltd., 1948)7* p. 40.

5DGFP, D/IY, p. 110.
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On October 28, 1958, the Hungarian Government requested
that Germany arbitrate the outstanding disagreements on

1the Hungarian-Slovak frontier® The German Government
received a similar request from Czechoslovakia on the

ofollowing day® By that time, the German Government had 
changed its attitude regarding arbitration, as the result 
of Italian pressure

1DGBB, D/IV, p® 115c
P . ■ 1 ■Ibid®, p, 115°
^For information as to the role of Italy in 

persuading the German Government to consent to Axis arbi
tration, see Section 7 of this thesis®



BECSIOH III

THE m i m E  OF i m  m m G m i m  c m m s

The Hungarian claims om Bzechoslovak territory 
dated from the Treaty of Trianon« By this Treaty,
Slovakia and Euthenia were officially detached from 
Hungary and made a part of Czechoslovakia<. Therefore, 
Hungary had a historical claim to those two provinces. 
Moreover, the southern strip of Slovakia and Euthenia was 
populated primarily by Magyars, so that Hungary's claim 
to those areas was based on ethnic grounds as well»

The Hungarian demands, with regard to Czechoslo
vakia, aimed at (1) the return of the areas inhabited by 
Magyars, and (2) ”the practical realization of the right

' ; Iof self-determination" for Slovaks and Euthenians» The 
Hungarian 'Government hoped that in the non-Magyar parts of 
Slovakia and Euthenia, plebiscites would be held in order 
that the inhabitants of those areas could themselves 
decide whether or not they wished to return to Hungary®

Hungarian acquisition of Euthenia was favored, not 
Only by Hungary, but by Poland as well» Poland desired to

^United States Department of State, Documents on 
German Foreign Policys 1918-194-5 (Washington, D.0»: U.S» 
Government Printing Office, 194-9), Series D, Volume II, 
p. 992o Hereafter this volume will be referred to as 
DGPP, D/II®
— * ' ■■ 55 ■ .
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induce the Hungarian Government to exercise moderation in 
the Slovak question and to take the offensive in the 
luthenian question= Poland desired the re-annexation of 
Ruthenia "by Hungary in order (1) to remove a center of 
Ukrainian, nationalism which might have caused discord 
among Poland's Ukrainian population, (2) to provide a 
"barrier against Communist agitation, and (3) to serve as a

• ppossible barrier against Germany»
The common Polish-Hungarian frontier was not 

achieved until March 1939 <> Although it was unsuccessful 
in halting German aggression, it nevertheless proved to be 
of great value to the Poles* After the invasion of Poland 
in .September 1939? over 100,000 Polish soldiers managed to 
escape the Hazi and Soviet armies by crossing the frontier 
into Hungarian territory. Most of these Polish soldiers 
subsequently joined the Allied armies and thus helped to 
contribute to eventual Allied victory.^

United States Department of State, Documents on 
German Poreign Policy; 1918-194-5 (Washington, D.O.: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1953)? Series D, Volume V, 
p. 105o Hereafter this volume will be referred to as 
DGPP, D/V.

p .Great Britain, Foreign Office, Documents on 
British Poreign Policy: 1919-1939 (London: His Majesty's 
Stationery Office^ 1950), Third Series, Volume III, p..181. 
Hereafter this volume will be referred to as Doc. Brit.
Por. Policy, 3rd ser. Vol. III.

^John Flournoy Montgomery, Hungary: The Unwilling 
Satellite (Hew York: The Devin-Adair Company, 194-7)? p. 123°
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It is extremely unlikely that the Slovaks would 

have voted in favor of a return to Hungary in the event
, . " ' ■ I ' ' 'of a plebiscite9 but there seems to be a possibility that

pthe Euthenians might have done so. In any event9 the
Prague Government was afraid to trust to the results of a
plebiscite = When Andrej Brody, the Prime Minister of
Euthenia, advocated this solution, he was arrested on

%charges of working in behalf of Hungarian interests
Brody had disapproved of the suggestion to divide 

Euthenia between Hungary and Czechoslovakia« He advocated 
that a plebiscite be held throughout the whole of Euthenia
which would determine the fate of the entire province.

: 5The Czechoslovak Government opposed this solution,
although there were 319? 361 Euthenes and only 169 ? 4-34-
Magyars in Euthenia, even according to the Hungarian
census of 1910.^ Since the Czechoslovak Government
refused to permit the holding of a plebiscite, even under

Carlile A. Macartney, Hungary and' Her Successors; 
1919-1937 (London: Oxford University Press, 1937)» P» 188»

-Ibid., pp. 242-243,
-The Hew York Times, October 28, 1938, p. 16,
^The Hew York Times, October 27? 1938, p. 19= 
^Ibid.
^Macartney, 0£. cit., p. 203=



conditions where the Euthenes outnumbered the Magyars, it 
seems logical to assume that a large proportion of 
Euthenes had pro-Hungarian sympathies <,

It could, of course, he argued that if a plebi
scite were held in an undivided Euthernia, the Magyars 
would vote together with the pro-Hungarian Buthenians, and 
that by opposing such a solution, the Prague Government 
was defending the interests of those Euthenes who desired . 
to remain in Czechoslovakiao This may have been one of 
the motives behind the policy of the Czechoslovak Govern
ment, as it would be incorrect to,assume that all Euthenes 
desired to return to Hungary» The members of the autono
mous Euthenian Government, which was set up in October 
19389 were opposed to Hungary (with the exception of 
Brody, who was forced to resign his post on October 26)» 
One of the members of the Euthenian Government, Edmund 
Bacinsky, even accompanied the Slovak Ministers to Munich
on October 19 to request the support of the German Govern-

' ‘ 1 ■ ' : meht against Hungaryo It is extremely doubtful that the
Euthenian Government could have existed without a certain
amount of popular support«

1United States Department of State, Documents on 
German Foreign Policy: 1918-194-5 "(Washington, D«C»: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1951), Series D,. Volume IV, 
pp. 86-92. Hereafter this volume will be referred to as 
DGFP, D/IV.



On the other hand, the fact that the Hungarians' 
were striving for a plebiscite in Ruthenia and that the 
Czechoslovak Government was strongly opposed to this 
solution, would seem to indicate that the Hungarian cause 
had considerable support among the Buthenes themselves, 
and may have even been supported by the majority of the 
Ruthenian population. On October 24-, 1938, the Hungarian 
Government transmitted a proposal to Czechoslovakia which 
included, among other things, the suggestion that a 
plebiscite be held in the purely Slovak areas of Slovakia, 
and another plebiscite in the purely Ruthene areas of 
Ruthenia, in order that the local inhabitants could 
determine whether or not they wished to return to
Hungary= This solution, however, was. opposed by the
• ; - ■' ’ ■ ?Czechoslovak Government 0 * If such plebiscites had 
actually been held on the basis of the Hungarian proposal, 
and if the results in both Slovakia and Ruthenia had been 
tinfavorable to Hungary, the consequence would have been a 
severe blow to Hungarian revisionist propaganda„ If one 
assumes that the vast majority of the Ruthenes were 
opposed to a return to Hungary, the question thereupon 
arises: Why did the Czechoslovak Government not allow a

A dGFP, D/BT, p= 109- Cf„ Doc. Brit. For. Policy,
3rd ser.,.Vol. Ill, R- 198.

