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László tamás Vizi 

NINEty yEArS oF trIANoN CrISIS-MANAGEMENt 

1. Introduction

Few deny the fact that during the “short” twentieth century1 Hungary has a 
number of pivotal national trauma; the tragedy of the treaty of trianon, 
signed on 4th June 1920 meant a historical shock for the country, which due 
to be considered rightly the largest Hungarian national disaster in the 20th 
century.

Because the peace treaty2 legitimized the historical dismemberment of 
Hungary so that Western Hungary, Upper Hungary, transcarpathia, 
transylvania, the eastern part of the Great Hungarian Plain, Southern 
Hungary (Bácska, Bánát) and Croatia-Slavonia3 was separated from Hungary.

As a result, the forced loss of territory reduced the historical territory of 
Hungary – not counting Croatia-Slavonia – from 282,870 km2 to 92,963 km2 
and the population of the country from persons 18,264,533 to 7,615,117. The 
successor states of Czechoslovakia: 61 633 km2 area and 3 517 568 people; 
romania: 103 093 km2 area and 5 257 467 people; Kingdom of Serbs, Croats 

* The study was written in and sponsored by the project “társadalmi konfliktusok – 
társadalmi jól-lét és biztonság – Versenyképesség és társadalmi fejlődés” (tÁMoP-
4.2.2.A-11/1/KoNV-2012-0069).

1 Eric Hobsbawm began to use the concept in the international historical literature. He was 
the most famous British historian in the 20th century and his opinion was the “short” 20th 
century kept from 1914 to 1991. A lot of Hungarian historians feel his conception of their 
own. For example: PrItZ Pál: Az a „rövid” 20. század. Történetpolitikai tanulmányok. 
Budapest, Magyar történelmi társulat, 2005. Hobsbawm named the “long” 19th century 
the period from the French revolution (1789) to the beginning of World War I. (1914).

2 The treaty of trianon was valided by the Hungarian National Assembly on July 26 1921.
The text of 1921. years XXXIII. article: http://www.1000ev.hu/index.php?a=3&param=7489 
(28. September 2013) Some part of treaty: rAFFAy, Ernő: Trianon titkai. Budapest, 
tornado Dannenija, 1990. (Hereinafter referred as: rAFFAy, 1990.) 150-152., 165-
184., ZEIDLEr Miklós: Trianon. Budapest, osiris, 2003. (Hereinafter referred as: 
ZEIDLEr 2003.) 166-297.

3 Borders in this time: SALLAI János: Az államhatárok. Változó Világ 58. Budapest, Press 
Publica, 2004. 59-81.

*
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and Slovenes4: 20 551 km2 area and 1 509 295 people; Austria: 4 020 km2 
area and 291 618 people; Italy5: 21 km2 area and 49 806 people; Poland6: 589 
km2 area and 23 662 people were detached.

All territorial and population losses suffered was 189,907 km2 and 10,649,416 
people. That is the historical territory of Hungary lost 67% and the population 
of 58.3%. Based on data of the 1910 native census:

Czechoslovakia: out of 3 517 568 people 30,3 %,
romania: out of 5 257 467 people 31,6 %,
Kingdom of SCS: out of 1 509 295 people 30,3 %,
Austria: out of 291 618 people 8,9 %,
Italy: out of 49 806 people 13,0 %,
Poland: out of 23 662 people 1,0 % identified themselves as Hungarians. 

In other words, from the 10 649 416 Hungarian citizens who came under 
foreign rule as a result of the treaty of trianon, 3 216 124 people declared 
themselves as native Hungarians in 1910.

Czechoslovakia: 1 066 000
romania:  1 661 000
Kingdom of SCS:    458 000
Austria:       26 000
Italy:         6 500
Poland:            240 Hungarians were detached.7

This in turn meant that 30.2% of the Hungarian population came under the 
rule of the successor states. In addition, a very significant part of the detached 
Hungarian population, with the exception of the transylvania, along the new 
borders, lived in relatively same array. Hungary’s new borders were drawn up 
without any respect of the ethnic principles.

