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Foreword

What purpose does the Institute of Historical Sciences of the Hungarian
Academy of Sciences have as it launches its new series? Can a new series of
this sort have any function nowadays; can it hope to find readers when book-
shops and library shelves are crowded by more works on history and sociology
than ever before? Can this often-compromised word "history" be expected to
appear in a new light through our modest efforts? The answer can only be
provided by the volumes that will appear. Let me nevertheless point out a few
editorial guidelines which give form to our series in the future.

The essence of our programme is indicated partly by the title itself.
"Danubian"” has a double meaning here. On the one hand it has broadening and
unifying function. Broadening, in that though most of our papers will deal with
Hungarian history, our interest and subject will be the history of the whole
Danube region. Unifying, because despite many failures and trials we are still
led by the notion that the peoples of the Danube region are mutually dependent
on each other, and it is in this light that our studies wish to search for his-
torical truth. This will require patience and understanding, and a critical
approach to guard against one-sided national prejudices, the embellishment or
perhaps even falsification of history. At the same time "Danubian" also implies
the limitation or circumscribing of our aims. The means at our disposal - for
which we thank the Soros Foundation - do not enable us to discuss the many
questions of universal history to the same depth. But apart from this practical
reason it is worth paying particular attention to the Danube region also because
it is a historical, social and ethnic unit even if we consider that its history
has been formed as much by external as by internal forces. Yet as Hungarian
history cannot be treated isolated from that of the rest of Europe without the
danger of historical errors, neither can this broader historical and geographical
unit.

MAGYAR
TUDOM y r; ' YADEMIA
Kwilv JaitA



We wish to summon history to testify in defence of the freedom of scien-
tific research, against narrow-minded provincial and nationalistic historiography.
We emphasize the importance of facts and rational intellectual conviction as
opposed to distorting interests from whatever source they may originate: indi-
vidual interests and errors, mass-instinct or the demands of dictatorship. History
is worth little without addressing itself to historical problems. Just as a museum
catalogue is not history, neither is historical chronology; it is, in Croce's words,
only the "corpse of history". Our discussions, therefore, will extend beyond pure
facts to the issues of "meaning" and "significance".

Paul Valery regarded historiography as the most dreadful product of the
human mind. In his view, history encourages dreaming, poisons the nation,
creates false memories, exaggerates reactions, deprives nations of their peace
and makes for megalomania and persecution complexes. Every issue in our series
will attempt to refute this misconception.

We do not wish to assist either dreamers or "well-poisoners”. Nor do we
wish to tear open old wounds. We oppose every kind of megalomania, any
leading role in the Danube region; nor do we want to reinforce anyone's sense
of being persecuted. Our aims are modest, yet they might seem daring: we want

to write accurate history.

Gyorgy Ranki

Director of the

Institute of Historical Sciences
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The Liberation of Buda and the Danube Region

It has been 300 years since the troops of the Holy League under the command
of Prince Charles of Lorraine liberated Buda, capital of Hungary, from Turkish
rule on September 2, 1686. After a professional and methodical siege of 2 1/2
months with river-borne cannons, they launched a decisive attack with three
columns each from the South and the North, and managed to penetrate the for-
tress. In the course of a bitter, bloody fight, the commander of the defenders,
the old Abdurrahman - 99th and last pasha of Buda - was killed, sword in hand,
at the head of his remaining soldiers. The once busy and wealthy city had
already been ruined during the bitter, 145-year-long Ottoman rule. It then had
to endure the tribulations of war. The Italian Count Marsigli, learned staff
engineer-general, tried in vain to find the remains of the famous Corvina Li-
brary in the smouldering ruins of the once-splendid 15th century Renaissance
Palace of King Matthias. Thus began the period of a return to civilization and
a gradual material and cultural advance.

The re-occupation of Buda caused a considerable international reaction. It
was celebrated in numerous cities of Europe with illuminations and bonfires.
Countless poems, odes, medals, carvings, sensational publications - not to men-
tion the various reports, accounts and memoirs of the siege - were published.

The victory was won in the end by international collaboration in a joint
European operation. The Holy League was established upon the initiation of Pope
Innocent IX (1676-1689) in the Spring of 1684, with the participation of the Habs-
burg Empire (Emperor Leopold 1), Venice and Poland (King John Sobiesky), with
Russia joining them in 1686. All these countries had claims on the Ottoman
Empire. But it was the Pope, as determined as he was frail, who really brought
the League to action. He, with the help of Buonvisi, the papal legate in Vienna,

and the Capuchin Marco d'Aviano, confessor to the Emperor, induced Leopold |



to continue the war. The pope supported him with enormous sums, although Leo-
pold wanted to make peace with the Turks in the East, in order to concentrate
his torces against the expansionist power of Louis XIV, King of France. The
attack of Grand Vizier Kara Moustafa against Vienna in 1683 gave the first im-
petus to Leopold to apply to the Holy See, the Polish King and the Bavarian
and Saxon Prince-Electors for assistance. Yet, even after the relief of Vienna,
he still hesitated to exploit the favourable occasion to mount an offensive toward
the East, which had not been ventured for a long time.

The Grand Vizier - just as his predecessors in the 16th century - was unable
to capture Vienna. This, in itself, was not a serious blow to the Ottoman Em-
pire. Buda, on the other hand, was the pillar of the Sultan's Empire in the
middle basin of the Danube, in the territory of former Hungary. This was the
first great central fortress - which the Sultan Suliman | captured in 1541, using
it as a base, to extend and enlarge his power. Buda was a well-
equipped fortification on the Danube that Christian armies tried in vain to take
three times at the turn of the 17th century (1598, 1602, 1603). The first attempt
in 1684 was also unsuccessful. It was, therefore, all the more important that in
1686 this pillar of Ottoman power be pulled down.

In the army of 75-80,000 men which brought this about under the leader-
ship of Prince Charles - brother-in-law of the Emperor - many different forces
came together. Its manifold character was represented by English, Scottish and
Swedish volunteers and Italian and French officers. The great majority, however,
was recruited from the Emperors' troops and the levies raised by the different
Prince-Electors of the Holy Roman Empire - for considerable financial compen-
sation, of course. Among the princes there were former friends of France, in-
cluding Sobieski himself. Another was Maximilian Emmanuel, Elector of Bavaria,
who soon became son-in-law to the Emperor. Frederick William, the Great-Elec-
tor of Brandenburg, drew back from Louis XIV not least because of the perse-
cution of the Huguenots, and sent disciplined, excellent troops to Buda.

Louis XIV, under the pressure of European public opinion, also suspended
his expansionist policy, and concluded a long armistice. Thus the traditional
Franco-Habsburg rivalry, which consumed such enormous resources, was for a
time put on hold. John George Ill, Saxon Prince-Elector and Margrave Charles
of Baden-Durlach also sent soldiers; Frankish and Swabian units, and finally the
light cavalry of 10-15,000, the Haiduks and infantry raised by exhausted, di-
vided Hungary, made up the rest of the army. The latter were mainly deployed
for raiding the countryside, and to march at the head of the attacking columns

as cannon-fodder.



The liberation of Buda greatly affected the development not only of Hungary
but of the Habsburg Monarchy as well as the whole Danube Region, and - as we
have seen - Europe in general. The process, by which Ottoman rule was originally
extended into the middle basin of the Danube from its base in Buda, was now
reversed after 1686 and at a quicker pace. The recapture of Buda was not only
important in itself, but it was also a turning point and principal event in the war
of reconquest, during which the greater part of Hungary was liberated from Otto-
man rule by 1699, and the whole country between 1716-1718. Moreover, it appeared
for a time that in the South the liberation of the Balkan nations would shortly
be accomplished.

The medieval Hungarian kingdom which succumbed to the superior forces of
Suliman | in the Battle of Mohacs on August 29, 1526, had been fighting for
almost 150 years against the Ottoman expansion. In the beginning, it tried to
defend its forward positions in the Balkans (beyond its frontiers), then after the
conquest of Serbia and Bosnia, it fortified its own southern borders into a defence
line. One of its important bastions was Belgrade, as a legacy from the Serbian
state. In 1456, Janos Hunyadi succeeded in defeating the Turks at Belgrade. This
kept them away for seven decades. Under the increasing Ottoman pressure more
and more dynastic unions were established between Hungary, Bohemia, Poland
and Austria. As Hungary was less and less able to bear the costs of defense,
King Matthias Hunyadi (1458-—1490) tried to establish some sort of unified mon-
archy under his own leadership by acquiring Bohemia and Austria. After his death,
the Polish Jagiello dynasty took over and then, after King Louis Il (1516-1526)
fell at Mohéacs, the throne of Hungary and Bohemia came into the hands of Fer-
dinand of Habsburg, so that the House of Habsburg assumed direction of the new
unified monarchy. At that time this made up only part of the great empire of
Charles V, who, in rivalry with France, was not very willing effectively to de-
fend his brother's Hungarian kingdom against the Turks.

In 1526, the Sultan occupied Buda only temporarily. Although the Turks
sacked part of the country, and carried away tens of thousands of its population
as slaves, they still believed that the country was too strong to be occupied
immediately. After 15 years of intrigue, on August 29, 1541 they succeeded in
occupying the capital through trickery. Thus, between 1543 and 1545, began the
systematic occupation of the central and southern parts of the country, with the
securing of the deployment road leading to Buda along the Danube, with the
capture of a series of fortresses, and with the extension of the territory under
Ottoman occupation eastward and westward alike between 1552 and 1556.

Yet, while the Habsburg Empire managed to defend the Western and Northern
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perimeters, the enormous wedge of the Ottoman occupation detached the Eastern
part of the country, Transylvania, which could preserve its own security only as
a vassal of the Sultan and an independent principality. Its leaders vainly struggled
several times (1551-1556, 1598-1603) to reunite Transylvania with the western part
of the kingdom. The Porte did not allow it, for - on the basis of a declaration
made in 1551 - Transylvania was "the discovery of Sultan Suliman" and his prop-
erty. Thus the two great powers, from the East and from the West, shared Hun-
gary, which continued its political existence in two small separate states, be-
coming a constant theater of war, while its population seriously diminished and
its economy declined.

Toward the middle of the 17th century the Ottoman Empire showed signs of
weakening. The most outstanding general and statesman of that period, Miklés
Zrinyi (1620-1664) recognized that the Turks could be driven out of Hungary. In
his view, a well-equipped Hungarian army could, on a suitable occasion, count
on assistance from abroad - mainly from Germany - and the new, liberated Hun-
gary could regain its rightful place within the Habsburg Monarchy. The attention
and the forces of the Vienna Court were, however, preoccupied by the problem
created by the French rivalry. When Ottoman military expansion was renewed,
they were unable to avert the loss of important fortresses (Nagyvarad 1660,
Ersekujvar 1663). Instead of taking advantage of the glorious victory of the
imperial army commanded by Montecuccoli (Szentgotthard 1664), they hastily
concluded a humiliating peace.

In the second half of the 19th century, (after the collapse of the 1848-49
war of independence) the majority of Hungarian public opinion considered Austria
to be the main adversary, whereas it regarded the Turkish empire as an in-
offensive country, which harbored Kossuth and his fellow-refugees. Thus, more
than one historian has judged the 17th century from this viewpoint. For them,
it was quite understandable and even justifiable that certain Hungarian greater
and lesser noble leaders, who had protected their feudal positions against ab-
solutism, resorted to political conspiracy, the organization of insurrection, and
pro-Turkish policy. They considered the Habsburg regime as neither capable of
nor inclined to protect the remaining part of Hungary against the Turks. Against
them the Vienna Court retaliated in the 1670's, oppressed them and instituted
political and - against those Protestants charged with pro-Turkish feelings -
religious persecution. The court suspended the Hungarian feudal constitution,
and dispersed the Hungarian soldiers guarding the border castles as unreliable.
The 19th century historians, mentioned above, considered it even more under-

standable (and justifiable) that a young nobleman, Imre Thokdly, relying on the



Turkish power and hoping for French assistance, had started an armed uprising
against the Habsburgs. He operated by the promise of protecting feudal-national
rights and religious liberty for the Protestants. In 1682, he succeeded in having
the Porte recognize him as an independent Prince.

We could only accept the position of these historians as fully correct if in
politics - and later in historiography - indignation and emotions could be simply
identified with the recognition of political realities. The hopeless dialectic of
actions and counter-actions led an important line of Hungarian policy-makers down
a false path. The vassal principality of Thokdly, which divided Hungary into not
three but four parts, was entirely dependent upon the Ottoman power. Thokdly
supported the Porte, and he had to go under with it. In 1683, Thokdly's troops
acted as auxiliary forces of the Turkish army marching toward Vienna and toward
disaster. Thus, this unfortunate prince could find himself at the decisive moment
on the wrong side. He was supporting the Ottoman conqueror who had been the
original and greatest enemy of Hungary.

However, the great majority of Thokdly's soldiers quickly went over to the
liberating army, and at the price of no small effort and sacrifice, participated
in the war of reconquest. But they were not considered the representatives of
an independent military and political force, for which Zrinyi had once prepared.

The central significance of Buda was shown by the fact that after its re-
capture Ottoman rule in Hungary - built up over a long time - soon collapsed
like a house of cards. The imperial troops under the command of Louis William,
Margrave of Baden - called "Tirkenlouis" - reconquered the Southern city of
Pécs in the autumn of 1686. Another column reoccupied Szeged, in the territory
between the rivers Danube and Tisza, after defeating Grand Vizier Suliman at
Zenta. In the following year (in the summer of 1687) the army of Archduke
Charles and Margrave Louis again inflicted such a crushing defeat on the Grand
Vizier at Nagyharsany - near the former battlefield of Mohéacs - that a revolt
broke out in Constantinople. The liquidation of the remaining pockets of Ottoman
resistance in Hungary went on with the reconquest of Eger and, at the beginning
of the following year, of Székesfehérvar. The capture of Belgrade on September
6, 1688, opened another chapter in Hungarian history. Thereafter the imperial
troops moved on to the northern parts of Bosnia and Serbia and, in October,
they conquered the castles of Sabac and Zvornik, which had last seen Christian
Hungarian soldiers at the time of King Matthias. In the autumn of 1689, they
defeated the Turks near Nis. The liberation of the Balkan countries, or perhaps
more exactly their annexation to the Habsburg Empire, was stymied by the

intervention of Louis XIV. Irritated by the success of his rival, he denounced



the armistice treaty in the autumn of 1688, and went on the offensive. Vienna,
thus, hurriedly withdrew the bulk of the troops from the East. In any case,
after the death of Pope Innocent IX, the Habsburgs could count on considerably
less support from his successor Alexander VIII (1689-1691). Consequently, the re-
organized Ottoman army was soon able to reconquer the lost Balkan territories,
and even retake Belgrade (on September 8, 1690). Leopold | provided shelter and
privileges in Hungary to the imperial troops as well as to large numbers of
Southern Slav and Slav Orthodox Christians fleeing from the vengeance of the
Turks. At the same time (in the summer of 1690) Thokdly made a raid into
Transylvania. However, after his first successes, the imperial forces drove him
out in the course of the autumn. Transylvania, as a formally independent
principality, came back under the "Hungarian crown", i.e. under the Habsburg
monarch.

In the succeeding years the Porte made several attempts to reoccupy Hungary
but these attempts remained unsuccessful. In the meantime, England and Holland
had taken the side of the Habsburg Monarchy against France, Vienna, thus, could
once again send more forces to the East. Louis William, Margrave of Baden,
inflicted a decisive defeat on the Turkish army at Szalankemén, on August 19,
1691, where the Grand Vizier, himself was killed. In the following years the
battles continued with varying success. While the war in the West was nearing
its end, the supreme command of the young Prince Eugene of Savoy brought
about the resolution. Prince Eugene practically annihilated the Turkish army at
Zenta, beside the river Tisza on September |l, 1697, and he even started again
to invade the Balkans. At last, by the Treaty of Karlovitz (1699) Hungary was
almost completely liberated from Ottoman rule, except for the Banate of Temes
in the Southeast. The Treaty of Posarevatz (1718) left Belgrade and the Western
part of Romanian Wallachia in the hands of the Habsburgs; however, these were
lost again in 1738. The Southern border of Hungary was to become the dividing
line between the two empires for a long time afterward.