%)oc. Brit. lor. Policy, 3rd ser., Vol. Ill, p. 209-Cf. DGlP,~57lV, p. 112.
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plebiscite to be held in Ruthenia, and thus taken advantage 
of the opportunity to weaken Hungarian prestige? Further
more ̂ it is doubtful that the Hungarians would have been 
willing to expose themselves to such a risk if they had 
not been convinced that a majority of the Euthenes desired 
to return to Hungary =>

Regardless of whether or not one sympathizes with 
the Hungarian claim to the non-Hagyar portions of Ruthenia* 
it must be admitted that with regard to the Magyar- 
inhabited areas of southern Slovakia and Ruthenia, Hungary 
had been dealt a clear injustice <» At the Peace Conference 
of 1920, the Hungarian delegation had requested that 
plebiscites be held in the areas about to be taken from 
Hungary, in order that the people residing therein could 
freely determine whether they wished to be separated from

THungary or not» This reasonable request was not granted, 
and by the Treaty of Trianon, not only were non-Magyars
detached from Hungary, but many Magyars as well, were

2forced to live under Czechoslovak rule.' The Hungarians 
could logically argue that if the Allied Powers had really 
been interested in "self-determination of peoples" they 
would have permitted plebiscites in the areas involved.

^Dominic G. Kosary, A History of Hungary (Cleve
land, Ohio: The Benjamin Franklin Bibliophile Society, 
194-1),, p. 402.

^Ibid., p. 410.
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It is interesting to note that even Czechoslo

vakia 9 s partners in the Little Entente recognized the 
justice of Hungary ’s ethnographic claims <= Even though 
both Rumania and Yugoslavia had, like Czechoslovakia, 
acquired territory at Hungary’s expense, they both 
realized that Hungary was justified in demanding the 
Hagyar-inhabited parts of Czechoslovakia, although they 
were opposed to any annexation of territory by Hungary 
beyond the limits of the ethnographic line»

The Vienna Award of November 2, 1958, resulted in 
the transfer of certain parts of Slovakia and Ruthenia 
from Czechoslovakia to Hungary = In that portion of 
Ruthenia which was returned to Hungary by this Award, the 
Magyars formed nearly half the population and by far the 
largest ethnic group even according to the Czechoslovak 
census of 1950* The remainder of the population was 
divided between Czechs and Slovaks, Ruthenes, Jews,
Germans, a tiny fraction of other ethnic groups, plus a 
certain number of people who were listed as "aliens,11 
However, most of the Jews had, in fact, been Magyarized 
and a large number of the "aliens" were also Magyars who - 
had not succeeded in establishing Czechoslovak nationality= 
If we therefore add to the total of Magyars, the Jews and

1DGPP, D/II, pp. 956, 992*



a considerable proportion-of the "aliens," the Magyars 
.appear as about two-thirds of the population. The Vienna
Award, in regard to Euthenia, appears to have been

Xgenuinely ethnic»
In that part of Slovakia that was returned to 

Hungary by the Vienna Award, the ratio of Magyars to non- 
Magyars was even greater* This area had been populated 
according to the 1910 census, by 636,246 Magyars and only

p83,061 Slovaks * Even according to the Czechoslovak 
Census of 1950, the Magyars outnumbered the non-Magyars 
in that part of Slovakia that was returned to Hungary by 
the Vienna arbitration. At the 1930 census, there were 
5ll,959 Magyars and 272,388 "Czechoslovaks" in this part 
of Slovakia

After the southern part of Slovakia had been awarded 
to Hungary, a new census was taken, which showed that area 
to have a population of 727,297 Magyars and 121,890

ZlSlovaks * Thus, by either the Hungarian censuses of 1910 
and 1938 or by the Czechoslovak census of 1930, that • 
section of Slovakia can be said to have been predominantly

1Veronica M„ Toynbee (ed»), Survey of International 
Affairs, 1938 (London: Oxford University Press, 1953), 
Volume III, pp. 129-130*

2Ibido, p. 105*
5IMd =
4Ibid.
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inkaM.ted "by Magyars, Moreover, the ethjaie lines that 
were deduced from the censuses of 1910 and 1938 ran very 
close together and well to the north of the Trianon 
frontier,"*"

The Vienna Award was "based on the 1910 census. 
Since the proportion of Magyars was higher in that census 
than in the Czechoslovak: census of 1930, this factor

, - p
created a slight advantage in. favor of Hungary, Never
theless, the determination of the new Gzechoslovak- 
Hungarian "boundary on the "basis of the 1910 census could 
"be. justified on the following grounds.

In the first place, the 1910 census was the last 
census "before the collapse of Austria-Hungary, which 
occurred in 1918®^ It could "be argued that areas with a 
predominantly Magyar population should never have been 
separated from Hungary in the first place, and that the 
only way to rectify this injustice would be to draw the 
new boundary according to the conditions of 1918,

During its twenty-year rule of the territory which 
was returned to Hungary by the Vienna Award, the

' - — —  ' "
Toynbee, 0£, cit,, p® 106,
^Bernard Newman," The New Europe (New York; The 

Macmillan Company, 194-3;, p, 4-53®
5Dm?, D/IV, p, 120,
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Gzechos1oyak Government deliberately fostered colonization
of the Magyar-inhabited parts of Czechoslovakia by Czech
and Slovak settlers under the land reform program« This
was a second reason why Hungary was justified in demanding
a settlement on the basis of the 1910 census = The purpose
of this colonization had been to destroy the unity of the
Magyar territory and to stake out an ethnographical claim

]against frontier revision. Tor example, on the island 
of Csallokoez (Crosse Schuett), which had been entirely 
Magyar in 1919% only 6%61? hectares were allotted to the 
local Magyar population, while 31,673 hectares were granted 
to Czech and Slovak settlers brought in from remote dis
tricts. Though these settlers formed only four per cent
of the population of Csallokoez, they received eighteen

2per cent of the land. The existence of these Czech and 
Slovak colonies was then used by the Czechs as an argument 
against restoring the Csallokoez to Hungary.

This abuse of the land reform program was, of 
course, not confined to the Csallokoez area alone. Of the
170,000 hectares of land distributed under the agrarian

1Macartney, 033° cit., p. 174.
p
Stephen D. Kertesz, Diplomacy in a Whirlpool; 

Hungary Between Nazi Germany and Soviet Russia (South 
Bend, Ind.; University of Notre Dame Press, 1953)% p. 232.