The freedom treaty contained besides the territorial and human losses many 
measures restrictive to the national sovereignty. Without being exhaustive 

4 Name of yugoslavia between 1918 and 1929: Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes
5 Means Fiume and vicinity of Fiume. The treaty originally declared the city free (Fiume 

Free State). The city was placed under Italian and the port district of Susak under Serb-
Croat-Slovene authority after the Italian-yugoslav agreement in January 1924. Italy annexed 
the area on 26th March 1924. tArJÁN tamás M.: 1924. március 26. Az olasz állam 
annektálja Fiume városát. Rubicon Online, (29. July 2013.) http://liveweb.archive.org/
web/20130729215724/http://www.rubicon.hu/magyar/oldalak/1924_marcius_26_az_
olasz_allam_annektalja_fiume_varosat/

6 Szepesség located in the north of tatra, 589 km2 area.
7 Source of statistical analysis roMSICS Ignác: A trianoni békeszerződés. Budapest, osiris, 

2001. 229-230.; rAFFAy, 1990. 153-155.
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here are just a few of these: number of the country’s armed forces limited in 
35 thousands, universal conscription prohibited and weapons production 
restricted. to supervise these measures a military monitoring Committee was 
sent to Hungary. And Hungary was committed to reimburse the caused 
damage of the war in the form of restitution, the amount to be laid down 
later, and ensure the principle of most favored nation compensation for the 
victorious power in international trade.

The seriously unjust decisions of the treaty of trianon caused economic, 
financial, political, military, social, ideological, social, transportation-, cultural, 
moral, etc. and last but not least mental distress for Hungarian people, which 
is perceptible in many ways today, and this could rightfully be declared the 
greatest national crisis experienced in the history of twentieth-century 
Hungary. The one that could not be treated in its fullness and could not be 
managed to find the right therapy by the present day8. This study can not 
undertake to do so also. However, it aims to introduce and briefly summarize 
the alternatives of the management of the trianon trauma between 1920 and 
2013. Focusing on the most important solutions, those that came up correctly 
in political way as potential opportunities to handle the crisis in the post-1920 
period.

2. Opportunities between the world wars

2.1 A The possible “zero” option. Proposal of Albert Apponyi, president 
of the Hungarian peace delegation

The Hungarian government led by Prime minister Károly Huszár was called 
on by G.B. Clemenceau at the Paris Peace Conference on the 1st December 
1919 to send representatives to the peace conference, for the purpose of taking 
the peace-terms. on January 5th 1920 the Hungarian peace delegation led by 
Count Albert Apponyi started off to Paris, where he handed over the lists 
containing the credentials and the position of the Hungarian party to the 
Supreme Council on January 14th. The next day Clemenceau, greeted the 
Hungarian delegation, and at the same time he told Apponyi the conditions 
of peace. Apponyi’s could reflect on the draft on January 16th. While Apponyi 
explained the point of the Hungarian view, outlined the principle based on 
people’s right to self-determination and the principle which was based on the 
Wilson-ideals and, which in the given situation meant the only satisfactory 
8 CSEPELI György: Nemzet által homályosan. Budapest, Századvég, 1992. 182-191.; 

roMSICS Ignác: Nemzeti traumánk: trianon. Magyar Tudomány. 1996/3. 272-281.
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solution to settle the issue. This was a referendum in the areas that were about 
to be annexed; the results of the referendum were found to be acceptable for 
the Hungarian party in advance. Apponyi stated: [...] we have a very simple, 
but unique tool, the only one which we loudly demand to use, to have a clear 
view on this point. And this tool is a referendum. As long as we have this 
demand, we refer to Mr President Wilson’s excellently great idea which said 
that no human group, nor any part of the population of the states could be 
placed, without its permission, as some cattle under the authority of a foreign 
state. on behalf of this great idea, which otherwise is an axiom of common 
sense and public moral, we are demanding the referendum in respect of those 
parts of our country that should be torn apart from us now. I declare that we 
submit ourselves ahead of the referendums result, whatever it may be. [...] 
Basically, this is our main wish, which we submitted to the Peace Conference. 
If you will not be convinced about our argument on historical Hungary in 
connection with our former territory, then we strongly recommend consultation 
with the interested. We submit ourselves the judging in advance.”9