In the 16th century the Ottoman Empire with its large, centrally-organized
army definitely had the upper hand - at least quantitatively - against Hungary,
and, in general, against the European states. This explained its success at
Mohéacs, and that it could conquer Buda and a large part of Hungary. The dis-
advantage of the European states - including the Habsburg Monarchy, though not
a Hungary reduced to ruins - was overcome in the second half of the 17th century.
They also began to raise strong permanent armies. It was no longer necessary
always to begin the organization of such armies anew, contingent upon the slow

and doubtful approval of the estates. The achievements of military science, of
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technology and of economic and social developments now swung the balance to
the advantage of the European states. (It was typical that in the big battles of
the war of liberation in Hungary the Turkish army's technical, trenching, and
bridge-building tasks generally had to be carried out by French military engineers.)
It is interesting to observe that the Habsburg Monarchy, with its heterogen-
eous, complex ethnic and social structure, with a badly organized government
that was often corrupt, was able to cope with the material and financial burdens
of the long and successful war. Apart from the significant financial help granted
mainly by the Pope, two more factors must be taken into consideration. One of
them was the economic progress of the Bohemian and Austrian provinces of the
Monarchy. The other was the fact that the population of the actual theater of
war, Hungary, and primarily the peasantry, had to bear the burdens of supplying
and billeting the troops. Considering the devastated condition of the country and
its decimated population, this burden proved to be indeed great, all the more so
as many arbitrary demands were made upon the people. In any case it can be
said that Hungary participated in the war effort beyond her means. When the
war moved on, the productive forces of the villages became overburdened. In
consequence, Hungary was placed into an unfavorable, subordinate position within
the Habsburg Monarchy. After the expulsion of the Ottomans, the country was
often treated as a conquered province. The Hungarian nobility were shunted out
of the way and their feudal and national rights were injured. The peasants,
exasperated by heavy taxes and the abuses of the military oppression, soon
joined the armed national struggle for independence led by Ferenc Réakoéczi |l
between 1703 and 1711. Romantic historians often drew a parallel between the
struggle for independence and the Thdkdly uprising. They maintained, quite
mistakenly, that after the collapse of 1711 a period of decline and denationaliz-
ation followed. In reality, the R&akéczi War of Independence was quite different.
Unlike Thokoly's revolt, it did not rely upon Turkish assistance, and did not aim
at reestablishing Ottoman rule in Hungary. Essentially, it was aimed at winning
a better, more equitable position for Hungary within the Habsburg Monarchy.
Under the existing power relations, R&kdczi could not obtain full independence.
However, the peace of Szatmar in 1711 was not followed by reprisals and further
oppression but by a compromise. This restored the balance between the Vienna
Court and the Hungarian estates, in a more favorable way than did the previous
one. This made it possible for Hungary to be gradually rebuilt from the ruins
during the long period of peace that followed, and to become stronger within

the Habsburg Monarchy. After the liberation of Hungary, the Monarchy became

a Danubian Empire. Consequently, modern Hungarian historiography considers



the beginning of the new era not from 1711, but from the years around 1686, the

occupation of Buda, with which the entire process really commenced.

Domokos Kosary

Institute of Historical Sciences
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Freemasons in the Danubian Region before and after World War |

In the second half of the 19th century the social and political climate in
Hungary created generally favourable conditions for freemasonry. Capitalist-
bourgeois development started off dynamically; the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy
(1867) and united Germany (1871) came into existence. The bourgeoisie became
stronger; there appeared groups of the intelligentsia who wanted a faster and
wider range of bourgeois development and democratization. As a result of pre-
vious historical progress Jews were represented in these groups in a far higher
proportion than their actual numbers among the population. Although free-
masonry mainly attracted the new bourgeois strata, there was a considerable
number of civil servants and employers among the lodge members. However,
there were no workers or peasants. Jews were present in each of these groups.

In each European country freemasonry and its activity basically reflected
the social and political conditions of that particular society. In Germany, the
Prussian lodges were the most powerful and influential. They followed a Chris-
tian-conservative, nationalistic and often anti-semitic line which was alien to the
fundamental theory of freemasonry. They were the most loyal to the government
in the area. After the 1870-71 Franco-Prussian war the French and German
lodges ceased to be in contact.

The Habsburg Empire, which ruled the Danube Basin, was characterized by
a particular situation. Francis Joseph | upheld the 1795 decree of prohibition
for Austria; the Hungarian Government, however, allowed the existence of lodges.
Reorganization was started by outstanding personalities of the 1848-49 revolution
and fight for freedom, after they had returned from exile. They had become
freemasons in France, Italy and Switzerland. The first lodge was established in
1868, then the Scottish and Symbolic Rite lodges amalgamated in the Hungarian

Symbolic Grand Lodge. Its first Grand Master was Ferenc Pulszky, archaeol-
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ogist and academician. By the end of the 1910's there were 126 lodges , with
approximately 13,000 members. Lodge-houses were built in Budapest as well as
in the countryside.

Hungarian freemasonry had a particular role in the Danube region during the
existence of the Monarchy. According to the Polish expert on freemasonry,
Ludwik Hass, "for half a century the Hungarian Symbolic Grand Lodge was the
only permanent and numerically strong freemasons' organization in Central and
Eastern Europe and the Balkans (except Greece). Its activity not only encompassed
Hungary, but also helped the creation of masonic organizations in the neigh -
bouring countries." It admitted those who could not carry out a regular lodge
activity, making it possible for Austrian freemasonry to survive the prohibition.
In Pressburg (now Bratislava), which was part of Hungary, and in the West
Transdanubian cities, for the sake of the Austrians, so-called border lodges came
into being, which were regarded later as the "Mecca of Austrian freemasonry".

In the Czech and Moravian parts of the Monarchy freemasonry was permitted
to operate freely. Their lodges were mostly under the supervision of German
grand lodges, but they had good connections with the Hungarian Grand Lodge.
The Czech and Moravian lodges had Austrian and Hungarian members as well.

There were also lodges in Romania, established mostly by members of the
intelligentsia and bourgeoisie who had been educated in France, thus, strength-
ening their French orientation. In Serbia, in contrast, the foundation of a Grand
Lodge was out of the question until 1918 mainly because of the weakness of the
bourgeois development.

The other distinguishing feature of Hungarian freemasonry at the beginning
of the 20th century was that the intellectual and artistic elite of the times
joined the movement in great numbers. An independent lodge named after Marti-
novics, the leader of the Hungarian Jacobine movement, was established by a
group of young intellectuals who gathered around the leading figure and theore-
tician of bourgeois radicalism, Oszkar Jaszi. The program of the bourgeois-
democratic transformation of Hungary and the Danubian basin was, in fact,
drawn up at the meetings of the Martinovics lodge. Among the members of this
lodge one could find Endre Ady, the greatest poet of the era and the symbol of
all regeneration efforts; the bourgeois-radicals Pal Szende and Lajos Bir6; and
the then still social-democrat Eugene Varga who later became a world-famous
economist in the Soviet Union.

Although most of the lodge members in Hungary did not profess progressive
views, freemasonry was still interwoven with ideas of bourgeois progress. The

Grand Lodge supported practically every claim that appeared in the program of
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the bourgeois left. According to Jaszi, freemasonry "was no longer merely a
contemplative follower of philanthropic and philosophical ambitions, but also the
brave champion of the fight for human progress". For them, this meant catching
up with the Western bourgeois democracies.

The freemasons of the Danubian region became increasingly active, helped
each other, and in contrast to the Germans, did not refuse to have contact with
the French. The Hungarian Grand Lodge supported the initiative of the Grand
Orient de France which aimed at creating an international organization of free-
masons and its representatives were present at the preliminary meeting in Paris
in 1900. (The office opened in Geneva in 1903.)

This encouraging process was frustrated by World War |I. Masonic notions
were subordinated to "national interests", the effect of nationalist views proved
to be stronger. Freemasons followed the line drawn by the opposing powers
during the war, and the formerly manifold international relations ceased to
exist. An interesting situation emerged in the Danubian region: the leading
country of the Central Powers was Germany, its ally was the Monarchy, joined
by Bulgaria; whereas Serbia and Romania stood on the Allies' side. However,
the attitude of the lodges was not homogeneous even within the Monarchy. From
1917 on the Hungarian Grand Lodge favoured the ending of the war more and
more; it made contact with the lodges of the neutral countries; it approved of
the democratization of the political system, while maintaining the borders of
historical Hungary. The Czech, Croatian and Romanian freemasons identified

with the military aims of the Allies.

Between the two wars

After World War | the map of the Danube Basin changed completely: the Austro-
Hungarian Monarchy ceased to exist, historical Hungary broke up, and new
states came into existence. All this had an immediate effect on freemasonry.
In Hungary (as in other places) a bourgeois democratic system succeeded in the
autumn of 1918. This, however, was followed by a proletarian dictatorship -
unique in the Danube Basin. Its government banned all bourgeois parties and
organizations, among them masonic lodges. The counterrevolutionary regime
which followed the revolution stabilized this situation for a quarter century by
a decree of the ministry of the interiors issued in May 1920, which abolished
the lodges and confiscated their property. Two ill-famed counterrevolutionary
organizations moved into the Budapest temple. The situation was worsened when

several eminent freemasons (such as Jéaszi, Szende, and the painter Karoly Kern-
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stok) had to go into exile either permanently or for many years. As a result of

the changes which drastically reduced the territory and population of the country,
many Hungarian lodges found themselves in neighbouring countries. Finally, after
1920, some of the former lodge members no longer continued to belong to free-

masonry.

The situation in Germany was in many respects similar to that in Hungary.
Right wing circles demanded that lodges should be banned, just as they were in
Hungary. The Prussian Grand Lodges seceded from the Association of German
Grand Lodges in 1922 in order to emphasize conservative-nationalistic views. As
a principle, Jews would not be accepted into their ranks. The liberal and toler-
ant lodges, which were in a minority, formed an independent Grand Lodge
(Symbolische Grossloge von Deutschland) led by Leo Miuffelmann, and took part
in the activity of the international organizations. It did not make German free-
masonry very popular that one of its leading figures was the Foreign Secretary,
G. Stresemann.

In the rest of the Danubian countries masonic life became completely free
after 1918. Its attraction was increased by the fact that the President of Czecho-
slovakia, T. Masaryk, the Foreign Secretary and later Prime Minister, E. Benes;
the Yugoslav king, Alexander and other prominent people were high-ranking free-
masons. A rapid development of the organization began everywhere.

In November, 1918, the Hungarian Grand Lodge "dismissed" the fourteen
Austrian "border" lodges which then formed the Grand Lodge of Austria (the
Grossloge von Wien) in the following month. Austrian freemasonry took up and
even extended the role formerly played by the Hungarians. It not only gained a
central position in the area, but also undertook an important mediatory function
to ease the tension between universal and Danubian freemasonry.

In Bohemia, Moravia, and Slovakia the lodges which had existed before 1918
amalgamated in a Grand Lodge in 1920 (Lessing zu den drei Ringen). Then, in
1923, the Czechoslovak National Grand Lodge (Narodni Velikd Loza Ceskosloverdo)
was established following the initiative of E. Benes. The name indicated that
lodge-life was influenced by national feelings in the Czechoslovak bourgeois
democracy.

In Romania, the authorities hindered the activities of the Hungarian and
Saxon lodges in Transylvania at the outset. The Grand Lodge of the old Romanian
Kingdom was attempting to gain control over them. In the early 1920's the
highly respected Ossian Lang from the New York Grand Lodge visited Romania

several times and as a result of his negotiations the conflicts were eventually
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settled. It became possible for the Transylvanian lodges to keep their indepen-
dence and to set up a Grand Lodge in Kolozsvar (now Cluj-Napoca).

In Yugoslavia, freemasonry started off with a tabula rasa, because there
had been no grand lodge in Serbia although many Hungarian and Croatian lodge
members and lodges were to be found in the country as a result of the terri-
torial accretion. Here, however, there were no problems similar to those in
Romania: the activities of the Hungarian lodges remained undisturbed.

While the number of lodge members decreased in Hungary, it increased in
other countries. More civil servants became lodge members than had previously
been the case - except in Hungary - but doctors, lawyers, journalists, people
of the so-called independent professions still dominated the lodges. Generally,
freemasons came from social strata that had no bourgeois liberal views. Basic
principles and restrictions made sure that no professed Catholics or people with
extreme rightwing bias could become lodge members. On the whole, however,
freemasons made up only a very small proportion of the bourgeoisie and the
intelligentsia.

Masonic life did not come to an end in Hungary despite the prohibition; the
remaining members of particular lodges formed "table societies" and gathered in
cafes and restaurants. Charities which had been established by the lodges and
continued to be run by them served as cover organizations until they also were
banned in 1938. Such social organizations as the Cobden Association, the Hun-
garian Fabian Society, the Feminist League, the Good Templar Order, etc. were
also mostly the meeting places of the liberal opposition and the freemasons.

Hungarian freemasons were admitted partly by the Bratislava and other lodges
in Slovakia. The paper of the Austrian Grand Lodge, the Wiener Freimaurer
Zeitung, published the Hungarians' appeal for help. Two international organi-
zations, the Allgemeine Freimaurer Liga (1920) and the Association Maconnique
Internationale (AMI, 1921), which had been initiated at the beginning of the
century, supported the Hungarian cause. AMI, which was under French influence,
made several attempts in the 1920's to persuade the authorities to withdraw the
decree of prohibition. Although these attempts failed, when the Horthy regime
had been consolidated, from the mid-1920's, masonic activity was treated with
far more tolerance by the government than before.

The Belgrade congress organized by AMI in 1926 brought about a significant
and favourable change in international relations. For the first time since the war
the freemasons of the former enemy countries could meet. Both organizers and
participants realized that not only was the development of the French-German

relationship important for Europe's peaceful future, but that the easing of ten-
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sions between Hungary and the Little Entente countries was essential. They re-
garded it as their duty to promote peace, and co-operation, and to help reduce
tension. Seeing the current problems very realistically, they urged the strength-
ening and extending of economic relations as opposed to the isolation and at-
tempted self-sufficiency which prevailed after the war. There were delegates from
nearly twenty countries, among them Austrians, Czechoslovakians, Romanians,
Hungarians and, of course, Yugoslavs.

The notion of Pan-Europe, which occasionally arose at diplomatic and high-
political levels over almost two decades, was drafted in masonic circles. Free-
masons saw the future and special role of Europe being threatened from two
sides: by the USA and the Soviet Union. The Pan-Europe movement gained new
meaning as Hitler came into power and Italian Fascism fully developed. The
vast majority of freemasons in the Danube region stood up against Nazi move-
ments, racism and dictatorships. The antifascist attitude of freemasonry was
also accompanied by the rejection of the Soviet system.

The proponents of extreme rightwing, fascist, and Nazi ideologies had al-
ways fiercely attacked freemasonry. One of the favourite propaganda phrases of
these movements was the "international conspiracy" of "Jewish-plutocratic-masonic"
forces. After 1933, however, freemasonry was not only threatened by propaganda,
but by the very atmosphere that pervaded the European countries.