^Macartney, op. cit., p. 174°
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reform measures in those sections of Slovakia which had
been inhabited entirely by Magyars in 1918, approximately
130,000 hectares were granted to Czech and Slovak 

1settlerso
There are several reasons why the proportion of

Magyars was higher in the Hungarian censuses of 1910 and
1938 than in the Czechoslovak census of 1930<> One reason
is that the Czechoslovak land reform program, as has been
described above, resulted in the immigration of many
Czech and Slovak settlers into what had formerly been
purely Magyar areas* A second reason is that after the
Vienna Award, Czech and Slovak troops and officials
departed from that part of Slovakia which was awarded to
Hungary and were replaced by Magyar troops and officials®
This swelled the Magyar population, while it simultaneously
reduced the Slovak population, and practically eliminated
the Czechs from that area® The same thing had happened in 

' ' :• • ■' ' : .p1920, only in reverse order® Still a third reason is that
along the line of the ethnic frontier, intermarriage and
bilingualism had produced a considerable indeterminate
population, who, either from opportunism or from genuine
vagueness about their nationality or language, may have

1Kertesz, o]d » oit ®, p® 232®
P •Toynbee, op. cit®, p. 106®
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declared themselves Magyars in 1910 and 1958 and as 
Slovaks in 1950c3"

A fourth reason for the differences between the 
Hungarian and Czechoslovak censuses is that different 
methods were used in arriving at the census figures» The 
Hungarian censuses of 1910 and 1958 were based on 
language; the Czechoslovak census of 1950 was based on 
nationality. In that part of Slovakia which was returned 
to Hungary by the Vienna Award, the 1950 census had 
listed, separately from the Magyars and "Czechoslovaks," 
26,157 dews and over 26,000 "aliens." In the Hungarian 
censuses, Jews were not listed as a separate nationality, 
and many of them undoubtedly registered themselves as 
Magyars. As in Euthenia, the "aliens" were mostly people 
who had not yet succeeded in establishing Czechoslovak
nationality. But many of these "aliens" were actually

- , . :: ' ' pMagyars, and appeared as such in 1958*
However, it should be remembered that even 

according to the 1950 census figures, the Magyars out
numbered the Slovaks in, that part of Slovakia which was 
returned to Hungary at Vienna.^ Furthermore, many of

• 1"Toynbee, op. cit., p. 106.
2Ibid., pp. 105-106.
^Ibido, p. 105.



■ ' • : 67
the Germans who resided in this part of Slovakia favored 
the Hungarian dause, ; .

Nevertheless, the estahlishnient of the 
Czechoslovak-Hungarian border according to ethnographic 
principles was difficult because along the ethnic frontier 
there were certain areas of mixed population, which were 
neither entirely, Slovak or Buthene, nor entirely Magyar <, 
This difficulty was recognized by the arbiters themselves, 
who stated that "at points where circumstances did not 
allow an exact determination of the frontier on ethnogra
phic lines Volksmaessige Grenzziehung 7, the interests

pof both sides were carefully weighed =11
Hungary would have been willing to abide by the 

results of a plebiscite in any areas where there was 
doubt concerning the predominant ethnic composition» On 
October 24, 1938, the Hungarian Government suggested that 
the disputed areas be divided into eight sectors, in each 
of which plebiscites would be held@ This Hungarian 
proposal also insisted that if Czechoslovakia did not 
accept the proposal for a plebiscite, a decision should

1Macartney, op. cit», p„ I860 
2DGFP, D/1V, p0 12?o



be reached through German-Italian arbitrationThe 
Czechoslovak Government, unwilling to trust to the results

pof a plebiscite, chose the second alternative» The 
autonomous Slovak Government was also opposed to a 
plebiscite in the disputed areas <»̂

Since the territory which was returned to Hungary 
by the Vienna Award was predominantly Magyar even 
according to the Czechoslovak census of 1930, and since it 
was the Czechs and Slovaks rather than the Hungarians who 
refused to allow.plebiscites to be held, Hungary was 
justified in reclaiming the territory that was assigned to 
her at Viennac As John Flournoy Montgomery, who was the 
American Minister to Hungary at that time, subsequently 
pointed out, the Hungarians could claim that their action 
was in keeping with the Munich decisions, that Czechoslo
vakia had been compelled to disgorge what never should 
have become hers, and that Hungary, in these circumstances,
could not refrain from taking back property previously

astolen from her*

1HGFP, D/IV, ppo 108-109- Cfo Doc, Brit, For, 
Policy, 3rd ser,, Vol, III, p, 198,

%)oc, Brit, For, Policy, 3rd ser,, Vol, III, p, 209 
Of, DGFP,~57lV, pp, 112-113-

5DGFP, D/IV, pp. 89, HO,
^Montgomery, Hungary: The Unwilling Satellite, p-

121,  ■ -



SECTION IV

. CZECHOSLOVMi-HUNGARIAN' NEGOTIATIONS

In the period between the Munich Agreement of 
September 29, 1938, and the Vienna Award of November 2, 
1938, there were two attempts to solve the problem of the 
Hungarian claims by direct Czechos1ovak-Hungarian 
negotiationso The first attempt took place between 
October 9 and October 13, 1938® Negotiations were con
ducted, on the Czechoslovak side, by the representatives 
of the autonomous Slovak and Kuthenian Governments.

After the failure of these negotiations, there was 
an interlude during which Germany tried to act as mediator, 
in talks with Czech, Slovak, Euthenian, and Hungarian 
statesmen.Then,' starting from October 22, 1938, another 
attempt was made to solve the dispute by direct negotia
tions between the Czechoslovak and Hungarian Governments. 
These, too, were destined to end in failure.

On October 2, 1938, the Hungarian Minister in 
Prague, Janos Vettstein, delivered a note to the

^United States Department of State, Documents on 
German Poreign Policy; 1918-194-5 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1951), Series D, Volume IV, 
pp. 69-78,' 86-92. . Hereafter this volume will be referred 
to as DGFP, D/TV.
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Czechoslovak Foreign Minister„ The contents of this note
read as follows;

As the' Munich. decisions have created a new 
situation, my Government invites the Czechoslo
vak Government to enter at once into direct 
negotiations for the purpose of giving effect 
to the right of self-determination of national
ities on full terms of equality with the right 
of the Sudeten Germanso

The speediest execution of these negotia
tions and, as far as is possible, their 
conclusion on the basis of mutual agreement is 
in the.interest not only of the good relations 
of both countries but of the whole of Europe =
The Royal Hungarian Government therefore 
requests Your Excellency to inform it with all 
speed when and where the Czechoslovak Government 
desires to open the negotiations in question*!

At 9 p.m. on the evening of October 3, 1938, the
Hungarian Minister to Czechoslovakia delivered another note
to the Czechoslovak Foreign Minister. This note demanded
that "in order to create a peaceful atmosphere" the
following measures were to be taken without delay:

(1) Hungarian political prisoners were to be set free 
at once.

(2) Soldiers of Hungarian nationality were to be 
demobilized at once and allowed to return home.

(3) A detachment was to be formed under joint, command 
for protection of life, for mediation, and for 
maintenance of local order.

1HGFF, D/IV, pp. 16-17.
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(4) As a gesture symbolic of cession of territory, two 

or three Czechoslovak frontier towns were to he 
handed over to Hungary and occupied by Hungarian 
troops.

(5) The Hungarian Government proposed that negotia
tions begin in the border town of Komarno at 4 p.m. 
on October 6, 1938^
Vettstein requested ah answer to these demands by

OOctober 4, 1938<, When an answer had not been received by
October 9, he delivered another note to the Czechoslovak
Foreign Office. In this note, the Hungarian Government
demanded an answer from Czechoslovakia and also made an
energetic protest against alleged persecution of Hungarians
in Czechoslovakia "whereby good Czechos1ovak-Hungarian
relations would be endangered and prejudiced for the
future." By the very nature of things, the note continued,
Hungary and Czechoslovakia were in a state of excitement
and, being aware of the Munich decisions, were awaiting
their application with extreme anxiety. These conditions
made it imperative that the necessary awards be implemented

xas soon as possible.