It is debatable whether it was a correct position to initiate a referendum on 
the whole annexed area, or instead of it, the claim should have been limited 
mostly on the ethnic Hungarian areas, it is now difficult to determine. 
Arguments and counter- arguments can be aligned to both alternatives, but 
the possible answer remains only a fiction. Especially knowing that the winners 
did not accept the Hungarian argument and substantive changes to the draft 
of the peace agreement have not been made. Although, the adoption and the 
conduct of the referendum could have led to birth of a peace with fairer state 
at that moment. Afterwards this has not happened, the representatives of the 
Hungarian government, Dr. Ágost Benárd, Minister of Labour and Social 
Welfare Affairs, and Alfred Drasche-Lázár, Extraordinary Envoy and Minister 
of Plenipotentiary were forced to sign the peace treaty on June 4th 1920 in a 
just a quarter -hour ceremony at the Grand trianon castle of Versailles.10

9 ZEIDLEr, 2003. 123-124.
10 The signature and the person of the signatories of the trianon treaty had polemics and 

debate, see: VIZI László tamás: A trianoni diktátum aláírója: a politikus Benárd Ágoston. 
Közép-Európai Közlemények. 2010/3. No. 10. 67-79.; VIZI, László tamás: Ki legyen az 
aláíró? Vita a minisztertanácsban a trianoni békediktátum aláíróinak a személyéről. Közép-
Európai Közlemények. 2010/4. No. 11. 109-132.
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2.2 The referendum as a real possibility of yet active problem solving

Apponyi’s initiation of a referendum on 16th January 1920 was not successful, 
but the idea of a referendum option as a possible tool for repair yet has not 
been definitively discarded by the great powers. Although this options were 
not exercised on the whole historical Hungary, not even on the fullness of 
areas near borders, only on a 257 km2 long area, Sopron and a relation of eight 
nearby villages (Ágfalva, Balf, Fertőboz, Fertőrákos, Harta, Kópháza, 
Nagycenk, Sopronbánfalva) gave the opportunity to exercise their right to 
self-determination for the people living there. The referendum held on 14th 
to 16th December 1921 resulted that Sopron and its surroundings population 
– 65,1% of them appeared in the poll – decided to join the Hungarian state.11

The referendum in Sopron reversed the decision of trianon, even if just 
partially and only in a slight amount; it highlighted the fact that the trianon 
borders with great power support, even partially, can be changed, and the 
Wilson-principles of the right of people to self-determination could not be 
swept under the rug. However, let’s not forget, that the referendum attempted 
to be a remedy for two vanquished countries who had years of armed conflicts 
because of territorial debates, which solution could not be applied in the case 
of the other winner successor states in the early 1920s. And, as it turned out, 
nor after that. Because, the referenda were not supported neither by the powers, 
nor the successor states. The latter has definitely rejected it. With the rejecting 
the idea of a referendum the peaceful resolution, which could for all the 
concerned parties offer a calming solution on the wounds caused by trianon, 
were taken out from the toolbar. 

2.3 „No, not never!” The idea of revision kept alive

The treaty of trianon befell the whole Hungarian society as a real shock; to 
threat this shock, resources and opportunities had only limited availability. 
So the idea of revision formulated and kept alive in the 1920s and in the 
following decade was an important policy objective; the Hungarian society 
as a whole should be raised to awareness. This was represented by the revisionist 
propaganda organizations and events, the everyday manifestations of the 
Hungarian irredentism, the educational and cultural policy of the era, festivals, 
public statues, commemorations, etc. – all that was implemented to keep the 

11 GULyÁS László: A Horthy-korszak külpolitikája 1. Az első évek 1919-1924. Máriabesnyő, 
Attraktor, 2012. (Hereinafter referred as: GULyÁS, 2012.) 118-119.; orMoS, Mária: 
Civitas fidelissima. Népszavazás Sopronban 1921. Győr, Gordiusz, 1990.
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need for the revision of the trianon awake in the whole of the Hungarian 
society.12 In the 1920s and ‘30s a number of examples could be listed for this. 
We cite only a series of events detailed due to space limitations. In particular, 
the commemorations in the 1930s should be detailed, which have been kept 
on the 10th anniversary’s the signing of the treaty of trianon. 13

2.3.1 The protesting grand rally in 1930

The largest anti-trianon movement and rally of protesting after 1920 was at 
the tenth anniversary of the singing on 1st June 1930 on the Szabadság 
(Freedom) square in Budapest. The protesting rally was organized14 on 1st of 
June in 1930 for closest Sunday to the 4th of June by the Hungarian revisionist 
League15 and Social Associations Federation (társadalmi Egyesületek 
Szövetsége – tESz)16 The protest of hundreds of thousands of people was 
planned and was reported few days earlier in the newspapers.