In 1933, it was decreed in Germany that lodge members should be dismissed
from the civil service;the SA seized several temples for their own purposes; Leo
Muffel mann, the Grand Master and other leaders of the Symbolische Grossloge
von Deutschland were arrested, and, among other freemasons, he died in prison.
In January, 1934, all the masonic lodges and organizations were banned; they
were proclaimed to be anti-state, and were dealt with accordingly. Not even the
Prussian lodges were spared. The predominantly Jewish German freemasonry re-
established its Grand Lodge in Palestine.

All this profoundly shook European freemasonry, which made several efforts
to help the persecuted against the dictatorships. For example, during the
Spanish Civil War, at Christmas, 1936, they sent a petition to President Roose-
velt and asked him to intervene in defence of the Spanish Republic and to re-
store peace. The petition was signed by the freemasons of 16 countries, among
them the Czechoslovakian, Austrian and Yugoslavian Grand Masters; on behalf
of the Hungarian freemasons Grand Master J6zsef Balassa was the signatory.

Except in Germany, masonic lodges were permitted to function freely until
1938-39. Their number increased in Hungary despite the 1920 prohibition. A

Hungarian lodge called "In laboré virtus" was established in Vienna alongside the

18



Viennese mother lodge "Labor"; and in 1936 a Hungarian masonic museum was
opened in the headquarters of the Grossloge von Wien.

The Hungarians often visited both Prague and Bratislava. From the autumn
of 1936 the Prague masonic paper, Svobodny Zednar had not only a German,
but also a Hungarian supplement. The relationship between the Transylvanian
lodges and those in the mother-country was kept up through various societies,
organizations, and the Kolozsvar Grand Lodge. A similar contact was maintained
with the Hungarian and Croatian lodges in Yugoslavia.

Freemasonry considered that the German annexation of Austria was inevi-
table already in 1936, and tried to prepare for it. The international organization
dealt more and more with the situation of the Danubian countries. The question
arose whether Budapest should take over the key role in the area from en-
dangered Vienna, but the Hungarian government was not prepared to withdraw the
1920 prohibition decree. A delegation of distinguished international leaders of
freemasonry visited each Danubian country, and eventually found Prague suitable
for taking up Vienna's function. This indicates that they did not count on the
dynamism of German expansion. The Grossloge von Wien moved to Prague well
before the Anschluss, and the Hungarian lodge "In laboré virtus" also carried on
with this activity there and in Bratislava.

The German army occupied Austria on 12th March 1938. The Viennese Grand
Lodge was closed; the same day its 78-years-old grand master was put in prison,
where he died a few months later. The dissolution of Austrian freemasonry
caused a great loss to the whole of the Danube Basin. This was crowned by the
annexation of the Sudetenland (which had become part of Czechoslovakia in 1919)
under the terms of the Munich Treaty, and later, in 1939, the occupation of
Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia; and the formation of a fascist puppet state in
Slovakia. In the Prague government, which operated until the occupation,
several masonic ministers helped brethren and Jews flee the country. The Nazis
closed the lodges, and imprisoned most members or took them to concentration
camps. The refugees reestablished the Grand Lodge in London.

In Hungary, freemasons already tried, before the Anschluss, to gather in
Budapest their most important documents. Part of these were passed out to
Switzerland and Liechtenstein. Nevertheless, many compromising data came into

the hands of the occupiers in Austria and Czechoslovakia.

During and after World War |l

Masonic life had been almost completely extinguished before World War Il broke

out. The German, Austrian and Czechoslovakian lodges were banned by the Nazis;

19



the Romanian ones were closed by their own government in 1937, and their mem-
bers were prosecuted. The weak Bulgarian and stronger Yugoslav lodges were still
operating, but not for long. The Yugoslav Grand Lodge, hoping that it could save
its members from persecution "put masonic life to sleep" in August 1940. Hunga-
rian freemasonry became completely isolated, and it was impossible to maintain
regular masonic activity. Parallel to the enactment of the anti-Jewish law in
Hungary in 1938, charities and humanitarian organizations that had been under
masonic supervision were also banned.

Many freemasons from the Danubian countries left for Western and Northern
Europe or for the USA and Palestine while it was still possible to emigrate. The
task carried out by the Association Maconnique Internationale and by the Alliance
des Maconneries Persécutées, which had been founded in June 1937, became more
and more difficult; and finally France was also invaded by the Nazi army.

The victory of Nazism and Fascism caused very serious losses in Danubian
freemasonry. Not only were the Jewish lodge members sent off to concentration
camps, but others were similarly treated because most of them rejected the
fascist Nazi regime. Many whu managed to escape arrest joined anti-Nazi and
anti-German sabotage actions, the armed resistance and propaganda work in the
interest of the antifascist alliances. The freemasons in exile were present in
various European resistance movements as well.

Conditions in Germany after the war were determined by the fact that al-
though there were about 80,000 registered freemasons in 1933, by 1945,
there were only 5,000. Losses were catastrophic in other countries as well. In
addition, the replacement of members between the two wars proceeded in fits
and starts in Hungary as elsewhere. (The younger generation was more attracted
by the more radical, left-wing ideologies and movements than by masonic notions.)
The ageing of lodge members also diminished the number of active members.

The reorganization of masonic life was greatly influenced by the general
international atmosphere and the internal conditions of each country. Thus, al-
though in the beginning the revival bore the same marks in the western, central
and eastern parts of Europe, the differences soon became obvious.

The governments which came into power after the war everywhere withdrew
prohibition decrees and made masonic life free. International relations were
rapidly reestablished or developed since among the members of the allied super-
vising committees in every Danubian country there were freemasons. Freemasonry,
however, was not able to regain its former significance and influence either in
the Danube region or in other parts of Europe. As a consequence of the 1948-49

changes in authority in Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, Yugoslavia, and Bul-
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garia, freemasonry was banned by 191 - or, not waiting for a decree, was "vol-
untarily" put to sleep. In Hungary, the decree of prohibition was promulgated on
12th June 1950.

In Austria, masonic life was free and vital. In 0854, the Austrian Grand Lodge
became one of the founders of the organization which united the symbolic grand
lodges of the continent. In Germany the history of freemasonry followed the
changes that had taken place in the country: in the GDR lodges were banned,
whereas in the FRG they were not.

In spite of the immense changes in economic and social life all over the
world since World War Il, many aspects of the masonic concepts remained valid.
These included the struggle for freedom, equality, brotherhood, and human
rights; the rejection of religious and racial discrimination. The generations which
have grown up since then, however, are no longer interested in the realization

of masonic ideals.

Sources

Orszagos Levéltar (National Archives), Budapest. P. 1083. (A Magyarorszagi Symbo-
likus Nagypéaholy iratai.) (Documents of the Grand Symbolic Lodge of Hungary)
Uj Magyar Kozponti Levéltar (New Hungarian Central Archives), Budapest. M.626.

(A magyarorszagi szabadkémivesség téredékes iratanyaga 1919-1950 kdzott.)

Bibliography
Contemporary periodicals
L'Acacia, Paris

La Chaine d'Union, Paris
Kelet, Budapest

Wiener Freimaurer Zeitung, Vienna

Literature

Balassa J6zsef: A szabadkémiivesség torténete. (History of Freemasonry) Buda-
pest, n.d. "Mindent tudok" kdnyvtar, Budapest.

Benedek Marcell: Naplémat olvasom. (I Read My Diary) Budapest, 1965.

Fukadsz Gyorgy: Szabadkémiivesség, radikalizmus és szocializmus az 1918 el&tti
Magyarorszagon. A Martinovics-paholy torténete. (Freemasonry,
radicalism and socialism in- pre-1918 Hungary. History of Martinovics
Lodge) Parttorténeti Kdozlemények. Budapest, 1961. No. 2.

Ger6 Imre: A magyar szabadkémivesség térténete a masodik vilAghabord utan.
(History of Hungarian Freemasonry after World War 1) Toronto, 1960.

Hass, Ludwik: The Socio-Professional Composition of Hungarian Freemasonry
(1868-1920). Acta Poloniae Historica, 1974. No. 30.

Hass, Ludwik: Z dziejow wolnomiarstwa w miedzywojennej Europie srodkowo-
wschodniej. Kwartalnik Historiczny 1975. No. |I.

21



Jovanovic, Nadezda: Politicki sukobi u Jugoslaviji 1925-1928. Beograd, B74.

Jovanovic, Nadezda: Odnos okupatora i kvislinga prema Masonerija u Srbiji 1941-42.
Godisnjak gradja Beograda XVIII. 1971.

Koévics Emma: Coudenhove-Kalergi Paneurépa-koncepci6janak biradlatdhoz. (To the
Criticism of Coudenhove-Kalergi's Pan-Europe Concept.) Acta Uni-
versitatis Debreceniensis, Series Historica. Debrecen, 1973. XVII/VII.

Kuézs-Scheichelbauer: 200 Jahre Freimaurerei in Osterreich. Wien. 1959.
La Ligue Internationale de franc-macons. Son but et son activité.
Paris, 1930.

L.Nagy Zsuzsa: Szabadkém(ivesség a XX. szazadban. (Freemasonry in the 20th
Century) Budapest, 1977.

Lang, Ossian: Freemasonry under Fire in Continental Europe. New York, 1927.

Lennhoff, Eugen: Die Freimaurer. Zurich-Leipzig-Wien, 1929.

Palatinus J6zsef: A szabadk&mivesség bilinei. A magyarorszagi szabadkémiivesek
mozgalma és kulfoldi kapcsolatai. (Sins of Freemasons. Movement
and Foreign Connections of Hungarian Freemasonry.) Tom. I-111
Budapest, 1920-1939.

Serbanesco, Gérard: Histoire de la franc-maconnerie universelle. Tom. I-Ill.

Paris, 1966.
Vinatrel, Guy: Communisme et franc-maconnerie. Les Presses Continentales. n.p.
1961.

Zsuzsa L. Nagy

Institute of Historical Sciences

22



The Second Vienna Award

At the end of June 1940, Romania satisfied the demands of the Soviet Govern-
ment and handed over Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina. The Hungarian Govern-
ment now felt that the time had come to realize its demands for a territorial
revision.

Germany's interests demanded that an armed conflict in the Balkans be
avoided; Italy offered her help to Romania in the event of an attack by the
Soviet Union; and the treaty guarantee between Romania, England and France
was still in effect in February 1940. These were factors that induced the Prime
Minister, P&l Teleki to draft the Hungarian position. This was published in "The
Times" two weeks later, on February 23rd, 1940, in order to publicize the
matter to the Western Powers and Germany. The memorandum stated: "Hungary,
while by no means abandoning her territorial claims on Romania, will make no
attempts to force a settlement of these claims during the war except in the
case of two eventualities - (I) If Russia should attack Romania successfully and
thus threaten to overrun the Balkans; and (2) if Romania should offer the Dobruja
to Bulgaria. In the first instance, the Hungarian Army would immediately go
through Transylvania to the Carpathians, there to stop the advance of the
Russians; in the second, she would insist upon the justice of a similar settlement
of the Transylvanian question and would do all in her power bring it about.

She would not, however, insist upon such a settlement in even of a peaceful
cession of Bessarabia to Russia, for she considers Bessarabia none of her concern,
and if the Romanians successfully resisted a Russian attack, she would not only
refrain from making any more against Romania but would congratulate her upon
her achievement. It may also quite safely be assumed that Hungary would remain
inactive if the Allied Armies in the Near East came to Romania's aid.

Even if the event of a Hungarian dash to the Carpathians... the occupation
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of Transylvania made necessary by this move would not be considered as a final
settlement; the question would, at the end of the war, be submitted to the
peace conference for a permanent decision."

The Hungarian Ambassadors in London and Paris were empowered to add the
following to the written statement when presenting the memorandum: "The Hun-
garian Government:

1/ has no aggressive intentions towards anyone;

2/ is ready to defend, if need be by force of arms, the independence
and honour of the country against any foreign agression;

3/ will never, under no circumstances whatsoever, make common cause
or undertake common action with the Government of the USSR."™

On June 26th, 1940 Molotov presented the Russian ultimatum to the Ro-
manian Ambassador in Moscow about the handing over of Bessarabia and Northern
Bukovina. By that time, however, the international scene in Europe had changed
drastically as a result of German military actions.

France's surrender had a cataclysmic effect on the Hungarian middle class,
and brought about changes in the balance of power in Hungarian politics. The
view that Germany was invincible and would finish the war rapidly became more
and more widespread. This meant great pressure on the Hungarian Government,
whose openly admitted position was to realize the Transylvanian revision before
the existing conflict in Europe would come to an end.

In this situation, on June 27th, 1940 the Council of Ministers changed its
previous resolution and decided not to accept any discrimination: If Romania ful-
filled the demands of the Soviet Union, the Romanian Government should be
forced to satisfy Hungary's territorial claims as well. The German Ambassador in
Budapest then outlined his government's position, namely, that Germany would
expect Hungary to stay completely calm.

After a discussion with the German and Italian Ambassadors the Supreme
Defence Council assembled at Horthy's house and consented to the government's
decision. It decided to mobilize and gradually move military formations to the
Romanian-Hungarian border from June 29th on.

On the same day the Romanian Crown Council also met. They were under
German and Italian pressure to avoid war with the Soviet Union, and thus to
prevent a conflict in the Balkans. They realized that it would have been useless
to rely on British intervention on the basis of the April 13th, 1939 treaty guar-
antee. Thus with a majority note the Council accepted the transfer of Bessarabia
and Northern Bukovina. Before the actual transfer of these territories, Romania

requested the German Government to try to restrain Hungary and Bulgaria and
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promised to continue her oil export without interruption. King Charles sent a
message to Hitler that he would also consider the conclusion of an alliance with
Germany. A new Romanian Government quickly announcing its unconditional sup-
port for the Axis Powers, came into office. In his message on June 2nd, the
king asked Hitler to guarantee the Romanian borders and to send a military
mission to Romania. He had renounced the British guarantees the previous day.

After the Russian-Romanian agreement the Hungarian Government also tried
to gain permission from the Germans for its planned military action.

Although from the point of view of the planned Hungarian action the position
of the Axis Powers, especially that of Germany, was decisive, the Hungarian
Government tried to make inquiries in other directions as well. Above all it was
interested in Moscow's opinion. Although it had had some previous information
that, according to the Soviet Government's opinion, certain Hungarian territorial
claims against Romania were well-founded, the Ambassador in Moscow was
ordered to ask the Soviet Foreign Office what attitude they would take in the
event of a Hungarian-Romanian conflict, and did they have plans in the event of
a possible Romanian collapse. On June 4th,Molotov's reply was as follows: the
Soviet Union had no claims against Hungary. He considered the Hungarian terri-
torial demands well-founded, and said that he would legally support them at a
possible future peace conference. "The Soviet Union will not intervene in the
event of a Hungarian-Romanian conflict."n*

Although the British answer to the Hungarian question was not so unambiguous,
it was still remarkably more favourable than the government's former positions.
In this Romania's act in renouncing the treaty guarantee with Britain no doubt
played a significant role. The British Deputy Foreign Secretary - according to
the Hungarian Ambassador's telegraph from London on July 2nd5 - expressed his
hopes that "no armed conflict will take place between Hungary and Romania, and
possible incidents causing such conflicts will not be used as a pretext by us.
Otherwise, the British Government would only be happy to see a peaceful sol-
ution of the territorial claims."