DGFP, D/TV, pp. 23-26.
%bid., p. 26.
^Ibid., p. 36= „



72
Meanwhile, the head of the European section of the 

Czechoslovak Foreign Ministry told a member of the German 
Legation that Point 1 of the immediate measures demanded 
by Hungary (that Hungarian political prisoners be set free 
immediately) had already been fulfilled by the Czechoslovak 
Government*^ With regard to Point 2 (the demand that 
soldiers of Hungarian nationality be demobilized and 
allowed to return home), the Czechoslovak Government 
claimed that this demand could not be carried out at once, 
as the interpretation of Hungarian nationality could not 
be established forthwith. The Czechoslovak official 
claimed that the Hungarian Legation itself was not clear 
about the type of measures demanded in Point 3 (the demand 
for a detachment under joint command for the maintenance 
of local order). He also alleged that Hungarian detach
ments had penetrated Czechoslovak soil at Eimavska Sobota 
(Gross-Steffelsdorf), and he insisted that while this 
situation continued, there could be no question of symbolic 
cession of territory (Point 4). In addition, he continued, 
the reconstruction of the Czechoslovak Government, which 
was going on at that time, had made impossible a complete

^DGFP, D/IV, p, 36, Actually, Hungarian political 
prisoners were not freed until October 8, 1958• See 
Veronica M, Toynbee (ed,), Survey of International Affairs, 
1958 (London: Oxford University Press, 1955)» Volume III, 
p. 85, Of, The Hew York Times, October 10, 1958, p, 7*
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answer to the Hungarian note within the time requested„
He stated that the Prague Government envisaged October 15*

X1938, as the date for the opening of negotiations =
The Czechoslovak-Hungarian negotiations were

pfinally set for October 9, 1938. On that evening, nego
tiations began at the border town-of Komarno (Komarom)«,
The Hungarian delegation was led by Foreign Minister 
Kalman Kanya and Count Paul Teleki, the Hungarian Minister 
of Education. In view of the fact that the Hungarian 
demands embraced parts of Slovakia and Euthenia, the 
negotiations on the Czechoslovak, side were conducted by 
the Slovaks and Ruthenes themselves. Monsignor Jozef 
Tiso, head of the recently created autonomous Slovak 
Government, was the leader of the Slovak delegation, while 
Farkanyi, a Euthenian Minister, represented his ethnic 
group. Meanwhile, the Slovaks agreed to a token occupation 
by Hungarian forces at two frontier points. These were 
the town of Sahy (Ipolysag) and the railway station of 
Hove Mesto (Satoraljaujhely).^

The Hungarians demanded the cession of an area of 
14,150 square kilometers, which, according to the 1910

1DGPP, E/IV, pp. 56-57.
2ibid., p. 26. ,
"^Toynbee, op. cit., pp. 84-85a
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census had contained ls090?000 inhabitants, mostly Magyars
and Hungarian Jews= The Hungarians contended that any
change in the ethnic composition of the population which
had occurred since the cession of the territory to

1Czechoslovakia in 1920 was purely artificiale
The line which the Hungarians demanded would have 

restored to Hungary the formerly Magyar-inhabited towns of 
Eitra (Nyitra), Kosice (Kassa), Uzhorod (Ungvar), and 
Mukacevo (Munkacs), as well as Bratislava, where no single 
bthnic group had been in a majority in 1910« The 
Hungarians also asked for plebiscites in the rest of 
Slovakia and Euthenia„ Almost no progress was made in 
coming to an agreement, and on October 11, 1938, negotia
tions were interrupted in order that both delegations

pcould consult their Governments» ;
The negotiations at Komarno were resumed on 

October 13, 1938® In response to the Hungarian demand for 
the Magyar-inhabited territory, the Czechoslovak delegation 
offered no territory whatsoever, but only autonomy for the 
Magyar minority in Czechoslovakia® This offer was

' ' "... ' ' ■ ' ' ' • y ’ 'immediately rejected by Kanya, who said that he had come 
to negotiate, hot to joke®^ The Czechoslovak delegation

-̂ Toynbee, op® pit®, p® 89®
.2Ibid®,"
^Ibid,
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then agreed to cede the G-rosse Sehuett area which contained
1$840 square miles and 105?000 inhabitants, almost all
Magyars<, This offer was rejected as inadequate» Then,
the Czechoslovak delegation offered an area of 5*400 square
kilometers with a population of 550,000 (according to
Czech estimates the population had risen to about 400,000,

1 .of whom about 550,000 were Magyars)= nevertheless, proof
that this offer was still grossly inadequate is shown by
the fact that even according to the Czechoslovak census of
1950, there were 571*988 Magyars in Slovakia plus another

p109*472 in Suthenia® Even the German Government, which 
was basically favorable to Czechoslovakia in its dispute 
with Hungary* considered the Czechoslovak offer of October 
15 to be unsatisfactoryThe American Minister to Hungary 
subsequently described the Czechoslovak offer as amounting

' ■ ■ '' ' ' 1 4to nothing but "a small frontier stripo"
Count Teleki rejected the Czechoslovak proposals, 

which he declared had been based on economic, rather than

^Toynbee, op. cite., pp« 85-86.
•' 2 " ■ ■ 'Carlile A« Macartney. Hungary and Her Successors:

1919-1957 (London; Oxford University Press, 1937), pp. 188,
205.1 • - 0;: : /
_ %GIP, D/17, p. 77. : v' . ■

/i . -
John Flournoy Montgomery, Hungary: The Unwilling 

Satellite (New York: The Bevin=-4dair Company, 1947)? P®120.  '
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ethnographic considerations» He said that the experience 
of the past twenty years showed that only a settlement 
"based on ethnic lines would prove lasting9 while ways and 
means could always be found9 if there was goodwill, to 
solve problems of trade and traffic«, As the respective 
proposals were too widely divergent to hold out the 
possibility of agreement, the Hungarian delegation, on the 
evening of October 13? 1938, declared that it considered 
the conference closed, and that Hungary would appeal to 
the four Powers that had signed the Munich Agreements 

Meanwhile, border tensions continued« On the 
evening of October 13? 1938, following the failure of 
negotiations, Czechoslovakia rushed additional military 
reinforcements to her troops on the 0zechos1ovak-Hungarian

P yborder® That evening, Kanya complained that the Czecho
slovak Government had concentrated its troops on the 
Hungarian frontier® The Slovak Government, for its part, 
made a bellicose declaration over the Bratislava radio 
which contained the phrases: "The Hungarians believe 
that we have disbanded our army® They are sorely mis
taken® Our army stands, fully ready, with tanks and 
aircraft®In reply, the Hungarian Government decided,

•̂Toynbee, op® cit» p« 66®
p • - ■The Hew York Times, October 14, 1938, p® 16® 
^Toynbee, op. cit., p. 86®
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early on the morning of October 14, to call up five

, ' iadditional classes of reservists»
Within the next few days, the situation deterio

rated still further«, On October 16, 1938, the Czechoslovak 
Government extended martial law over the Magyar-inhabited 
parts of Czechoslovakia, and pro-Hungarian demonstrations 
among the residents of those areas were dispersed by

OCzechoslovak troops» Hungary answered by mobilizing six 
additional classes of reservists which, when combined with 
Hungarian troops already mobilized, approximated full 
mobilization®^

In order to break this deadlock, the Hungarian 
Government, on October 17? 1938, suggested that Czechoslo
vakia should make one final proposal to Hungary» If this 
proposal were rejected, Hungary intended to ask for either