The rally was opened at eleven o’clock by Gusztáv Ilosvay, emeritus State 
Secretary, Co-Chair of the tESz. In his speech he called the treaty of 
trianon, which was forced upon the nation in 1920, a terrible thing which 
blocked the possibility and further ways to all of the Hungarian society groups; 
this pushed the Hungarians “in the most terrible prospects”.17 Ilosvay was 

12 See ZEIDLEr Miklós: A magyar irredenta kultusz a két világháború között. Budapest, 
teleki László Alapítvány, 2002. (Hereinafter referred as: ZEIDLEr, 2002/a.); ZEIDLEr 
Miklós: A Magyar revíziós Liga. Századok. CXXXI. évf. 1997/2. szám. (Hereinafter 
referred as: ZEIDLEr, 1997.) 303-351.; ZEIDLEr Miklós: A revíziós gondolat. Pozsony, 
Kalligram, 2009. (Hereinafter referred as: ZEIDLEr, 2009.)

13 The first organized mass-meetings against the signing of the treaty of trianon already 
took place one day earlier than the signature on 3rd June 1920 in Budapest. Schools and 
offices were closed and people hurried with black dresses to the street to take part in a 
silent procession and demonstration against the unjust decision of June 4th The 
commemorations became systematical in the subsequent years on the anniversaries of the 
4th June mourning-days but the first real monumental demonstration was held against the 
treaty of trianon only on 4th June 1926. The Szabadság square (Freedom square) was the 
permanent protest-location and / or the place of half official commemoration and rallies 
against the treaty of trianon. From then the Szabadság square was decorated with 
irredentist statues and a country flag with relic initiated in 1928. See: ZEIDLEr, 2002/a 
11., 17-18., 36-37.; GErŐ András: Sorsdöntések. Budapest, Göncöl. 266-267.; ZEIDLEr, 
2009. 199-210., 320-322.

14 ZEIDLEr, 1997.303-351.; ZEIDLEr, 2009. 126-147., 183-191.
15 on the activities of tESz see: Magyar Katolikus Lexikon http://lexikon.katolikus.hu/t/

t%C3%A1rsadalmi%20Egyes%C3%BCletek%20Sz%C3%B6vets%C3%A9ge.html
16 Nemzeti Ujság, 29th May 1930. 11.
17 Nemzeti Ujság, 3rd June 1930. 5.
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followed by Nándor Urmánczy,18 who was key note speaker of the rally and 
the most famous and also the most dominant personality of the Hungarian 
irredentist movements in this era. Urmánczy began his speech with fierce and 
warrior exclamation: „We must not allow to fulfill the saying „Coward people 
has no home” on us”.19 The speaker thereafter contended that only that nation 
can be strong which was led by dedicated men. According to him in 1920, 
when the treaty of trianon was signed, “the Hungarian nation was not led 
by brave men”. In his speech he claimed all that happened to be a national 
shame which everybody can think back only with disgrace. But he attributed 
it even to be a bigger shame that “we still tolerate with folded hands the yoke 
of trianon, we tolerate that four million Hungarian brothers have to suffer 
in a foreign prison.” The “big lawsuit” (by Urmánczy) can’t be deferred by the 
Hungarian politics and with this the solution and the responsibilities may 
not be given to the next generations.20

Thereafter Urmánczy shared a resolution proposal to the congress of 
participants: “The congress held at the tenth anniversary of the signing of the 
Peace-dictate of trianon pronounces this hangman’s peace, which cut the 
thousand year old Hungarian empire into five pieces, the darkest outrage in 
history. We conclude with deep exasperation that the government is going 
still on compromise way instead of working to overthrow the murderous peace 
treaty. But the rally condemns also the behavior of great powers in the 
hangman’s peace, because even though they realized that the villainy and 
ignorance sat triumph in trianon, but they still tolerate the outrageous injustice 
committed against the Hungarian nation. The grand rally claims instead of 
quail a strong and determined governmental direction and calls on all true 
Hungarians to support only the government which is ready to pick up the 
final battle for the restoration of the territorial integrity of our country.”21 The 
proposed resolution labeled the trianon dictate – citing the quotes of the 
speaker – to be a hangman’s peace and the darkest outrage and demanded 
simultaneously a decisive and dedicated foreign policy action22 by the Hungarian 