However important all this was for the Hungarian Government, it could not
be a substitute for German approval and support for the attack against Romania.
The First Army, augmented with an increased number of troops moved to the
Romanian frontier where several incidents occurred. On the basis of information
reaching Berlin, on July 1st, Ribbentrop strongly protested in a note which said,
among others, the following: "In principle, the Reich Government is politically

disinterested in Balkan problems. It desires that in the interest of all, the Bal-

25



kans not become a theater of war, and it has therefore welcomed the peaceful
accord between Russia and Romania. Germany has sympathy for Hungary's just
revisionist demands. But Hungary must not expect Germany to resort to arms for
the sake of these Hungarian demands. The Foreign Minister is unable to see what
aims Hungary is pursuing with her mobilization measures, for even the Hungarian
Government probably realizes that an attack by Romania on Hungary is entirely
out of question. Should the Hungarian Government therefore attempt, contrary

to expectations, to carry through its revision by force, it will do so entirely on
its own responsibility." In concluding, he tempted the Hungarian Government with
the bright prospect of revision by saying that: "at a more suitable time a revision
can be effected without resort to armed force, and that the Reich Government
would then support such revisionist demands."”

However, this warning did not achieve the appropriate effect, Ambassador
Erdmannsdorff, summing up his impressions, reported to Berlin that the atmos-
phere in Hungary did not exclude the possibility of an attack against Romania.
Therefore, Ribbentrop once more sent a severe note on July 4th to the Hun-
garian Government warning against a military attack. At the same time, however,
he ordered Fabricius, the Ambassador to Romania to make the Romanian king
understand that territorial concessions to Hungary and Bulgaria were unavoidable.

After such antecedents, strong diplomatic actions occurred in all directions.
A series of meetings took place in July between Hitler and the leaders of the
Hungarian, Bulgarian and Romanian governments. On July 10th, in Munich,

Hitler first met the Hungarians, Teleki, the Prime Minister and Csaky, the
Foreign Minister, in the presence of Ribbentrop and the Italian Foreign Minister,
Ciano. Hitler's aim was to dissuade the Hungarian Government from an attack
against Romania. Using statistical figures he tried to prove that Hungary could
not at all be sure of victory over the Romanian army, and emphasized that
Germany's interest was in undisturbed production of Romanian oil. This position
was strongly supported by Ciano.

Hitler, in accordance with his previous position, regarded direct negotiations
between Hungary and Romania as the only possible solution. He said that the
Romanian Foreign Minister had already informed the German Ambassador in Bucha-
rest on July 6th, that Romania was ready to start negotiations, first with Hun-
gary, then with Bulgaria, because the Hungarian question was more difficult to
solve. At the same time, the Romanian Foreign Minister, Manoilescu, presented
the king's answer to Hitler's message, in which King Charles announced that in

agreement with his government he wished to deal with the territorial revision
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through negotiations. At the same time, he expressed his hope that the solution
of these problems would create the possibility of a close and extensive co-
operation between Romania and Germany.g

Hitler told the Hungarians that the Romanian king had made efforts in order
to achieve close political co-operation with Germany. He and Mussolini were
therefore ready to insist on Romania's settling the territorial dispute with Hun-
gary and Bulgaria. Hungary, however, had to give up her "all or nothing" posi-
tion, and realize her claims step by step, because "which ever way the revision
should go, one of the parties would always complain, and in the case of Transyl-
vania, probably both."g

On July 15th, Hitler sent a letter to the Romanian king urging him to start
the negotiations, announcing that Hungary did not aim at a full revision but would
accept a reasonable compromise. If Romania were also inclined to acceptsuch a
solution, Germanymight commit herself more towards Romania and form a closer
relationship with her.

On July 20th, the new Romanian Prime Minister, Gigurtu, and the Foreign
Minister, Manoilescu, visited Germany. Under strong pressure from Ribbentrop
and Hitler, Gigurtu announced that Romania was ready for concessions as she was
aware of her own position. When it came to concrete negotiations, however, it
became apparent that there was an enormous gap between the voluntary Romanian
concession and the Hungarian claim. Gigurtu talked about handing over 14,000
km2. Ribbentrop, on the other hand, said that the Hungarians wanted to get
back half of those territories which were detached by Romania in 1919. In fact,
the Hungarian claim included a bigger area, 72,000 km but the German
Foreign Minister was aiming at a different solution. We want to point out that
Romanian statistical data and maps of the Monarchy and Hungary presented
during the negotiations were very efficient.

Hitler referred to these materials when he emphasised that "Transylvania
had a population of 1/3 Hungarians and 2/3 Romanians. The problem became
still more complicated by the fact that the Hungarians were settled in the east
and the Romanians in the West of the country. For these reasons, the problem
could be solved only by a reasonable division of territory combined with an
exchange of populations."?

Hitler rejected the Romanian request for direct German participation in
the bilateral negotiations just as he had in the discussions with the Hungarians.
Moreover, this time the Germans even refused Manoilescu's idea of Germany

being a possible arbiter in the matter. The minutes taken by the Germans
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read as follows: "The Romanian Foreign Minister further inquired whether re-
course to arbitration could be contemplated in case the negotiations with Hun-
gary and Bulgaria reached an impasse. This idea, however, was rejected by the
German side on the grounds of unsatisfactory experiences with the Vienna Award,
especially with respect to Hungary."”

After long delays the Hungarian-Romanian negotiations began in Turnu-Severin
on August 16th, I9A0. The Hungarian delegation was led by the former Ambassador
in Warsaw, Andrads Hory: Valér Pop headed the Romanian delegation. The ne-
gotiations reached a deadlock on the first day. The Hungarian proposal asked for
the handing over of 69,000 km2. The key point of this proposal was the area
inhabited by the "Székelys". The Hungarian memorandum absolutely insisted on
this area because - as Teleki said later - "inevitably this will bring back other
considerable areas". 2

On the first day of the negotiations the Romanians did not have a concrete
counter-proposal. However, a few days before the discussions, the Hungarian
military attache in Berlin came to know about the proposal containing the pro-
posed Romanian territorial concessions. According to this, the Romanian Gov-
ernment would have been willing to hand over an approximately 50 km wide zone
along the Hungarian border. Three days later, on August 19th, when the nego-
tiations continued and the head of the Romanian delegation gave his reply to the
Hungarian memorandum, he did not mention this matter; he merely said that
they were prepared to continue the talks if the Hungarian party accepted the
principle of an exchange of population as a basis for the negotiations. Territorial
concessions would come up only insofar as the exchange of population made them
necessary.

The Hungarian delegation - following the orders of the government - did not
accept this proposal even as a basis for negotiations. Both parties stuck rigidly
to their respective positions, and after Valér Pop had read out a further declara-
tion, the negotiations broke off once again. The Romanian declaration said:
"The Romanian Government cannot withdraw anything from its former declarations
or add anything to them. The position of the Hungarian Government is based on
territorial demands, disregarding the ethnic situation. The Romanian Government,
however, bases its position on the ethnic theory, which suggests that an ex-
change of population could be carried out, followed by logical territorial cor-
rections. The Székely question could also be solved by an exchange of population.
Therefore, it is up to the Hungarian Government if it accepted this as a basis
for negotiations."13

After this, the situation between the two countries again became extremely
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tense. Obviously, it was no longer possible to reach a bilateral agreement, even
if the talks went on. As we can read in the German Ambassador's report, after
the negotiations had broken down, Valér Pop explained the rigid Romanian at-
titude to Fabricius in the following way: "It had been the understanding of the
Romanian statesman at the Obersalzberg that the Reich did not intend to compel
them simply to cede Romanian territory. The Fuhrer had talked about the ethnic
element which could not in the long run be denied reunion with the adjacent
homeland. From that the Romanian Government had drawn the conclusion that
Germany would not require her to cede to Hungary territories with a purely
Romanian population solely because they had once belonged to Hungary. He be-
lieved, as before, that a solution could be achieved only on the basis of trans-
ferring the Hungarians toward the border, and the Romanians interior."'

The Romanian Government was so convinced of having rightly interpreted its
talks with Hitler, that, on July 26th, the day after the Turnu-Severin nego-
tiations had broken down for the second time, it again asked Hitler, through
its Ambassador in Berlin, to intervene and arbitrate. Since this step later played
an important role in the events, it is worth quoting the notes of the Deputy
Secretary of State, Woermann, in connection with this: "The Romanian Minister
presented to me today a copy of an atlas just published in Bucharest, which
contains a collection of reproductions of German, Italian, and Hungarian ethnic
maps of Romania and especially Transylvania, dating from 1857 to 1930. In so
doing he referred to the copy presented yesterday to the Reich Foreign Minister
by the Chief of Protocol. He requested me to explain to the Reich Foreign
Minister on the basis of these maps how unacceptable the demands now being
made by Hungary are. Their acceptance would result in the cession of 2.4 million
Romanians to Hungary, while only 180,00 0 Hungarians would remain on Romanian
territory. In view of the Hungarian attitude the only possible course, after all,
would be for the Fuhrer to arbitrate.

| declined going into the details of Hungary's wishes and referred once more
to our well-known position in the question of arbitration.

The Minister persisted in his view that the question could not be resolved
without German intervention. The alternative to arbitration might be "advice",
such as had been given Romania in respect to Bulgaria.

| persisted in my negative attitude toward suggestions of this sort.

M. Romalo took a very favorable view of the negotiations with Bulgaria,
now that Romania has accepted all of Bulgaria's territorial demands."'”

The Hungarian Government was much less optimistic about its own prospects

than was the Romanian Government. When the Hungarian delegation arrived back
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in Budapest from Turnu-Severin on August 20th, Prime Minister Teleki saw the
situation as almost hopeless. He regarded the continuing of the talks as pointless,
since according to the previous signs they would not raise any proposal that would
even approach being acceptable for him. He saw only one solution, the military
one, but against this there stood the definite German veto.

Although he realized that the Hungarian attack might bring about disastrous
consequences, he nevertheless decided that if the Romanian Government did not
accept the Hungarian demands at the reopening of the negotiations, he would
dispatch the Hungarian army. He still hoped, however, that if Hungary attacked
Romania, Hitler might intervene in order to prevent turmoil in the Balkans and
would force the Romanian Government to accept a solution favourable to Hun-
gary. Therefore, he made diplomatic efforts to convince the German Government
that Romania was only manoeuvring and did not want a radical solution. Since,
however, the situation was extremely tense, the attitude of the Romanian
Government might lead to a conflict between the two countries at any moment,
unless Hungary received effective help from the Axis Powers to solve the problem.
His plans involved not asking the Axis Powers to arbitrate, but letting Romania
do so. In this event the Hungarian Government would be able to emphasize that
such a solution would only be acceptable for her if she received at least some
preliminary assurance that the decision would be favourable for her. Thus Hun-
gary would be able to keep up the appearance that she was not afraid of an
armed reckoning, was convinced of her military strength, and therefore it is
not she but Romania, who should make sacrifices.

The Hungarian-Romanian talks reopened on August 24th. They were unable
to move the Transylvanian question away from the deadlock. With the repetition
of the previous positions, the Turnu-Severin negotiations finally came to an end.
This could not be altered even by the fact that before the Hungarian delegation
left, Valér Pop had appeared on board of the ship "Zso6fia", where the deliber-
ations had been going on, and announced that the Romanian Government was
prepared to make a concrete proposal in connection with the border. He said it
would be based on the exchange of population principle and would cover all the
Hungarian inhabitants of- Transylvania, except the Székelys. However, they wished
to make the proposed border-line absolutely dependent on the Hungarians' actual
moving out of Transylvania.

The head of the Romanian delegation added unofficially that they would be
willing to make a proposal in connection with the Székely question as well, which

would consist of either wide-ranging autonomy within the bounds of Romanian
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sovereignty or the inclusion of the whole Székely territory in the resettling
project. 16

On the day the negotiations broke up, the Hungarian Government took several
measures aimed toward the military attack against Romania. Another three army
corps which had not taken part in the preparations up to now, were mobilized as
the 3rd Army. The troops stationed on the Hungarian-Romanian frontier were
ordered to be ready to start by August 28th, unless Romania accepted the de-
mands of the Hungarian Government.

As part of the diplomatic preparations, the Hungarian Ambassador in Bel-
grade, on instructions of his government asked the Yugoslav Government on
August 23rd, if Hungary could rely on Yugoslavia's benevolent neutrality in the
event of a military conflict between Hungary and Romania. The reply was that
since Yugoslavia had friendly relations with both countries, her position would
depend on the circumstances and the position of the great powers. v

On the same day Jézsef Krist6ffy, the Hungarian Ambassador in Moscow,
was instructed to speak to Molotov himself urgently and to tell him confiden-
tially that the Hungarian-Romanian talks would probably break up because of
Romania's attitude, and thus a military solution would be likely. He was also to
ask if Hungary could rely on the friendly attitude of the Soviet Union in the
event of a conflict. "Can we trust that the Soviet press will support the Hun-
garian demands", continued the instructions, "and that the Military Commissariat
will not take measures which would enable Romania to withdraw further troops
from Moldavia to the Transylvanian front?

Emphasize that the Hungarian Government would be extraordinarily appreci-
ative if the Soviet Union sold bombers and fighter planes to Hungary, and that
urgently.

In the evening of August 24th, 1940 the Hungarian Ambassador met Molo-
tov, and his telegram about the conversation reached Budapest early next morning.
In it we may read the following about Molotov's reply: "the position of the Soviet
Government concerning the Hungarian-Romanian dispute is the same as it was
previously: they think our claims are well-founded and the Soviet attitude will
be favourable to Hungary in the course of events". Molotov could not say,
however, what practical consequences this Soviet position would have. Thus
he did not see any reason why the Soviet press should publish the Soviet
Government's position in the Hungarian-Romanian dispute at this time, and he
also could not make any statement about military movements. Because of the
requirements of the Soviet army, the sale of airplanes to Hungary could not be

considered. ©

31



On August 26th, the Foreign Minister, Csaky invited the German Ambassador
in Budapest to his office and told him that the Hungarian Government intended
to ask the government of the Reich if it would manifest strict or benevolent
neutrality in the event of a Hungarian-Romanian conflict. At the same time he
told Erdmannsdorff confidentially that in his opinion "a message from the Fuhrer
to the Regent would surely still have the power of restraining him and the Army
from taking any rash action".20

On August 27th, D6me Sztéjay presented the memorandum in Berlin. At 5
p.m. the same day the Romanian Ambassador in Berlin made the following
statement on behalf of his government in the German Foreign Office: "The
Romanian Government requested that no faits accomplis be created in the Hun-
garian-Romanian question. The Romanian Minister President and the Romanian
Foreign Minister had already declared that they would accept an arbitration
award of the Axis Powers, and were maintaining that position. They assumed,
however, that both parties would be heard in such a case, so that the decision
could be arrived at on the basis of a knowledge of all the facts in the case.

To that end it would be desirable if the Romanian Foreign Minister were given
the opportunity to present his case directly either to the Fuhrer or to the Reich
Foreign Minister. The aide-memoire which Minister Fabricius was bringing with
him contained only a brief summary of the Romanian viewpoint and was in-
adequate for that reason.

The Romanian Government was also willing to have a conference called
between Hungary and Romania under the chairmanship of representatives of the
Axis Powers. &

When the Hungarian and Romanian memoranda were presented in Wilhelm-
strasse, Hitler had already given instructions for the rapid implementation of
diplomatic and military measures to prepare and ensure German intervention.

On August 26th, he ordered the Commander-in-Chief of the army to strengthen
the formations stationed in Poland. Ten divisions were to be transported to the
South-East of the Generalgouvernement and the formations arranged so that if
they received an order they would be capable of quick intervention with the goal
of occupying the Romanian oil producing regions. Ribbentrop put the diplomatic
machinery into motion. On August 26th, he talked several times with Ciano, the
Italian Foreign Minister, on the telephone about the possible solution to the Hun-
garian-Romanian relationship. At that time he did not suggest arbitration; he
only proposed to invite the Romanian and Hungarian foreign ministers to Vienna

and to advise them on how to find a peaceful solution to their problem. "Nat-
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urally, all this should be followed by a threat, and whichever of them does not
take the advice must bear the responsibility for the consequences”, 22 wrote
Ciano in his diary about Ribbentrop's communication.