7|mediation or arbitration of the Axis Powers® In a confer
ence which the German Foreign Minister held on October 19 
with officials of the autonomous Slovak and Euthenian 
Governments, a compromise proposal was prepared, which

1I)GFP, D/IT, pp ® 67-68®
^Ibido, p® 80® Cf® The Hew. York limes, October 18, 

1938, p, 2®
3DGFP, D/IT, p0 79«

' ^ibld®, p, 80®
^Ibido, pp®, 86-92®



the German Minister to Hungary offered to the Hungarian
■ T.Government on the following day. However, this proposal,

' ' ■ ■ ' ■ ' ■ ■ ■ ' v ' : -which would have left Bratislava, :Ultra, Kosice, Uzhorod,
and Mukacevo in Czechoslovakia, was unacceptable to
Hungary«, On October 21, the Hungarian. Government offered
to relinquish its claim on Bratislava and Hitra, but it h

' ^ -v̂continued to demand the cession of Kosice, Uzhorod, and
^  \ 'Mukacevo®^ v,. .-

On October 22, 1958, the Czechoslovak Government,
under pressure from Germany,̂ " made a proposal to the
Hungarian Government for a basis of resumed negotiations h
Czechoslovakia offered to cede an area of 11,500 square
miles with a population of 740,000. This proposal was
based on the line which von Kibbentrop had discussed with
the Slovaks, and would have meant the return to Hungary of
the indisputably Magyar-inhabited lowlands, but would have
left the disputed cities at the mouths of the northern

' - ■ : ■ ; ■ ' .' ' valleys to Czechoslovakia®v

D̂Gl'P, D/IT, p®:'9%®
P • ■ :,, h ■. ' ' . : - -Ibid®, pp® 94?95» For a more detailed account of 

German mediation attempts between October 1? and October 
20, 1958, see Section IX of this thesis®

^BGKP,' D/IV, :pi 
' 4Ibide .

^Toynbee $ op_, cit., p® 97°
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On October 24, 1938, the Hungarian Government, 

finding the Czechoslovak offer of October 22 unacceptable^ 
made a counterproposal to Czechoslovakia» This counter
proposal suggested that the areas which had been offered 
to Hungary by the Czechoslovak Government on October 22, 
1938, were to be considered as indisputably Magyar and
were to be surrendered for Hungarian occupation "within

1three days from October 27»" The areas north of the
ethnic line, according to the census of 1910, were to be
considered as indisputably Slovak or Euthene = A
plebiscite under international control was to be held in
the Slovak area and a similar plebiscite in the Euthene
area, so that the inhabitants residing therein might

2freely decide their political allegiance»
According to this Hungarian proposal, the strip 

lying between the indisputably Hungarian areas and the 
indisputably Slovak and Euthene areas was to be considered 
as disputed= This disputed area (which included the 
cities of Nitra, Kosice, Uzhorod, and Mukaeevo) was to be 
divided into eight sectors, in each of which plebiscites

^DGBTV D/17, p, 108»
^Ibido., p8 109o Of. Great Britain, Foreign 

Office, Documents on British Foreign Policy: 1919-1939 
(Hondon; His Majesty's Stationery Office, 1950)? Third 
Series, Tqlume III, p<, 198» Hereafter this volume will be 
referred to as Hoc, Brit» For. Policy, 3rd ser,, Vol» III•
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were to be carried out under international control by 
November 30, 1938e All those who had lived in the 
disputed areas on October 28, 1918, or who were born 
there before that date, were to be entitled to vote» On 
the other hand, the city of Bratislava was to be treated 
as an object of special negotiations, since no ethnic

• T .group in that city had an absolute majority in l9l8o
Finally, the Budapest Government insisted that if

Czechoslovakia were unwilling to accept this proposal for
a plebiscite, the whole question of the disputed areas,
as well as the question of plebiscites in the Slovak and
Euthene areas, was to be submitted to arbitration; in the
western area, such arbitration would be by Germany and
Italy; in the eastern area, by Germany, Italy, and Poland*
The Hungarian Government agreed to accept the award in
advance and expected the same from the Czechoslovak
Government. A reply to the Hungarian counterproposal was

' 2expected within 4-8 hours»
The Hungarian proposal for a plebiscite met with

3no favor either from the Slovak Government in Bratislava^

-IpGPP, D/iv, p* 108, Cfo Doc. Brit* For. Policy, 
3rd ser.. Vol. Ill, p. 198.

2DGFP, D/IV, p. 109. Of. Doc. Brit. For. Policy, 
3rd ser., Vol. Ill, p. 198.

?DGFP, . D/IV, p. 110.



or from the Czechoslovak G-overnment in Prague» On October 
26$ 19389 Wettstein was informed that the Czechoslovak 
Government had agreed to submit the problem of the Magyar 
minorities in Czechoslovakia to the arbitration of Germany 
and Italy as signatory Powers of the Munich Agreement» On 
the other hand,. the Czechoslovak Government refused to 
agree to either a plebiscite for or arbitration of the 
strictly Slovak and Ruthene areas, insisting that, as 
Points 1 and 2 of the additional protocol of the Munich 
Agreement referred only to Hungarian and Polish minorities, 
problems involving other ethnic groups would have to 
remain outside the scope of the negotiations» The note 
suggested that the arbitral award should fix the procedure 
and time limits for the evacuation by Czechoslovak troops 
and authorities of the area to be ceded and for the occupa
tion of this area by Hungarian troops and authorities»
The Czechoslovak Government requested that the inclusion 
of other arbiters should be left to Germany and Italy to
decide, but it believed that if Poland was to be included,

' 1Rumania should be included, also®
The Hungarian answer was sent to Prague on October 

27, 1938* With-regard to the earlier Hungarian proposal

' 1W P ,  D/IV, pp. 112-113• Of. Doc. Brit. For. 
Policy., 3rd ser., Vol. Ill, p. 209»
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for plebiscites in the Slovak and Ruthene areas> it 
admitted that the Munich Agreement had only mentioned 
German, Hungarian, and Polish minorities, but it placed 
on record the Hungarian viewpoint that the chief aim of 
this Agreement had been self-determination for all 
nationalities«, It also insisted that the territory which 
had been offered to Hungary by the Czechoslovak Government 
through its proposal of October 22, should be handed over 
to Hungary immediately, and that only the area in dispute 
should be subject to afbitratibn, Furthermore, the 
Hungarian note stated that if Germany declined to accept 
the role of arbiter, Hungary would call a four-Power
conference in order to settle the dispute with Csechoslo-
' ' I ■ ■ ■ - - ' ’ • 'vakiao . .

Ihe Prague Government delivered its reply on
October 28, 1938* It rejected Hungary's plea to hand over
immediately the territory recognized as predominantly
Magyar, and insisted that the arbitral award should apply
to this area as well as to the territory that had a mixed
population* It urged that the arbiters themselves should
fix the modalities for. evacuation of the areas to be ceded
and for the occupation of these areas by the Hungarians„

Doc<» Brit» Ron. Policy, 3rd ser« Vol. Ill, pp. . 
209-210* Cf* DORP, d7TV, pp* 113-114-; Toynbee, op* cit.,
■ P* 99> •. ;
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The Czechoslovak note also suggested that both Prague and
Budapest should officially request the German and Italian

1Governments to undertake the role of arbiters«, Both 
Germany and Italy had received such requests from the
Czechoslovak and Hungarian Governments by October 29»

p  ' ' ' -1938

.̂ DGBP, D/IV, p» 114« Of. Doc. Brit. For. Policy, 
3rd ser.9,Vol. Ill, pp. 210-211.