The German Foreign Minister ordered the German Ambassadors in Bucharest
and Budapest home to report, and on August 27th, he asked the Romanian and
Hungarian foreign ministers on the telephone to come to Vienna on the 29th and
to bring a letter of authority with them. As an observer, Prime Minister Teleki
was also invited to the Vienna negotiations. In the meantime, Ribbentrop lis-
tened to the reports and views of Fabricius and Erdmannsdorff at a hearing in
Fuschl. After having consulted with them, he put forward two proposals to Hit-
ler. One was based on Fabricius' ideas and it involved the areas inhabited by
Hungarians outside Transylvania proper, to which Ribbentrop added Kolozsvar.
The other included a relatively narrow strip of land in Northern Transylvania
which widened into a funnel shape in the Székely territory, since Erdmannsdorf
had convinced his Foreign Minister that the Hungarians would not accept any
solution that did not contain the areas inhabited by the Székelys. Hitler combined
the two proposals, thus determining the Northern Transylvanian area to be given
to Hungary.

The German proposals to settle the Hungarian-Romanian territorial dispute
were ready by August 28th. However, since it was difficult to tell how serious
the Hungarian threats were, and whether the two parties would accept the German
suggestions, Hitler made further military arrangements. On the 28th, completing
the instructions which he had given two days before, he gave explicit orders for
direct preparations for the immediate occupation of the Romanian oil producing
region in case the renewed talks initiated by the Axis Powers were unsuccessful.
The units in consideration had to be prepared for action by August 31st. According
to the instructions, if the action should become necessary, Hungary was to be
asked to agree that the German formations should pass through Hungary, and she
should make the railway lines available for them. Hitler gave the 1st of September
as the probable date for starting the action.23

On August 28th, Hitler in Ribbentrop's presence informed the Italian Foreign
Minister of his views. He told Ciano about the guarantee to be offered to Ro-
mania, emphasizing that before a Romanian-Hungarian agreement was concluded
it should be mentioned to the Romanian Foreign Minister only, and that they
should make certain that the Hungarian Government should not hear about it. As
it was, if Hungary prematurely learned of the intentions of the Axis Powers,

she might not accept the solution suggested by them. It was considered likely that
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she would agree to a compromise at that moment only to raise further demands
later on, in which the guarantee to be given to Romania would hinder her. 24

At this meeting the possibility of settling the dispute by arbitration did not
come up. According to Ciano, this was decided in Vienna on August 29th. The
entry in his diary on August 29th, 1940 reads as follows: "Ribbentrop and |
have decided that we shall solve the problem by arbitration. If we immense our-
selves in a discussion now, we shall never be able to dig our way out of it."

In this spirit they conferred with the Hungarian Foreign Minister, Cséaky and
the Prime Minister, Teleki, who had arrived in Vienna that day. In order to
ensure that the Hungarian delegation would accept binding arbitration uncondi-
tionally in advance, they employed various tools of threats and blackmail. Ribben-
trop was unsparing in his reproach for the tensions that had surfaced in German-
Hungarian relations in the previous years. He found Hungary's refusal of the
German request to pass through the country during the attack against Poland in
September 1939 particularly grievous. There was a sharp exchange of words
between Teleki and the German Foreign Minister on this issue. Ribbentrop made
it unmistakably clear that Germany would intervene with the most severe
measures if Hungary decided to start military action against Romania, thus
endangering the Romanian oil deliveries to Germany. Ciano also announced "that
Italy would have to regard a conflict with Romania brought on by Hungary as
a dangerous and inexplicable gesture on the part of Hungary".

Teleki did not want to commit himself in advance to unconditional acceptance
of the arbitration award. He tried to make Csaky understand by shaking his
head, and when it was his turn to speak he said..."and pointed out in particular
that it was impossible for Hungary, for example, to agree to a solution that
did not return the Székely region to Hungary". In the end the Hungarian dele-
gation asked for time to think the situation over and for the possibility of
contacting Budapest. 25

After the discussions Count Csdky immediately telephoned Ferenc Keresztes-
Fischer, the Minister of Internal Affairs, who had been temporarily commissioned
to act as Prime Minister, asking for the government's authorization. Cséaky
told him that Ribbentrop and Ciano had made clear that they were aware of
Hungary's demands and that they would take them into consideration when
making the decision. This was reinforced by two hints they had made about the
Székely area during the conversation. The government assembled at once, and
according to the minutes of the meeting the following resolution was passed:

"The Council of Ministers has carefully assessed the situation from every point
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of view and has unanimously resolved to accept the arbitration of Germany and
Italy and Hungary submits herself unconditionally to their decision."

Early in the afternoon of August 29, 1940, Ribbentrop and Ciano also had
talks with Manoilescu, the Romanian Foreign Minister. Ribbentrop was in
charge of this meeting. Although, according to Ciano's note, he was less vehe-
ment than during the talks with the Hungarian ministers, he forced his will on
the Romanian Foreign Minister in a harsh and inconsiderate manner. He declared:
"Romania had repeatedly requested the Axis Powers to make an arbitration award
in the revision question. Now the Fuhrer and Mussolini had decided after consulta-
tion to comply with this request and to make the award."27 He also informed
Manoilescu that after the award the Axis Powers would guarantee Romania's new
borders.

In this cat-and-mouse game Ciano did his best to help his colleague to soften
up the Romanian Foreign Minister. "I think he should pay a high price for our
guaranteeing his borders" - he noted in his diary.28

The Romanian Foreign Minister, who was not easily "softened up", would
have liked an assurance that the decision would be based on the principle of the
exchange of population. Ribbentrop, however, protested at once, saying that the
Axis Powers could not be influenced in what concepts they should use in their
decision. However, he added that within the bounds of possibility they would
assert to the use of the ethnic theory. Eventually, after a long dispute, Manoilescu
promised that he would obtain the Romanian Government's reply within 12 hours.29

That same evening, the 29th, the foreign ministers of the Axis Powers
received Valér Pop, member of the Romanian delegation, at Manoilescu's re-
quest. Pop asked again if the guarantee would extend to all the borders of
Romania. In the German records we can read the following about this meeting:
"His entire attitude was much more constructive than Manoilescu's and he said
on leaving that he would urge his King to give the assurance that Romania would
unconditionally accept the arbitration award which is to be made by Germany and
taly »30

The Romanian Crown Council assembled on the night of 29th August. After
a debate lasting into the early morning hours they eventually agreed, with Il
votes in favour and 9 against, to accept the award unconditionally. They acted
on the grounds that the German-ltalian guarantee was the only assurance against
total collapse. The news of the decision of the Crown Council arrived in Vienna
in the early hours of the morning on the thirtieth.31

The arbitration award was pronounced in the Belvedere Palace at 3 p.m.

on 30th August. Under the terms of the award Hungary received 43,541 km2
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territory. According to the 1941 Hungarian census, the distribution of population
in this area was the following: 1,347,012 Hungarian, 1,066,353 Romanian,
163,926 German, Ruthenian and other nationalities. These figures differ from the
data of the 1930 Romanian census. According to the latter, in the area in
question there were 911,550 Hungarians, 1,176,433 Romanians and 307,164 persons
of other nationalities, showing 183,144 inhabitants fewer. The difference was
obviously due to the interpretation of the "other" category, as well as to the
natural growth of population and to in- and out-migration after the award.
Approximately 400,000 Hungarians remained in Romanian territory.

According to the arbitration award, the Romanian troops had to evacuate
the area awarded to Hungary within two weeks. The award included measures
concerning the rights of Romanians who found themselves in Hungary, and
Hungarians who were left behind in Romanian territory. These could opt for
citizenship in their new country. The award also included instructions on how the
two governments should resolve the difficulties arising from the execution of the
award, and when they could turn to the Axis Powers to settle their disputes.

Immediately after the award had been pronounced, Ribbentrop and Manoilescu
exchanged the border-guarantee documents. They also signed the Hungarian -
German and Romanian - German minority agreements.?’2

In his diary Ciano described the moment of pronouncing and signing the
award the following way: "The Hungarians cannot contain their happiness as
they see the map. Then we hear a thud as Manoilescu falls on the table un-
conscious."33

The reception of the Vienna Award in the outside world was, although not
particularly hostile, not very favorable. The British press regarded the Vienna
Award as a dictatorial decision imposed on Romania. Although they acknowl-
edged that Hungary had justifiable territorial claims, the solution created by
the Award was considered excessive.34

The first official statements were issued on September 5th. Churchill and
Lord Halifax assessed the settlement in their speeches in the House of Commons.
Churchill said the following: "Personally | have never been happy about the way
in which Hungary was treated after the last war. We have not at any time
adapted, since this war broke out, the line that nothing could be changed in
the territorial structure of various countries. On the other hand, we do not
propose to recognise any territorial changes which take place during the war
unless they take place with free consent and goodwill of the parties concerned."
Lord Halifax' statement, on the other hand, sounded thus: "H. M. G. had never

supported a policy based on rigid adherence to the status quo. On the contrary
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we have lent our support to the principle that we should be favourable to a
modification of the status quo, always provided that such modification is just
and equitable in itself and is reached by means of free and peaceful negotiation
and agreement between the interested parties without agression or compulsion.“35
The Soviet Union maintained her previous position and generally acknowledged
the justness of the Hungarian territorial demands until July 26th, 1941. However,
the Second Vienna Award created a slight tension in German-Soviet relations,
because the Soviet Government found it deleterious that in a question which
affected the Soviet Union's security so closely, she was only informed after the

facts, and that her opinion was not solicited about the solution of the Transyl-
vanian probllem.36

The Second Vienna Award became a particularly decisive factor in both Hun-
gary's and Romania's war history in general, and in their relations with Germany
in particular. The solution did not satisfy either of them. On the other hand, the
Award was a suitable means in Hitler's hands for enforcing his demands on both
countries. The Award drew serious internal consequences both in Hungary and
Romania and, at the same time, a race started for German favours for the sake

of further territorial gains on the one hand and the revision of the arbitration,

on the other.
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Opening of the Iron Gate in 1896

More than six decades were to pass before the dream of Istvan Széchenyi (1791-
1860) (the "Greatest Hungarian") and his coworkers to make the Lower Danube
navigable by 1896, the millenium of the Hungarian conquest, came true. Here,
1000 kms from the estuary, the Danube cuts the range of the Southern Car-
pathians for about 130 kms. In the process of regulating this gigantic river the
organizing ability and creativity of Hungarian engineers played an important role.
Common usage calls the whole stretch the Lower Danube, although the lower
reaches of the Danube run from the Iron Gate to the Black Sea. The regulated
reach is often considered the "Iron Gate" and this usage has gone over into other
languages as well. In fact, the Iron Gate is really only the lowest 8 km of the
Lower Danube, below Bazias. In this relatively short stretch navigation was im-
peded by cliffs reaching up from the bottom. Underwater rock banks made navi-
gation practically impossible in times of low water. Below Bazias, the first con-
siderable obstacle was the granite cliff called Stenka, its rock range projecting
far into the river bed. River pilots had to guide the ships through this perilous
reach all the way up to Turnu Severin. This obstacle was eliminated between
September 1893 and October 1895 by building a 60 meters wide 2 meters deep
new bed below zero water-level. Hardly 20 kms farther there followed a new
obstacle, a rock bank called Kozla: after that came the one called Dojke,which
dammed up the Danube. Therefore, at the Kozla-Dojke rapids, a 3.5 km long
navigable canal was built between April 1891 and September 1896, in order to
eliminate the section of waterfalls.

However, in the reach 10 km farther between lzlas-Tachtalia-Vlas the under-
ground rocks and cliffs hampering navigation reappeared. The dredging of the new
canal started in August 1893, and was completed in September 1897.

The rapids continued in a narrow reach between Greben and Milanovac. Here
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a method of underwater blasting was necessary and a dike had to be built which
reduced the river bed from a width of 2 km to 500 meters. The Greben rock-
peak, jutting out into the bed, was removed, and in this narrowed channel a
separate navigation canal was blasted. The dike was constructed to a length of
5.8 km; therefore the new navigation canal became 1200 meters long. According
to the opinion of a contemporary, never before had a dike of such size been
built in such a short time.

One km below Milanovac, the fearsome Juc falls set sailors a difficult task.
At a low water level the water rushed down with terrible force. This was caused
by a rock bank about 600-800 meters long extending for the full | km width of
the river-bed downstream. The surveys needed for the work began in September,
1890, while the I-km-long navigation canal was blasted out between May 1891,
and April 1896. The accompanying 4-kms-long dike was built between March 1895
and July 1897. With this, the lower waters were narrowed down to about 400 m.

Below the Juc - already beyond the Kazan Pass - there followed some 10 km
from Orsova the last and, at the same time, hardest reach impeding navigation:
the Iron Gate. The headquarters of the technical management of the regulation
of the Lower Danube was at Orsova. At this most dangerous stretch of white
water, - on the border of Romania, Serbia and Hungary - an 8-km-long trans-
verse underwater rock bank of Mount Allion impeded navigation. At the beginning
of the Iron Gate starting 36 kms below the Juc falls, the rock bank did not
protrude from the water, but its damming effect was already being felt. In the
middle course of the Iron Gate, however, the cliffs and rocks of the 3-km-long
Prigrada underwater limestone range projected, impeding navigation and the free
flow of water. This reach below the Prigrade, full of whirlpools and eddies, tried
the skill of sailors. Because of the high costs involved, the regulation of this
course was solved technically by building a separate canal, the so-called Iron
Gate Canal. This the speed and fall of the water tumbling over the rock bank.

The construction of the Iron Gate Canal started in August 1890, and it was
opened on February 29, 1896. The festive inauguration took place on September
27. Since the construction work was done separately from the bed, on-shore,
the original plans could be altered. Thus, the navigation canal at Orsova was
constructed, instead of two meters under the zero water-level, an additional
meter deeper. Thus, ships of 2 meters draft could pass through even in time of
low water. At the time of the work on this 2.2 km-long canal undisturbed
navigation on the Danube was insured. Below the Iron Gate, at the Lesser Iron
Gate, more rocks were removed from under the water, and a 60 meters wide

ship channel was blasted, with which unhampered navigation on this reach of

41



the Danube was ensured. From here on there were no more obstructions on the
Lower Danube.

In this largest erosion valley of Europe, the designers and technicians sur-
mounted the difficulties caused by four ranges. Out of the four only one, the
Kazan Pass, did not require special technical competence.

At the time of the Roman Empire men recognised the importance of this
border river, the Danube. On the critical reach of the Lower Danube - on the
left bank - there ran a tow path. Its construction began at the time of
Emperor Tiberius, but was completed only under the rule of Traian. Paul Vasar-
helyi, an outstanding Hungarian engineer, saw this path himself when he was
mapping the Lower Danube in 1832-34. Certain signs seem to indicate, that the
Romans built a side-canal in order to avoid the obstacles obstructing navigation
at the Iron Gate. The Roman military road was destroyed during time of the
great migrations. After this time, nothing was done to develop navigation on
the Lower Danube until the first third of the 19th century. Although the Posa-
revac Treaty concluded with the Turkish Empire in 1718 and later the 1815 Vienna
Congress expounded the principle of freedom of navigation, this did not materi-
alize under the prevailing political conditions.

Already under the influence of the Napoleonic Wars, when the grain export
from Hungary flourished, the significance of a Danubian waterway suddenly in-
creased. The Water Management and Construction Board of the Council of the
Governor-General (supreme administrative organ of the country), therefore, or-
dered plotting of the Upper Danube and of its tributaries in 1816. The turn of
the Lower Danube came in 1832-34. This was directed by Istvan Széchenyi as
royal commissioner. The works were supervised by Pal Vasarhelyi and his team
of engineers, albeit an officer of the Serbian military frontier, Colonel Jan-
kovich also made a general plan of this reach of the Danube in 1830. His plan,
however, was made only from the point of view of navigation and did not have
in mind the regulation of the river bed, as Vasarhelyi's did.

It is a great merit of Széchenyi to have recognized the importance of the
Danube as an international waterway. He had minor rock blasts carried out at
the Stenka, at Kozla-Dojke, and on the stretch of Greben, which succeeded in
forming a navigable stretch of several hundreds of metres, even in time of low
water. One year after these regulation works were performed in 1834, the plan
for the control of the Lower Danube was carried out by Vasarhelyi, who had
already proposed at that time the building of a lock canal on the lIzlas-Tachtalia-
Vlas, and at the Juc-falls. At the Iron Gate he wanted to equalize the different

water levels by means of navigation locks. This grandiose plan aimed at assuring
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safe navigation. Széchenyi and Vasarhelyi made a study trip to Western Europe
and to England in 1833-34 - before drawing up the plan - to study underwater
blasting techniques, to order dredgers and to purchase ships of shallow draft.

Yet, neither the government authorities, nor the First Danubian Steamship
Company (DDSG) supported Széchenyi's concept, although he had been one of the
principal organizers of this Company. Thus, instead of developing a navigable
channel they had to be content with building a tow path on the left bank from
Bazias to Orsova, which was later named the "Széchenyi Road". Even though his
plans from the early 19th century did not materialize, the regulation works carried
out made it possible for the Danubian Steamship Company's "Argo" to pass the
Iron Gate, demonstrating that regular steamship navigation could start even at
low water from Vienna to Galatz - if only by transshipment. Already in 1835,
the steamship "Maria Dorothea" made its way on the Danube as far as Constanti-
nople.

In 1856, the Paris Peace Treaty terminating the Crimean War declared anew
the freedom of navigation on the Danube,now all the way to the estuary. The
DDSG gradually recognized the importance of the Danube waterway, all the more
so as they were granted exclusive transport rights on the Danube for a long
period.

The high costs, however, still represented serious obstacles to the regulation
work. This concern was relieved by the 1871 London Congress's stipulations ac-
cording to which the littoral states were entitled to collect dues in order to
cover the costs of regulation. The Turkish party of the mixed Hungarian-Austrian-
Turkish Committee proposed regulation by locks. After some discussions, they
adopted the concept of a 60 meters wide and 2 meters deep navigation canal
with dikes. The Russo-Turkish war of 1878 postponed the regulation work. The
1878 Berlin Agreement revived the idea of regulation, and under the existing
political conditions it left the right of implementation to the Austro-Hungarian
Monarchy. However, there arose a lengthy dispute between the Austrian and
Hungarian governments over who should actually carry out the work.

After the great flood of the river Tisza in 1879, experts from abroad came
to Hungary to revise the flood-control designs in connection with the regulation
of the Tisza. The Hungarian government took the opportunity of requesting
their opinions on the plans for the control of the Lower Danube. These experts
recommended the navigation lock solution in the case of the Juc falls and the
Iron Gate. The majority opinion, however, was still for the establishment of
open canals. The Technical Council of the Ministry for Public Works and Trans-

portation accepted this solution in 1833-34, especially since the lock plan would

43



have cost twice as much. Another factor was that a system of locks was not
desirable from a military-strategic point of view, for in case of war it might
be blown up. Thus, Vasarhelyi's far-sighted concept of building a lock system
disappeared from the agenda for a long time to come. The idea of regulation
took on a new life after the intervention of Gabor Baross, later minister of
transportation. This outstanding transportation and trade politician drafted a law
in 1888 including (Art. 26) the general plan and projected expenses of regulation.
He also obtained the consent of the Serbian government promising financial sup-
port for the regulation work. After inviting international tenders for the job, a
joint  Hungarian-German enterprise was established in 1890. This was the Regu-
lation Company of the Lower-Danube-lron Gate. Hugo Luther, a manufacturer
from Braunschweig played a decisive role by assuring the financial support of
the Berlin Disconto Gesellschaft. Luther carried out the financial side of the
regulation work with such success that he was awarded the German Glashof
Commemorative Medal. (This was the highest distinction given by any German
association.) The Hungarian chief engineer of the Company, Gydrgy Rupcsics,
became the direct supervisor of the task. Work continued under state supervision
and was completed by 1898, instead of in 1895.

Neither the Hungarian nor of the German companies could call on previous
experience in meeting the enormous technical demands involved. Thus, for
instance for the development of machinery French, English and American ex-
periences with the regulation of the Suez Canal, the Panama Canal, and with the
St. Lawrence River were applied or adapted. However, for the splitting of rocks,
drilling ships of French manufacture used in the construction of the Panama Canal
did not work, so Luther and Rupcsics developed them further. Thus, just as the
competence of the Hungarian hydraulic engineers - beginning with Vasarhelyi -
stood out, so did the engineering technique used. One technical innovation fol-
lowed the other. For example, the Diésgy6r Iron Works produced better chisels
than the Essen Krupp Works, and the Danubius-Schoenichen-Hartman United Ship-
yard and Machine Factory of Ujpest won the international tender for the building
rights of the 600 HP "lron Gate" steam-tug, outmatching a number of large
foreign enterprises. This steam-tug was still towing the barges - against the
current, heading upstream - coming through the rapid-current stretch beyond the
regulated. How by means of a cable anchored at the upper end of the channel,
until the end of the 1930s.”

The significance of the regulation is shown by the fact that, while between
1880-1890 ships with a draft of 12 hands (183 centimeters) could travel only 45
days out of the 275 working days from March | to November 30, after 1898,
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this number increased to 258. Prior to the regulation, navigation had to be
stopped at Orsova when the water level was 120 centimeters, while thereafter
ships with 160 centimeters draft and 2500-2700 tons could operate even when
the water level was 100 centimeters.

On the regulated reach of the Lower Danube towing costs were 12 times
greater than on the quieter stretches of the river. Therefore, the solution with
water barrage proposed by Vasarhelyi came up repeatedly, but this was solved
only by the Iron Gate Barrage inaugurated in 1972. Since then, even ocean-going
ships of 5000 tons can pass through the Iron Gate making superfluous the river
pilot service established in the navigation canals that were built in the 1890's.

The regulation of the Lower Danube was, however, not free from diplomatic
complications. The mutual support of the littoral states did not materialize. The
1878 Berlin Agreement maintained the resolutions of the 1871 London Congress.
On this basis the regulation of water was legally a matter for the Monarchy. On
the other hand, the littoral states were granted so-called land-cession rights. The
Serbian Skupcina - Parliament - nevertheless passed a law in 1897 for the ex-
ploitation of the water power of the Lower Danube Rapids, and the Romanian
king also made an attempt to obtain a say in the regulation works. He proposed
that for the actual work a prior approval of the three affected parties be re-
quired. Another debate arose over the collection of navigation fees, etc. Neither
the Monarchy nor the Hungarian government abjured their rights as stipulated in
international agreements.3

Similarly the organization of the inaugural ceremony caused no small amount
of trouble. The Hungarian Premier, Baron Dezs6 Banffy, definitely objected to
holding on-shore celebrations on Serbian territory and he suggested to his
sovereign that Francis Joseph, with Charles, King of Romania and Alexander,
King of Serbia, together inaugurate the canal from a ship. This conciliatory
concept was, in the end, accepted. The inauguration of the Canal was integrated
into the programme of the millenary celebrations of the Hungarians' entrance
into the Danube basin.® The task of overall organization was assigned to the
ministry of trade; the minister of internal affairs was responsible for administra-
tive and security measures, while Banffy reserved for himself the political tasks,
such as the prior censoring of addresses to be given in the presence of the king.

Apparently, all went smoothly and with the greatest of pageantry. Contem-
porary papers wrote of the performance of miracles and titanic achievements,
and they saw in it - deservedly - the materialization of Széchenyi's concept,

which lent greater political weight to the nation. The Norddeutsche Allgemeine
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Zeitung also called the inauguration of the Iron Gate Canal an event of historical
importance demonstrating to the nations the spirit of progress and peace.
However, the opposition did not let the opportunity pass by without making
political capital out of the celebrations. On October I, 1896, Albert Apponyi,
leader of the National Party questioned Banffy in the Parliament about why the
Hungarian national tricolor had not been hoisted on the royal ship. He was also
dissatisfied with the inaugural speech of the king since this did not sufficiently
emphasize according to him the role of Hungary in the regulation work. The
extreme supporter of independence, Gabor Ugrén called the events at the Iron
Gate an Austrian celebration.” The Hungarian national character was lost - in
his view - in that the king did not deliver the inaugural speech in Hungarian.
Yet, these were not the real problems; the real issue arose over the covering
of costs, especially the additional costs of the regulation work, which increased
from 9 million florins to 19 million. It was a matter of concern that, because of
the more than doubling of the original costs-estimates, the famous Berlin Disconto
Gesellschaft that stood behind the Iron Gate Regulation Corporation and financed
the enterprise, might present a new bill, since they performed extra work
amounting to 2.5 million florins. This actually happened, but in the end the
Disconto Bank was satisfied with 400,000 florins compensation. The Minister
of Trade, Erné Déaniel reported in his submission to a meeting of the cabinet:
"The Berlin Disconto Bank is today one of the largest banking institutions
not only of Germany but perhaps of the whole world. It would cause much
greater damage if the loss suffered in the Iron Gate works were to become pub-
lic - in consequence of the uncertainty arising therefrom - than the actual loss
itself. The loss it has, no doubt, already recovered through its other enterprises.
It was an immense stroke of luck for the Hungarian state and for the reputation
of Hungarian engineers that such a world-famous bank sponsored the works, and
could not afford to withdraw on account of its good reputation. It was an
equally great stroke of luck that at the end of the work the bank did not dare
to present to the world an account of its losses. Had the works been done by
a Hungarian or a smaller foreign firm, it would probably still not have been
completed, and no doubt would end with an enormous overpayment.
The great technical enterprise had both a bright side and a dark side. How-
ever, we can still assess the importance of the regulation work best by noting
that the regulated Iron Gate fulfilled its task of assuring safe and continuous

navigation for three quarters of a century up to 1976.
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Notes

1/ An excellent new survey of the regulation of the Lower Danube including

2/

3/

4/

5/
6/
71/

sources and professional literature, can be found in the following work: Kal-
man Tory: Az Alduna szabalyozdsa. (Regulation of the Lower Danube), Viz-
Ugyi Torténeti Flizetek 5, Budapest, 1972. p. 81

Hungarian National Archives (in what follows: OL) K 228-1898-3-7294. On Oc-
tober 13, 1898 the Council of Ministers discussed the purchase of the new
steam-tug under Item 16 of the agenda.

OL-K 26-1898-VI-4337, and OL-K 255-1898-9-1097 and 1105. The exploitation
of the water power of the rapids of the Lower Danube was discussed in the
Council of Ministers on April 6, 1898, under item 9 of the agenda.

OL-K 26-1896-141. Francis Joseph approved the program of the Iron Gate
celebrations on June 30, 1896.

OL-K 228-1896-3-15733.

OL-K 26-1896-141, and OL-K 228-1896-3-15733.

OL-K 26-1898-15584 and K 178-1898-3-15733. The Council of Ministers debated
the matter of compensation under Item 12 of the agenda.

Akos Koroknai

National Archives
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Our article is published for the 250th
anniversary of the death of Eugene,
Prince of Savoy.

Eugene, Prince of Savoy, and Hungary

"Do you know why | esteem Hungarians so highly as soldiers? Because they have
the unparallelled property that it costs them no effort to be whatever they want
to be like; and what is the most remarkable about them is - which as it appears
to me the Court does not appreciate fully - that the character of the nobleman
and of the commoner is exactly the same."

We can read these lines in a letter by Prince Eugene written to Philip
Ludwig, Count of Sinzendorf, on August 29, 1701. The military career of the
Prince, which began and reached its climax with the war against the Turks, was
closely connected with Hungary, whose crown was worn by the Habsburgs since
1526. It is possible that Eugene had heard of Hungary already while in France,
but he really became acquainted with Hungary, the country, and its people only
after 1683 as a soldier.

During Prince Eugene's activities, mutual mistrust poisoned the relations
between the Vienna court and the Hungarian nation. The imperial policy-makers
regarded the Hungarians as suspected, (or) perennial rebels who had to be kept
in check with ruthless force. The Prince, however, tried to form his opinions
without prejudices. As early as 1693, he declared: "l know by experience that
| can always reckon with the courage and resolution of the Hungarians." He
never changed this opinion. He was among the first to recognize the usefulness
of the mobile Hungarian cavalry, and he pleaded for the establishment of Hun-
garian Hussar regiments in the imperial army. Later, when he gained some
influence in politics, he often defended Hungary in the War Council and in the
Ministers' Council, and he condemned policies intended to impose penalties on
the country. He could not understand why the government mistrusted the Hun-
garians. "In my view" - he writes - "some people seek to defame this brave and

good-natured people before the Emperor." As a member of the Cabinet, he ob-
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jected to the increase of the tax imposed on Hungary, saying that the country
had been impoverished by the permanent wars, and the peasantry could not bear
the heavy burdens. He believed, and he gave voice to his conviction, that the
constitutional complaints of Hungary should be examined, and if they were jus-
tified, they must be redressed. "I am only afraid" - he writes - "that if one
has towrest all their rights from the nation with sword in hand, in the end do
mutual trust would be lost, and such a precious thing once lost can never be
regained."

He did not agree with the aggressive measures of counter-reformation, or
with the persecution of Protestants. He was of the opinion that "the activities
of the Catholic clergy must be kept within bounds".

He condemned the activities of the Jesuits (the black-frocked), and he did
not conceal his view that the ruthless recatholization by this order greatly con-
tributed to the desperately low public morale in Hungary. He maintained that
the Jesuits drove the people to despair, and "the desperate Hungarians could not
keep their feelings under control". In 1723, he advised to Emperor Charles VI
(as Hungarian king Charles Il): "Your Majesty should give the Augustinian and
Helvetian confessions full liberty, and he who disturbs the religious peace should
be brought to justice."

The great insurrection against Vienna under the command of Ferenc Réakéczi
I worried him very much, and when he received the news of the Peace of
Szatmar in 1711, he wrote with delirious joy to Count Janos Palfy: "Ten times |
kissed your letter... you saved it (the country) more through your intelli-
gence than by your sword."

Would all that mean - as some people interpreted it - that Prince Eugene
was the friend and advocate of Hungary? Would he have had a preference for
the Hungarian people? It would be an error to attribute such emotions to him.
In reality he was not particularly well-disposed toward the Hungarians, just as
he was not toward any other people of the Monarchy. He declared himself
French; he swore allegiance to the Emperor. He had in mind only and exclusively
the consolidation of the dynasty, and he meant to extend the absolute imperial
power. "Sire, the Monarchy relies on Your Majesty's army" - he said in 1703 to
Emperor Leopold | - "without which Your Majesty would lie at the mercy of
Turks, French, and perhaps one day, of Hungarians."

It was his conviction that the Habsburgs could only cope with the rivalry
with the European great powers if there were peace in their lands. However,

this peace could only be attained if no people or religion were preferred another,

49



and if the Emperor saw to it that the laws were strictly kept. Otherwise,
"loyalty and attachment go nowhere", and internal troubles might break out. As
to religious freedom, he was not guided by the idea of freedom of conscience,
but only by reasons of state. As he wrote to the papal nuncio in 1714: "Religious
disputes up to now have ruined many a country. We narrowly escaped having

the dissolution of the Austrian Dynasty's rule in Hungary brought about by the
Jesuits' persecution of the Protestants.”