. 2Doc. Brit. For. Policy, 3rd ser., Vol. Ill, p* 
211. Cf. DGFP7~D7lV, PP. 113 r 113



SECTION 7

THE VIEMA AWED AND COOTT CIANO .

The Italian Government * like the German Governments 
was opposed to the absorption of the non-Magyar areas of 
Slovakia into Hungary. Count. Galeazzo Ciano% the Italian 
Foreign Minister, realized that Germany, Rumania, and 
Yugoslavia would oppose such a solution. Furthermore, he 
was aware of the fact that the Slovaks themselves were 
opposed to union with Hungary, and that there was "no 
point in wiping out one injustice in order to commit 
another

At first, Italy supported the Pollsh-Hungarian 
plan to achieve a joint frontier by the Hungarian acquisi-

Otion of Ruthenia. However, on October 1$, 1958, Mussolini 
withdrew his support for a common Po1ish-Hungarian frontier 
because of German opposition to this project.^ Thus, Italy

^Galeazzo Ciano, 1957-1958 Diario, trans. Andreas 
Mayor (London: Methuen and Co., Ltd., l9"5"2), pp. 172, 175® 
Of. United States Department of State, Documents on German 
Foreign Policy: 1918-194-5 (Washington, B.C.: U.S. Govern
ment Printing Office, 1951), Series D, Volume IV, p. 50. 
Hereafter this volume will be referred to as DGFP, D/IV.

2Ciano, op. cit., p. 175®
^Ibid., p. 178.
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supported Hungary0s ethnographic claims, but not her 
historical claims. This was also the attitude of the 
German Government, and superficially it would seem that 
the German and Italian attitudes were in agreement on the 
subject of the Hungarian claims»

Actually, this agreement was more apparent than 
realo The Italian Government had the notion of building 
up Hungary as a counterweight to Germany, and therefore 
it placed a much broader interpretation on what Hungary 
was entitled to claim on ethnic grounds than did its Axis 
partnero Furthermore, whereas the German Government was 
reluctant to give Hungary its open support, either through 
a four-Power conference or through arbitration, Italy gave 
active support in order that the 0zechos1ovak-Hungarian 
frontier could be corrected according to ethnographic 
principleso Hot only was Hungary’s acquisition of Kosice, 
Uzhorod, and tiukacevo due to Italian support, but the 
Vienna Award itself came about only through Italian pres
sure brought to bear on a reluctant Germany»

The suggestion that a decision be reached through
2German-Italian arbitration originally came from Mussolinie 

On October 14-, 1938, in a conference with the Hungarian

■̂ Alan Jo P« Taylor, The Origins of the Second 
World War (London: Hamish Hamilton, 1961)1" p« 194-®

^Ciano, op® cit®, p® 187®



statesman. Count Istvan Csiaky, the Italian Foreign Minister
mentioned Axis arbitration as a possible solution in the
event of a failure of direct negotiations. Count Csaky
expressed himself as being in favor of an arbitral award.
On October 17* 1938, the Hungarian Government suggested
that Czechoslovakia make one final proposal, and that if
this proposal proved unacceptable to Budapest, the matter
should be referred to the Axis Powers for mediation or 

2arbitration.
On the evening of October 19, 1938, following his 

talk with the Slovak and Huthenian representatives, von 
Eibbentrop telephoned Count Ciano and informed him of the 
proposal which the Slovak and Ruthenian Ministers had 
agreed upon,^ Following this conversation, the German 
Foreign Minister was under the impression that his Italian 
counterpart had expressed agreement with the result of the

: ' ' ■ ' ' Z|_talks, while reserving Mussolini's approval.
Actually, Count Ciano sensed that the plan was 

unfavorable to Hungary, As a favor to Germany, he

1DGFP, D/IV, p. 79o
^Ibid,, p, 80,, Cf o Ciano, cit,, p, 179»
^Ciano, op, cit,, p, 180,
4DGFP, D/IV, p, 93»
^Ciano, op, cit,, p, 180,
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instructed the italiau Minister in Budapest to inform the 
Hungarian Government that the Italian Government associated 
itself with the actions of Germany, and regarded the 
solution reached at Munich by von Ribbentrop and the Slovak

• iMinisters as a reasonable one« However, he expressed 
his true feelings about the matter when he told the Hungar
ian Minister to Italy, Baron Frigyes Villani: "If you
accept the plan, which may be called a German plan, good-—  
we are satisfied<> If not, let us know what we can do for

pyou."
By the afternoon of October 20, 1938, von Ribben

trop had not heard from Mussolini, so he assumed that 
Italy would raise no objections to the proposal which he 
and the Slovaks had agreed upon. Accordingly, Hans Georg 
von Mackensen, the German Ambassador to Italy, was 
instructed by telephone to visit Count Ciano and explain 
the whole matter to him in details He was also instructed 
to ask Ciano to exert Italian influence on Hungary in 
order to induce Budapest to accept the frontier which had 
been proposed by von Ribbentrop and the Slovaks as "a

■ Z : -reasonable solution.

1DGFP, D/IV, p. 98.
pCiano, op. cit., p. 180, 
5EGFP, D/IV, p. 93/
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Von Hackensen replied that$ as Mussolini had left 

Borne on October 19, 1938, his silence should not be taken 
as implying complete 'agreement with von Bibbentrop’s 
proposalo He indicated, however, that an opportunity
would occur in his conversation with Count Ciano to

' '1 determine Mussolini's attitude«,
The Hungarian Government rejected the German-

Slovak proposal, and on October 21, 1938, Baron Villani
explained to Count Giario the position of the Hungarian
Governmento He stated that, while Hungary was prepared to
compromise over Bratislava and. •Hitra, she insisted on
obtaining the. towns in the eastern area, especially
v • ,Kosice, .Villani proposed German-Italian arbitration for 

the western area and German-Italian-Polish arbitration 
for the eastern area (starting with Kosice and extending 
eastward ftorn that city), Ciano telephoned Mussolini, and 
the latter agreed to arbitration, but advised ”feeling 
the pulse of Germany" before the sending of an invitation 
to Poland,

Later that day, von Mackensen visited Count Ciano 
in order to request Italian support for the frontier line

1DG$P, D/IV, pp. 93-94,
2IMd,, pp, 94-95o
^Ciano, ojd, cit., p, 180, Cf. DGKP, D/IV, pp, 97™
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whieh had- been discussed on October 19$ 1938 by von
Eibbentrop and the Slovak Ministers«, Giano cut short
•any further explanation of the "von Eibbentrop line" by
informing the German Ambassador of the Hungarian suggestion
for arbitration which Yillani had made that morning, Giano
explained that he favored the proposal, but that the final

1decision lay in the hands of the German Government, From
von Mackensen’s attitude during this conversation, Count
Giano came to the conclusion that the Germans were clearly

2acting on behalf of Prague,
During the next few days, Count Giano endeavored 

(1) to secure a decision in the Czechoslovak-Hungarian 
dispute through Axis arbitration, and (2) to see that 
Hungary8s minimum demands (which included the three cities 
of Kosice, Uzhorod, and Mukacevo) were granted. Owing to 
his persistence, he was eventually to achieve both of these 
objectives.