Therefore it follows that Prince Eugene refused to admit that any people
had the right to self-determination, or to stand up against the monarch in de-
fence of their rights. Whoever takes up arms against his monarch is a rebel,
and should be forced into obedience, if needed, by armed might. He who raised
his voice for the constitutional rights of Hungary was against entering into nego-
tiations with the Hungarian rebels, or with Ré&kéczi .

When in Italy he received the news of peace negotiations with the Hun-
garians, he could hardly hide his indignation. "Since when should a sovereign
make peace with his own subjects, let alone with rebels? Has a rebel then a
right to wage war? Which law binds the monarch to carry on peace talks with
insurrectionists?... to accord them a right to war and peace tacitly by untimely
and inappropriate compliance, or even by negotiating with them -, neither the
law of nations, nor even less the constitution of Hungary, calls for that.”

When after seven years of war he was forced to realize that it was not an
easy task to repress the Hungarian insurrection, he was inclined to reconciliation
as a last resort. He advised Emperor Charles |: "Une corde ou un cordon a
Rékéczi ." Which means, if there is no way to hang R&akéczi , he must con-
clude an agreement with him. That is the reason of state. But he never re-
cognized the right of the Hungarian nation to a sovereign state nor to an
autonomous government.

The Turks surrendered the castle of Temesvar to the Prince in October 1716,
and Mehmed Pasha also requested free withdrawal for the one-time Hungarian
insurgents staying in the castle. Eugene wrote in the draft agreement with his
own hand: "La canaille puo andare dove vuole." (The mob may go where it
wants.)

Nevertheless the fact remains: Hungary owes it to the strategic genius of
Eugene Prince of Savoy that, after 150 years of occupation, the Osman power
was driven out of the country. The battle of Nagyharsany in 1687, the victory
at Zenta in 1697, the capture of Temesvar in 1716 made it possible to re-
establish the territorial integrity of the Hungarian kingdom, and to begin the

process of rebuilding the country. The equestrian statue of Eugene in front of
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the one-time royai castle in Buda represents the tribute of thanks of Hungary

to this great general and statesman.

Here follows the English version of some letters by Eugene Prince of Savoy
to Marshall Janos Palfy. The German originals can be found in the following
documents: Sammlung der hinterlassenen politischen Schriften des Prinzen Eugens
von Savoyen in sieben Abteilungen. Herausgegeben von J. Edler von Sartori,

Tubingen 18114821.

Kalman Benda

Institute of Historical Sciences

Eugene, Prince of Savoy to Count John Palfy.

Vienna, 12. 1. 1703.

The extraordinary measures to be taken against the malcontents in Hungary give
me much work and worry. While formerly the Camisards' offensive compelled

the French to divide their armies, this year the malcontents occupy our forces.

| share the opinion of your Excellency that not only to Ragotzy (Francis Rakéczi
I1.) and Bercenj (Nicholas Bercsényi) organize the rebellion in our rear, but many
others, too, busy themselves to stir up the rebellion in Hungary. Princess Ra-
gotzy (I willingly render her this title) herself declared here in many places - and
| have letters, too, of this tenor - that the strongest camp of the Hungarian
rebellion was in Vienna, among the black-frocked ones. Cardinal Grimani, who is
usually well-informed, told me as early as this spring that this year we would
have much trouble with Hungary, and that the authorities had now to make a
decision. There is nothing left but to take a strong line with those rebels, and
to shatter their hopes of foreign assistance. | am very pleased that the Danish
troops have been contacted; shortly a considerable Prussian army, too, will reach

our borders. Thereafter | will go personally to Pressburg to lead the operations.
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The Duke of Baden agrees with you perfectly that we should strike the malcon-
tents at their most tender point. | share this view, if only General Montecuculi
could have supported his so well-started maneuvers by a reinforcement for
Transylvania. The situation now requires that we cover Pressburg with a strong
observation corps, to which General Heister has greatly contributed by his
forced march. The English and Dutch ministers have used every effort to bring
the malcontents to an agreement, even the Archbishop of Colloza (Kalocsa)
appeared decidedly to come around to this view. You may rest assured that |
in my place have done all in my power: Yet, so long as the malcontents still
have the hope of relying on the support of their brothers and so long as they
still see that not all roads to new operations can be closed to them no inter-
vention whatever can be of use.

Next month | will go again to Hungary myself, and - so far as my powers
permit - will try my own hand at putting out the fire. God grant that | do not
burn my fingers in so doing. Colonel Caroli (Alexander Karolyi) also went over
to the malcontents with a troop of hussars. You can consider this step as a

dereliction of duty which took place against my will.

Eugene, Prince of Savoy to Count John Palfy.

Caravaggio, 7. 9. 1705.

With all the inconveniences | could imagine taking place in Hungary, | would
never have thought that the Jesuits in Transylvania could have the audacity
to erect a triumphal arch for Ragotzy - elected among great tumult Prince of
Transylvania - the inscriptions of which Your Excellency had the kindess to for-
ward to me. | have long been aware that the Jesuits in Hungary have secretly
declared for the French-Spanish party; yet, | would never have believed that
they should be openly unmindful of the respect, or at least the loyalty and al-
legiance they owe to the royal dynasty. Steps of this kind indicate that their
rule has lasted too long, as the noble Sarpi overtly said. The art of changing
colours has often proved a failure, at least such a mean partisanship can never
last long. | will wager that they would be the first to have to clear out after
the repression of the rebels, as they well deserve.

The inscription LIBERTAS AUREA startled me most: how can it be brought
in accord with the vow of obedience and of poverty? As to the one reading:

PIETAS AD OMNIA UTILIS, it seems to me that it probably means sheer hy-
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pocrisy. How could such ghastly doings stay hidden so long under the black
frocks?

Things are getting worse and worse; in as much as the clergy does not even
refrain from perjury in their endeavours to mislead the people. In this case
strength should come before benevolence. So long as we are unable to subdue
the rebels by superior force, a peaceful settlement of the conflict is not con-
ceivable. It appears to me that it would be no particular trouble for Ragotzy
to bring the Swedes and most easily the Poles, over to his side, for among the

latter priests, Jews and women are almost the most important thing.

Eugene, Prince of Savoy to Count John Palfy.

Caravaggio, Il. 9. 1705.

The Duke of Marlborough gave me a copy of the letter of his Queen adressed to
our Sovereign concerning the unrest in Hungary. It appears to be the counterpart
of the one written by the King of France to Ragotzy encouraging him to pursue
the rebellion. The Earl of Sunderland and Lord Stepney will get no advantage
from this. Ragotzy is whole-heartedly attached to France, as the King promised
him protection and asylum in France in case his cause might fail. The Queen
expresses the wish that the Emperor may offer propitious terms of peace for his
Hungarian subjects.

In the diplomatic sense this request appears to me very paradoxical. Since
when should a sovereign make peace with his own subjects, let alone with
rebels? Has a rebel then a right to wage war? Which law binds the monarch to
carry on peace talks with in surrectionists? The Emperor is ready any time tlo
accept the proposals of the nation for the redressing of their grievances; he is
ready to invite the nation to make such proposals; what more, he is disposed to
do away with those grievances according to their wish and request - but to
compromise with rebellion, which the nation itself did not ask for, to enter into
peace negotiations with the adherents of a foreign power, to accord them a
right to war and peace tacitly by untimely and inappropriate compliance, or even
by negotiating with them -, neither the law of nations, nor even less the con-
stitution of Hungary, calls for that.

| submit my so often repeated views for your kind consideration. Your sound
reasoning, and your virtuous patriotism is a model for me; you and the honour-
able Estates of Hungary should decide about my opinion; reprove me if wrong,

since you have never yet been unmindful of the respect to your monarch, and
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then | will myself acknowledge my mistake to your king. But should you find my
reasoning worthy of your attention and approval, then further put your trust in
me to keep nothing back, that the nation wishes, but rather to declare it freely.
With rebels we will certainly not reach our goal, and in order to remedy the
grievances of the nation, our norm will and must be the constitution of your

country. The rebels,however, have no part in this.

Eugene, Prince of Savoy to Count John Palfy.

Ryssel, 23. 9. 1708.

The great victory the eminent General Heister won at Trentschin, August 3,
over the Hungarian rebels comforted me only in the respect that the trouble-
mongers will, in this year at least, not be in the position to gain ground. But
| do not expect much good from the Diet of Pressburg since the Estates do not
exhibit most willing compliance regarding the succession rights of the Austrian
House. It appears to me that this opposition very much deforms the character
of the gratitude which, considering what the Royal House has done for them,
has until now so outstandingly been their wont. | am only afraid that if one has
to wrest all their rights from the nation with sword in hand, in the end mutual
trust would be lost, and such a precious thing once lost can never be regained;
for the national character is not changed, even by great misery.

The nations would in this case observe the rule of the wise Scipion, who
would no longer give either his trust or his heart to someone who had once
deceived him. The protesting Estates by their submissiveness in politicis, put
to shame a large part of the Catholics. It is only to be regretted that the
Catholic side fails to use this readiness - following the advice of your Excel-
lency - to the true benefit of the common cause. Who knows how many foreign
agents of Rome, France and Poland are in Vienna, in order to mislead the
nations through constant tension, and constantly to provide new nourishment for

mistrust, which in any case is very easily fed?

Eugene, Prince of Savoy to Count John Palfy.

Mainz, 20. 6. 1711

As far as | can remember, | have had no happier day then yesterday in my
life. Ten times | kissed your letter of the 6th of this month in which you

informed me by the enclosed reports, of the favourable ending of the affair
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of Hungarian malcontents. Last month | had a similar report from Vienna which
seemed to be reliable; | could not believe it, however, until | heard the truth
from you yourself.

Thanks be given to Providence from meand all good people for choosing
my best Count as its instrument, and at the same time for the pacification of
the country. The Monarchy owes this lucky event to your demonstrated fear-
lessness, your perseverance and your perspicacity. Oh, had our late monarch
experienced at least this joy, which now comes doubly to his inany case very
heart-stricken princess! | can hardly wait for the moment when | can warmly
embrace you, my dear Count, on account of my sincere joy. | saw in you
from the very beginning a second Count Michael Teleky. He saved the country,
and you have preserved it more through your intelligence than by your sword.

If only | could imagine, after this confluence of the most vexatious cir-
cumstances, such a joyful and beautiful day on which | could write you in
return such a result (the true gift of the Divinity), that peace has been con-
cluded with France! But my days are too short to be able truly to send you
those few precious words: My Fatherland is at peace. This war sows the seeds
of new wars in Europe for an entire century: | doubt that | shall come to see
that the sword be sheathed; consider my words. May the Providence help you
with word and deed that at least in Hungary internal strife should not flare up
again. For there, too, bad seed has been sown, which has a nofarious effect
so long as the three escaped leaders have not lost their entire influence on the
matters of the country.

| have just received news from Vienna of the conquest of Montgatsch (Mun-
k&cs). This very day | will copy the reports forwarded to me and send them to
our dear Starhemberg. Maybe it would be his first and perhaps only comfort in

his present circumstances.
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Action of Margit Slachta to Rescue Slovakian Jews

The Slovakian state created in March 1939 only granted full civic rights to in-
habitants belonging to the "Slovakian ethnic group"”. From the first month of the
existence of the new state anti-Jewish legislation restricted the legal situation
of Slovakian Jewry, which made up some 4 / of the population.'

The Slovakian Jews earlier played an important role in economic and civil
life. In certain intellectual professions, e.g. physicians, their proportion exceeded
50 %. This stratum rose into bourgeois civilisation at a higher rate than Slovak
nationals, and their mother tongue and culture was almost entirely Hungarian.
All this only increased the antisemitism of the Slovak intelligentsia which was
fighting for national determination. The representatives of the Catholic Church
were everywhere to be found in the leadership of the new Slovak state and many
leaders of the intellectual class were under their influence.

The disenfranchisement of Jews was initiated by the Slovakian state itself.
The "Codex Judaicum" issued on September 10, 1941, reflecting the spirit of the
Nuremberg Laws put Slovakian Jewry outside the law. Their special designation,
segregation and deportation started in 1942. The news of the deportations
reached Hungary, and in these years about 6-8000 Slovakian Jews found refuge
in Hungary.n

The action launched by Margit Slachta ( 1884 Kassa - 1974 Buffalo) to rescue
the Slovakian Jews is less known. Margit Slachta was a well-known per-
sonality of Hungarian public life between the two world wars. As early as 1919
she organized the Catholic Women's Party, as candidate of which she was
elected member of Parliament - the first woman MP in Hungary - for 1920-22.
In 1923 she established the Society of Social Sisters3 which worked for the
protection of children, women and families. She was a conservative, legitimist
politician, sensitive to social questions. As a committed Christian, she defied
the spirit of the age, and faithful to the ideas of charity and fraternity re-
belled against racism and inhumanity. Between 1945-48 she was elected MP
again. Yet, she did not conform to the demands of the new era. She became
gradually isolated, she was ousted from public life that was becoming more
and more impatient, until finally she was driven to emigration.

The news concerning the deportations in Slovakia prompted her to immediate
action. At Easter 1942 she went to Pozsony (Bratislava) to see for herself if
the news were true, and how she could help. Returning home, she bombarded

the Church authorities and all influential personalities with letters and petitions.
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She urged a united, determined position of the episcopacy in support of the per-
secutees. Unfortunately, her efforts remained without success. In the Spring of

1942, 58,000 Slovakian Jews were hauted away to extermination camps. In the
Spring of 1943 it came to the deportation of the remaining 25,000 Jews, mostly
of Christian religion. Slachta again tried to help. This time, she turned to the

Pope, Pius XII, himself.

It came to her knowledge that Francis Spellman, Cardinal Archbishop of New
York, whom Slachta had known from the US, was going to spend a few days in
Rome early March. The well-informed knew well that Spellman belonged to the
narrow circle of the Pope's confidants, Slachta therefore wished to gain access
to the Pope through him. At the cost of many difficulties - through the
intermediation of Regent Horthy's wife - she managed to obtain a passport, and
flew to Rome. Archbishop Spellman received her at once, and obtained a papal
audience for her. Slachta informed Spellman, and later the Pope, of the Slo-
vakian events orally and in writing as well.

It was perhaps owing to this intervention that Pope Pius Xl then in -
structed the seven Slovakian bishops to proceed personally at President Tiso,
Prime Minister Tuka, and Mach, Minister of Home Affairs, to protest against
the deportation of the remaining Jews. He also ordered that in all churches in
Slovakia & pastoral letter signed by the seven bishops be read, expounding why
deportation was incompatible with Christianity.

The deportation planned for 1943 did not take place. The above mentioned
action by Margit Slachta must have played a role in the respite given to Slo-
vakian Jewry. At the same time the changed situation of the war also had an
effect in the same direction, perplexing the "zealous" leaders. We must refer
also to the 50,000 dollar "ransom" which the Bratislava Rescue Committee,
acting as a self-defence organization for Slovakian Jewry, paid to the SS, in
the person of Dieter von Wisliczeny, in exchange for the suspension of the de-
portations . This amount - two dollars per person - reached Slovakia through
international Jewish organizations.

The remaining Slovakian Jewry which had won a breathing space, in the
end met its fate in the Autumn of 1944. After the defeat of the Slovakian
uprising deportations started again in retaliation. More than 10,000 persons were
transported to Auschwitz and other death camps.5

At that time, Slachta could no longer intervene on their behalf. When in
Autumn 1944, all hell broke loose in Hungary also she tried again to help those
in trouble. The social sisters under her direction turned over their houses and

documents to the persecutees. They hid and rescued more than 1000 people.
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Slachta, following Christian teachings, took a stand against the barbarities. She
belonged to the few about whom we could say they did their best to help their

fellow human beings.