This achievement, however, proved to be a difficult 
task, owing to the opposition of Germany. For example, on 
October 22, 1938, von Eibbentrop telephoned Count Giano in 
order to protest against the proposal for German-Italian 
arbitration. He expressed the fear that an arbitral

' 1DGFP, D/1Y, p. 98.
' 2 ' ■" • ' ' 'Giano, op. cit., p. 181.
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decision would ead "by sSLMsfying neither Hungary nor
Czechoslovakia, and would compel the Axis Powens to
resort to force in order to put their decisions into
effect. Von Eibbentrop also expressed his exasperation
over the Hungarian refusal of a line which he insisted had
been approved by Daranyi and Imredy. Now, perhaps in
desperation, he reverted to the idea of a four-Power
conference, claiming that this might be preferred by 

11Czechoslovakia. Count Ciano, who believed that von 
Eibbentrop "intends to protect Czechoslovakia as far as he
can and sacrifice the ambitions, even the legitimate

Pambitions of Hungary,11 pointedly reminded him that the 
idea of a four-Power conference, which had been discussed 
a few days earlier, had been "discarded because of opposi
tion for which we ^"the Italian Government^/ were not 
responsible» He also told the German Foreign Minister 
that the latter8s fears concerning an arbitral decision
could be ruled out, as arbitration implied the previous

2|_consent of both parties to accept its results.

"̂ Veronica M. Toynbee (ed.), Survey of International 
Affairs, 1938 (London; Oxford University Press, 1955)1 ”
Volume III, p. 97i Cf. Ciano, op. cit., p. 181.

• - 2 ■Ciano, e£. cit., p. 181.
^Toynbee, cit., p. 97®
Zl ■Ciano, op. cit., p. 181.
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IT on Ribbentrop was not yet convinced. On the

evening of October 23? 1938? he again telephoned Count
Ciano to say that Hitler had endorsed his opposition to
Axis arbitration, and that he therefore proposed sending
"an identical message to the Hungarian and Czechoslovak
Governments,■inviting them to resume negotiations," If
direct negotiations should fail, however? Hitler was in
favor of a four-Power conference? but composed of Foreign
Ministers only? in a northern Italian city. Von Ribben-
trop also announced that he intended to come to Rome in a
few days in order to convey a personal message from Hitler 

1to Mussolini,
On October 24? 1938? von Ribbentrop stated that he

was opposed to German-Italian arbitration? but that he
intended to get in touch with the Italian Government again

2before making a final decision. He was soon to have an 
opportunity to do this? as he visited Rome from October 27 
to October 29? 1938, Although he had come in order to 
discuss the possibility of a military alliance between 
Germany? Italy? and Japan? the subject of the Czechoslovak™ 
Hungarian dispute also arose, Count Ciano? in a conversa
tion with von Ribbentrop on October 27? 1938? argued in

T -Toynbee ? op, cit,? p= 98,
2DGFP, D/IV? p, 109,
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favor of G-erman-11 all an arbitration, claiming that "it 
sets the seal upon the fact that all Franco-British 
influence has collapsed for ever in Danubian and Balkan 
Europe.

A second conversation between the two Foreign
Ministers took place on the following day. Count Ciano
told his guest that the British Ambassador to Italy had
delivered a note on October 2?» 1938, which stated that
Great Britain was in favor of German-Italian arbitration
of the Slovak problem and only envisaged fresh action by
the Munich Powers in the event of German-Italian efforts

2not meeting with success. He then used the same argu
ments that he had expressed the night before, claiming 
that the great advantage of German-Italian arbitration 
would be its psychological effect on the Balkan countries.

I . . .  .

Ciano, ojDo cit., p. 185o
^DGFPg D/17", p. 519® In the British note to which 

Count Ciano referred, Viscount Halifax, the British 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, stated that his 
Government would "be happy to see the Czechs and Hungarians
agree to settle their differences by reference to arbitra
tion by the Italian and German Governments," but that if it 
"were deemed preferable or necessary that the questions in 
dispute between the Czechoslovak and Hungarian Governments 
should be referred to the four Munich Powers, His Majestyes 
Government would be, ready to take their part in trying to 
bring about an agreed settlement." See Great Britain, 
Foreign Office,.Documents on British Foreign Policy: 1919- 
1959 Tlondon: His Majesty*s Stationery Office, 1950),
Third Series, Volume III,,p. 198.
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He insisted that it would "be clearly demonstrated that
Great Britain and France had finally vanished from the
Balkan scene3 and the wind would he taken out of the sails
of those circles in Yugoslavia and other countries who

1still looked to France and Great Britain»
Von Eihhentrop claimed that Hitler had been 

reserved regarding the idea of arbitration for several 
reasons. Among these were the conclusion by Hungary of 
the Bled Agreement with the Little Entente States (which 
Germany regarded as a. stab in the back) at the very time 
of Horthy’s visit to Germany, the fact that the Hungarians 
had refrained from energetic measures during the Sudeten 
crisis, and discrepancies between the demands which had 
allegedly been put forward by Daranyi on the occasion of 
his visit to Munich and the requests with which Hungary 
had approached Italy, nevertheless, von Kibbentrop 
admitted that he recognized the psychological advantage 
that a German™Italian arbitral award would have for the 
Axis,in the Balkan countries, and he promised to discuss • 
the matter with Hitler once again. Several details of 
frontier demarcation were then discussed, and it was 
suggested that the two Foreign Ministers should meet again

pthe following week in order to make an arbitral award.

1DGFF, D/IV, p. 519* 
2Ibido, pp. 519-320.
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On October 29, 1938, von Ribbentrop and Count Ciano had 
another discussion concerning the Axis arbitration, and

• , : ■ ■ " iit was decided that this would take place in Vienna.
By October 30, 1938, von Ribbentrop, who had been 

converted to the idea of Axis arbitration by Count Ciano, 
had likewise succeeded in convincing Hitler of the desir
ability of this solution. Accordingly, on that date, the 
German Government informed both Prague and Budapest that 
it was willing to undertake the role of arbiter in con
junction with Italy,. providing that both Czechoslovakia 
and Hungary would give a binding declaration that the 
arbitral decisions "shall be accepted as the final settle
ment and shall be carried out without reservation or delay

2in accordance with the conditions to be laid down," Both
the Czechoslovak and Hungarian Governments agreed to 
this»̂  It was therefore agreed that von Ribbentrop and 
Count Ciano would meet at Vienna on November 2, 1938, for 
the purpose of arbitrating the dispute between Hungary and 
Czechoslovakia. The German Government decided not to 
include Poland in the arbitration proceedings, and there
fore the Czechoslovak suggestion to include Rumania also

lLlapsed.

^Ciano, op. cit., p. 18?.
2PGPP, P/IV, p. 115.
^Ibido, p. 11?.
4-ibid,
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On October 28, 1958, Count Ciano informed von 

Eibbentrop that Mussolini favored a compromise solution, 
by which, of the five towns demanded by Hungary, Bratis
lava and Nitra would remain in Czechoslovakia, while
</ v vKosice, TJzhorod, and Mukacevo would be allotted to

1Hungary, However, the German Foreign Minister expressed 
his misgivings about allowing Hungary to claim the three

p 'latter cities, In his diary for October 28, Ciano 
wrote:

Eibbentrop now speaks with hostility, not 
only about the Magyar leaders, but about the 
whole people. An ugly sign. Very ugly. But 
perhaps instructive, After fostering the 
friendship and the illusions of the Hungarians 
for twenty years, they abandon them and even 
oppose them, when to help them,means making 
a small sacrifice, I have fought very strenu
ously, If the arbitration takes place, I think 
it will succeed in snatching the three eastern 
towns from the^Germans, But it will be a very 
hard struggle,5. V

And on October 29, he wrote that von Eibbentrop "defended
the Czech cause sword in hand and contested the Hungarian
Claims of territory with the same zeal with which the
Germans made claims from Prague at Munich," He then

DGFP, D/TV, p, 519® These were actually the 
minimum demands of Hungary® The Hungarian Government 
insisted on the cession of the three latter cities, but 
was willing to make concessions regarding Bratislava and 
Britra, Ibid,, p, 96, Of,. Ciano, op. cit., p, 180,

2dgfp, d/iv, p. 520.
^Ciano, op. cit., p. 186.
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commented: "However, I get the impression that, if we
insist, we shall have our own way over the three eastern 

1towns»"
Count Ciano1s persistence appeared to he rewarded 

when, on the evening of October 30, 1958, von Mackensen 
informed him that von Kibbentrop had decided to yield to

Vthe Italian viewpoint regarding Kosice, Uzhorod, and
V -2Mukacevo» However, when Ciano arrived at Vienna, he 

discovered that the attitude of the German Government was 
still hostile to Hungary» Shortly after his arrival, he 
had a conversation with Field Marshal Hermann Goering, in
which the latter denounced the Hungarians and accused them

, zof being in league with the western democracies. This
was followed by a conference with von Eibbentrop, in
which the German Foreign Minister made one final effort to
save Kosice, Uzhorod, and Mukacevo for Czechoslovakia,

vVon Eibbentrop pleaded that', at the very least, Mukacevo 
should remain in Czechoslovakia, Nevertheless, Count 
Ciano continued to insist that all three communities should

h. ■be returned to Hungary,

1 "Ciano, op, cit,, p, 18p,
p ■■■ :vv: : . ..Ibid,
^Ibid,, p, 188,
4IbidoV pp, 188-189,
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The conference which was convened in order to 

determine the new course of the 0zechosiovak-Hungarian 
frontier took place at the Belvedere Palace in Vienna on 
November 2, 1958® After a few introductory remarks by 
von Bibbentrop and Count Ciano, the members of the Czecho
slovak and Hungarian delegations were allowed to present 
their sides of the dispute. The Czechoslovak delegation 
consisted of Foreign Minister Chvalkovsky and Minister 
Krno. Foreign Minister Kanya, and Count Teleki, the 
Hungarian Minister of Education, comprised the Hungarian

idelegation.
The terms of the award, which were announced at

p7 o’clock that evening, provided that the evacuation by
Czechoslovakia of the areas to be ceded was to take place
from November 5 to November 10, 1938. The Czechoslovak
Government was to ensure that these territories were left

%in an orderly condition at the time of evacuation.
The terms of the Vienna Award also provided that 

the Hungarian and.Czechoslovak Governments should do their 
utmost to remove any disadvantages and difficulties which 
the new frontiers might cause in the spheres of economics.

1For the arguments of. the members of. both the 
Czechoslovak and Hungarian delegations, see DGFP, D/IV, 
pp. 119-124. ■.

-Ibid., p. 125. .
' 5jbid., ,p. 126.'
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or railway traffic to the area remaining in Czechoslovakiae 
In cases of doubts or difficulties arising from the imple
mentation of the Award, the matter was to be settled 
directly between Hungary and Czechoslovakia* However, it 
was provided, that if those Governments failed to reach a
decision on any question, the problem was to be referred

1to Germany and Italy for final decision*-
Of the disputed towns, Bratislava, Nitra, and 

Sevljusch remained in Czechoslovakia, while Neuhaeusl, 
Lewenz, Lutschenetz, Kosice, Uzhorod, and Mukacevo were

p ' ’awarded to Hungary®- The dispute centered around the 
three latter cities® Because it granted these communities 
to Hungary, the Vienna Award conformed to the wishes of 
the Hungarians and Italians, rather than to those of the 
Germans and Czechoslovaks, as the German Government would 
have preferred to leave Kosice, Uzhorod, and Mukacevo in 
Czechoslovakia. As Count Ciano had enthusiastically 
supported the Hungarian claim to these three cities, the 
outcome of the Vienna Award was a victory for him and 
represented a triumph for Italian, rather than German, 
diplomacy.

lor the Czechs, the Vienna Award was a diplomatic 
defeat® In fact, the entire sequence of events following

1DG1P, D/IV, p® 126®
2Ibld*, p. 127.
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the Hunich .Agreement proved tragic for the Czechs» The 
conflicts between the various ethnic groups within the 
Czechoslovak Republic remained unresolved, and in March 
1939 Germany succeeded in taking advantage of these 
difficulties for the purpose of annexing Bohemia and 
Moravia, and bringing about an end to Czech independence =,

The Vienna Award also proved a source of disap
pointment to the Slovaks, who had to surrender control of 
a great deal of territory that they had hoped to retain. 
However, as the territory which was transferred to Hungary 
was predominantly inhabited by Magyars, the loss was not 
as severe as it otherwise would have been. Moreover, in 
spite of the loss of the Magyar-inhabited lowlands, 
Slovakia benefited a great deal by the chain of events 
which followed the Munich Agreement. By the time of the 
Vienna Award, the Slovaks had already achieved autonomy 
and, within a few months, they were to attain complete 
independence.

The primary beneficiaries of the Vienna Award 
were, of course, the Hungarians, as they were the recip
ients of a sizeable amount of territory, which included 
the important cities of Kosice, TIzhorod, and Mukacevo. 
Although Hungary6 s desire for the acquisition of Ruthenia 
was frustrated for the time being, that province finally, 
came under Hungarian control in March 1939•



As we have seen, the German Government tried to 
retain Kosice, Uzhorod, and Mukacevo for Czechoslovakia, 
but failed in this attempt„ However, in spite of this 
setback, the Vienna Award was not a diplomatic defeat for 
the German Government, as the latter had been successful 
in preventing the establishment of a common Polish-Hungar- 
ian frontier» In fact, the Vienna Award was a victory for 
German military policy, as the military leaders were 
adamant in their opposition to a common frontier between 
Poland and Hungary» Although the German documents are not 
entirely clear on this subject, it may be ascertained from 
subsequent events that the attitude of the German Govern
ment to such a frontier resulted from the apprehensions 
of the German army regarding this possibility, and that 
the communication sent by the army leaders to the Foreign 
Ministry on October 5? 1958, was the decisive factor in 
determining the German, attitude to the Hungarian claims 
oh Czechoslovak territoryo . •

Nevertheless, the solution reached at Vienna was 
not destined to endureo In March 1959, Hungary succeeded 
in annexing Euthehia, thus creating the common Polish- 
Hungarian;frontier^ which was desired by both Warsaw and 
Budapesto However, by the German annexation of Bohemia 
and Moravia, and by the increase of German influence in
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Slovakia after the latter nation achieved its independence$ 
the Berlin Government was able to retain enough hegemony 
over that general area to compensate itself for its loss 
of influence in Buthenia,
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