The documents published here were written by Slachta in English. The first
letter was written in Budapest, and the rest in Rome after the meeting with
Spellman. The documents were put at our disposal through the courtesy of a

social sister, llona Mona.

Notes

1/ The decree of April 18, 1938, defined the term "Jew". On this basis Jews
were considered to be those of Jewish religion, plus those converts who con-
verted to some Christian confession after October 30, 1918. This Slovakian de-
cree defined the notion of "Jew" in a similar fashion with the first Hungarian
anti-Jewish law.

2/ Vaadat Ezrah Vo6-Hazalah Bo-Budapest. Der Bericht des Judischen Rettungs-
kommitees aus Budapest. Submitted by Dr. Rezsé Kasztner. 12.

3/ Society of Social Sisters (1923-1948). Its clerical president was Bishop Count
Janos Mikes, its president Margit Slachta. The Society established itself in five
countries, and by the end of the thirties, had about 200 members. Their primary
task was to provide committed and qualified social workers for the protection of
children, women and families.

4/ Baron Dieter von Wisliczeny was a member of the Department RSHA IV B 4,
dealing with Jewish matters. In the period under examination, he was the leader
of the SS Sonderkommando in Pozsony (Bratislava). He was executed after the
war in Czechoslovakia on account of the role he played in the deportation of
Slovakian and Hungarian Jewry.

5/ Some 8,000 persons were transported to Auschwitz, the rest to Theresien-
stadt and Bergen-Belsen. About 2,000 Jews remained illegally in Pozsony (Bra-

tislava) .

Maria Schmidt
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His Excellency
Francis SPELLMAN D.D.
Archbishop of New York
ROMA

Your Excellency;

First of all may | express my heartfelt gratitude for the granted audience
inspite of the tiresome day. And please accept the expression of a double thank for
your fatherly extreem kindness in sending us home on your own car. God bless
your Excellency in return.

In answering your Excellency's question as to the deportation of the
Slovak Jews, | take the liberty to mention a few possibilitis, which could be use-
ful at the solution of the problem.

1/ In case Slovakia shall carry out this devlish plan of deportation, the U.S.A.
will withdrow for 20,000 german subjects the permission to stay in the United
States. /Does our moral low allow such kind of retorsion?/

2/ 1t is known the cruel fait of German soldiers as Russian warprisonners.

Should Slovakia give up the plan of deportation, the U.S.A. will intervene
by Russia in the interest of German warprisonners.

3/ The Slovak "government" efforded 150,000 Switzer francs monthly, should she
allow the Jews to remain. The Jews, - deprived from everything they had,
are not able to secure this amount.

The U.S.A. could offer this amount to Slovakia in dollars.

U Spain has representativ in Slovakia. Foloowing the offer of the U.S.A., Spain
should be the protector of Jewish interests in Slovakia. In case Spain is
willing to do this, and should assure a certain financial help to both countries.

5/ Spain should grant quick permits to Jews, temporary immigrants in Spain and
the U.S.A. should declaire their willingness to grant them permanent stay
in the U.S.A. after the war.

| ask to be excused for my poor English and this hurried letter. | would
be extreemly happy if something could be done and if peoples hope in your
person Excellency could be answered by some arrangement in their behalf. Oh
remembered them, they suffer extreemly.

Whishing your Excellency a wuiet trip and the chisest blessings of the
Lord,

| remain,

your greatful and humble daughter in Christ
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Roma, the 23rd March 1943.
Via Giulia |I.
Sister Margaret Slachta
C/O Monsgr Francis Luttor
His Excellency
Francis SPELLMAN D.D.
Archbishop of New York
NEW YORK

Your Excellency;

With the permission received here in Roma, | take the liberty to enclose the
letter presented here in the Vatican to Monsgr D. Meglio, who is in charge of
the Slovak cause.

There is but little hope that the Italian gouvernement will consent and allow
to Slovakien refugees to enter Italie. But even in this case to obtain the letter
of the New York Bank, would mean much for the Italian Jewish charity organiz-
ation, as they are helping the Croitien refugees who with the permission of the
governement are already here.

The president of the Italian organization is:

Mr.Lelio Vittorio Valobra

Genova, Piazza Vittoria 4.

He could not tell me the name of the New York bank, where the money
is in deposit. But he assured me, that the Joint Distribution Commettee is well
known.

In connection of point 5. of my letter, | ask your Excellency to graciously
procure for Mr Valobra this bankletter.

| suppose that the Joint Distribution C. has a deposit for other coutries too.
Oh it would be such a blessing if the Hungarian and Slovakian organization could
have such letter of assurance too. If this is possible, please to interveen for the
other countries too.

To say a word of the Slovakian case: the Holy See made the utmost in their
interest. The plan of deportation is postponed until middle of April. May the
merciful God allow that it would be cancelled definitly.

| would be exceedingly grateful for one word from your Excellency wheather
such a bankletter is possible or not.

Hoping that your Excellency's trip in the two other continents was satisfactory

| ask your blessing, and remain Your humble daughter in Christ
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Enclosure |I.

The destructions of the Jews forms one of the darkest passages in the his-
tory of the young Slovakian state, not only on account of its methods, but also
because the Slovakian themselves are more the passive spectators rather than the
active performers of these unheard-of events, except the leaders, with Mach and
Tuka at their head who, however, are also only the means of a mightier power
than they themselves.

The data regarding the deportation cannot give even an approximative picture
of its real meaning to a non-participant. It is necessary to complete the dull
facts with some details.

That high degree of hatred which is necessary for the execution of such a
plan or for even looking-on passively, was excited beforehand by a systematic
propaganda.

During a long period, the newspapers published a series of pictures and
articles, apt to raise the greatest hatred. No means were too low in the service
of instigating hatred,also by big placards.

Day after day new decrees were issued, the basis of which was not formed
by real necessity, but rather with the aim to humiliate and torment the Jewish
population: such as the large yellow star marking them; the curfew to be inside
by six o'clook; the compulsion to leave their lodgings and crowd into ghettos;
later on the forbidding to move from one town to another; Christians were
forbidden to enter the homes of Jewish families and vice-versa; in shops, and
restaurants inscriptions were placed excluding them; decrees were issued forbiddirg
intervention in Jewish affairs; they were excluded from legal rights, they were
deprived from all possibilities of earning ther livelihood etc.

It can be understood that after such a systematic preparation the mob could
attack with sticks and iron rods the Jews, that they broke in to their shops and
robbed them, even dragged defenseless people from their houses and were allowed
to beat them half-dead, and later on could even deport and kill them.

During the deportations a transport of 3,000 girls was gathered in the
Patronka in Bratislava, where all their articles of value, keepsakes, provisions
and clothes were taken away from them, and in order to prevent any communi-
cation with their relatives, the windows of the camp were boarded. They had to
sign papers to remounce their articles of value. For two days they were left
without food and if anyone committed suicide the others were made responsible
for it.

There is evidence that, as with the Croatian and Polish women, these girls

were also carried to entertainment places behind the front of they were found
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"fit" for this purpose and placed at the disposal of the soldiers. In Poland there
existed young girls, even among the rich, who got into such camps from which
they could often only escape by obtaining a certificate from the physician,
proving that they were syphilitic.

It is feared that, after the Slovakian Jewish girls and women, it will be the
turn of the Christians, for their excessive waste in men and women not only
behind the front, but also in the work camps is known. This supposition is ren-
dered still more plausible by the fact that after last year's deportation in ac-
cordance with an official decree, all household empolyees had to submit to a
medical examination. Sanitation in Slovakia is not on such a high level as to
permit the supposition that under the present difficult circumstances the Slovakian
government should have ordered it from a sanitarian point of view.

Very reliable witnesses state that these girls carried to entertainment
places at the front served whole companies, and after having become "useless"
they were shot in groups. On examining these unfortunate corpses a physician
stated that wild beasts could not, have handled them worse than the soldiers
entertaining themselves. This physician - according to his statement - felt sick
himself from the sight.

He says that these unfortunate girls not only waited apathetically for their
turn of the excution, but even asked for it.

After the girls and the young men had been taken off separately, they took
the remaining people along, regardless of their age, condition of health, culture.
Healthy people, sick, old and dying people, new born babies, pregnant women
were all separated from each other and placed in camps then loaded on to
waggons. Their documents were taken away, and they were marked by numbers.
The waggons were seald. Eye withesses saw the inhumane, even diabolical way
of transportation. From these sealed waggons, sobbing and cries for help could
be heard which accompanied the rattling of the wheels was ghostly. They were
not allowed to take with them any victuals, medicines, or even the most
necessary things for personal daily use. The strings of their only luggage, tied
to their back, were out on entering the waggon.

The ground of the waggon was filled with lime, which in want of the most
primitive sanitary accomodation was slaked and the poisonous gas killed them, so
that daily 10-15 corpses were thrown out of the waggons, by the attendants.

One of the most heart-breaking transports was that of 5-17 years old children
who lamenting, sobbing and crying together faced an unknown future.

Beyond the border the deported people had to walk 20-30-40 kms and those

unable to walk were shot.
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Trustworthy eye-witnesses tel! us about the mass executions, where the
people marched in columns of eight, among them mothers with babies, old men
supported each others towards the trenches, where machine-guns fire put an end
to their misery. They were buried in masses, some of them still alive. News
arrived of every kind of massacre: of people being slain, shot or gassed, etc.

No humanitarian society, nit even the Red Cross was able to procure any news
about them.

The remainder tried to hide in woods and bushes, or escaped towards the
Hungarian frontier.

Those who had hoped that after these bloody and cruel days their life would
be spared, were overcome by a new wave of terror following the speech of
minister Mach on February 8. 1943. His cry: "Away with all Jews" spread like
fire all over this formally free, but in reality subjugated little state; in the
months of March and April all of them must be deported, which practically means
their murder in various ways.

On February 12th 1943. the internments in Bratislava began anew. Indiscribable
panic broke out among the miserable people, numbering over 20.000, among them
more than 10.000 Christians. The internments are not made by the police this
time, but by members of the Klinka guard, who execute their commands with the
greatest possible brutality.

According to information some 500 children are roaming about in Slovakia,
alone, destitute without parents or guardians. The misery of hiding and all the
risks of escape towards the Hungarian frontier are beginning over again. According
to Mach's plan, two months hence no Jew may live in Slovakia.

Without difference of religion all people fearing God must join in preventing
the realisation ofthis devilish plan if we dont want the wrath of God to avenge
with manifold punishment the destruction of many thousands of human beings

incapable of self defence.

63



Enclosure 2.

In March 1942, the Slovakian government decreed the deportation of the whole
Jewish population of the State which - according to the legal definition of the
Jews - amounted to approximately 80-90.000 people.

An agreement was concluded between the Slovakian and the German State,
according to which Slovakia pays Germany 500 RM for each deported person,
while all movable and inmovable property of the deported Jews passes over to the
Slovakian State.

Who were deported?

In principle the deportation extended to every person of Jewish origin, if a

special decree did not provide for their exemption.
Who were exempted?
a. | Those who work for the state, such as e.g. physicians, veterinary

surgeons, chemists, engineers, the leaders of agricultural undertakings etc.

b. /  Such persons as receive a personal exemption from the President of the
State.
c. /| Persons married to Christians, if married before September 10, 1941 and

their descendants.

d. / Persons who were baptized before March 14, 1939.

e. / Jews of Hungarian and American citizenship.

f. / Employees of the Jewish central office (Ustredna Zidov:).

g. / Two rabbis.

Besides these legal exceptions there was no other escape: infants, old
people, pregnant women, sick people, criples, invalids, imbeciles, all were
obliged to leave Slovakia.

The course of the deportations.

The interments began on March 24, 1942. At first women between 17 and 35
years, some days later men from 16 to 50, and thereafter - with a few short
intervals - all other categories were taken, from March 26. 1942 to the end of
October 1942, one transport following the other, 65-70.000 people having been
deported.

From the notes of an eye-witness we find the following details:

"March 24. Women from 17 to 35 taken and interned.

March 25. Men from 17 to 45 interned. The internment of women continues
too. People are being enclosed in different camps in Slovakia.

March 26. 30 waggons crowded with young girls were sent towards the

borders. At the frontier-station of Zvard the transport wad handed over to the
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SS. At present it is impossible to state the destination of the transport. (Galicia?
Silesia?)

March 27. 50 waggons filled with men have started towards Zilina, probably
with Lublin as destination. On the same day 1000 young girls were deported to
unknown destination.

April 4. 8.000 people transported beyond the borders and 4.000 interned
in Sered, Bratislava, Zilina, Poprad, Novaky. The interned people suffer from
hunger, their provisions are being taken away.

April 8. The city of Trnava is surrounded, all Jews up to 60 were taken
away."

The deportations ceased from the end of October till present date.

The places where the deported Jews were settled.

At the Slovakian border the deported people were usually taken over by
German SS-divisions or soldiers. The Slovakian Jews were settled in Galicia,
Poland, East Upper Silesia, and the Ukraine: those able to work were employed
partly in factories and military factories, the rest were placed in closed reser-
vations, ghettos.

The execution of the deportation.

Families were separated, first young girls, later on young men and after-
wards old people were also deported. Without previous warning people were taken
away from their offices, their homes, sometimes from the street. Their intern-
ment took place under terrible circumstances; they were enclosed in camps where
no communication with the outer world was possible and from where they were
transported towards the frontiers without any food or drink.

The documents and identity papers were taken away from the deported
persons, they were not allowed to use their name, and were only numbered.

Since all their articles of value had already been previously seized, they
were only allowed to take with them most necessary objects for every day use,
except medicines, up to a limit of 50 kilos. However, in most cases not even
this luggage arrived.

The situation of the deported Jews.

According to reports, the major part of the 65-70.000 deported people are
no longer alive. Most of them died as a result of physical privations, or through
acts of violence. Out of the 65-70.000 there are only 3-4.000 whose identity
number or address is known. Hardly any correspondence is possible with them

and news from them arrive only very exceptionally.
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Notes of an intelligent Slovakian woman who, after many months of persecutions,
unbelievable adversities and misery, succeeded to escape from deportation.

The cruelties started in March 1942 when quite suddenly at night the young
girls and childless women from 16 to 45 were taken away from their homes. They
were carried off almost from the school-desks and from the warm home of their
parents. They were allowed to take with them only a small bundle, some warm
clothes, a little food, with which their parents were able to provide them in the
middle of the night. In fact, even these few things,such as a cover and warm
sweater, as well as the wrist watch or ring which some of them possessed, were
all taken away from them. It did occur not only in a single case that Slovakian
policemen in the Bratislava camp of Patronka declined service, saying that they
had children themselves and that the weeping of the parents broks their heart,
and that childless poicemen should be sent there.

No news have ever come about the first transports. In summer there came
some open cards from the Ukraine to the Stavebne Drzstvo, where intelligent
Jewish advocates, learned merchants and other people possessing a university
degree did the hard work of masons. In these cards they wrote that all of them
were no more than shadows through famine, that their clothes were completely
in rags, and they entreated some food and old clothing. No eye remained dry
on reading these lines. One post-card was more sad than the other.

One transport started after the other: now already whole families were
deported. However, on the frontier they were separated.

The poorest and most religious people were the greatest heroes. They led
their small children and no teansware in there eyes, but prayers on their lips.
Some of the Christian housemasters or of their Christian neighbours ran after
them and wanted to give them something, but they were threatened. No human
feeling was tolerated.

An old lady teacher of 78, an 80 years old merchant, sick people unable to
walk, blind and invalid people were lifted into the waggons. Many of them died
already en route. 40 people were crowded together in one nearly hermetically
closed cattle waggon.

In the concentration camp of Zilina, which had room for 1200 people, at
times there were crowded together 2500 persons.

The furniture wa