18 ZEIDLEr, 2009. 200-204., 210.; ZEIDLEr 2002/a. 17-21., 26., 44., 49., 78-79.; 
CZIrJÁK Károly: Urmánczy Nándor élete és munkássága. Csíkszereda, 2006.; FrÁtEr 
olivér: Az Urmánczy-expedíció. Nagy Magyarország. III/3. September 2011. 82-87.; 
DÖMÖtÖrFI tibor: Az országzászló-mozgalom, 1921-1944. Élet és Tudomány. XLVI./8. 
21. Februar 1991. 232-234.

19 Magyarság, 3rd June 1930. 3.
20 Magyarság, 3rd June 1930. 3.; Nemzeti Ujság, 3rd June 1930. 5.; ZEIDLEr, 2002/a. 37.
21 Magyarság, 3rd June 1930. 3.; Nemzeti Ujság, 3rd June 1930. 5.
22 Aspiration of Hungarian foreign policy during the 1920s: roMSICS Ignác: Bethlen 

István külpolitikája, 1921-1931. Századok. 1990/5-6. (Hereinafter referred as: roMSICS, 
1990.) 577-614.; ZEIDLEr, 2009. 77-104.; ZEIDLEr Miklós: Mozgástér a kényszer-



László Tamás Vizi

[ 18 ]

leadership. on this basis, we should assume that the text proposed for approval 
by the grand rally was created by Nándor Urmánczy himself.

The resolution-proposal by Urmánczy was accepted by the overwhelming 
majority of the grand rally; dispute emerged although on the proposal of 
Minister A.D. György Lukács to take the memorandum promptly to the 
League of Nations by the leadership of the grand rally. The participants 
expressed their distrust with loud shouts against the League of Nations. 
Finally Gusztáv Ilosvay managed to convince the audience that Hungary 
must use any legal means in this situation, so the forum offered by the League 
of Nations should not be ignored.23

2.3.2 The mourning-session of the House of Representatives

The mourning-session has made the anniversary of the National House of 
representatives really elevated on 4th June 1930, where before the agenda for 
the first request of “civic parties” Count Albert Apponyi and on behalf of the 
Social Democratic Party István Farkas spoke, and formulated the critique of 
trianon.

The idea of the memorial in the House of representatives, as well as the 
proposal of the protest-meeting at Freedom Square, was formulated in the 
presidency of Hungarian revisionist League. The league asked Count Albert 
Apponyi to speak at the House of representatives on 4th of June in 1930 and 
to express his opinion and also the Hungarian nation’s resolution against 
trianon. Apponyi accepted the invitation.24

on the tenth anniversary of the signing of the treaty of trianon on 4th 
June 1930 the representatives began to gather already at 10 am, a way before 
the start of the 402nd meeting of House of representatives, regardless of party 
affiliation in black dress in the corridors of the Parliament. At 10.45 bells 
sounded in the corridor and László Almásy opened the session of the House 
of representatives exactly at 11 o’clock. He announced that the delegates 

pályán. A magyar külpolitika „választásai” a két háború között. In: Mítoszok, legendák, 
tévhitek a 20. századi magyar történelemről. Ed. roMSICS Ignác. Budapest, osiris, 2002: 
162-174. In the present days GULyÁS, 2012.

23 Magyarság, 3rd June 1930. 3.; Nemzeti Ujság, 3rd June 1930. 5.
24 Magyarság, 1st June 1930. 9.; Magyarság, 3rd June 1930. 3.
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Count Albert Apponyi25 and István Farkas26 have asked for permission to 
speak before the agenda. The first speaker was Count Albert Apponyi.27

Apponyi began his speech28 with the analysis of the fundamental moral 
requirement of legislation, which says that the legal rule is a type of fixed 
legal standard, in which nor passion may never get involved neither “an 
emotional scene call it whatever you want”.29 According to Apponyi, the moral 
and emotional rule of the legislation has gotten a permanent gap by the 
codifying Law Article of the treaty of trianon, Law Article XXXIII/1921,30 
as it is only formally comply with the peace agreement and with the basic 
content of the law and moral expectations. trianon formally was peace, because 
it closed the war, abolished the armed opposition and the military conflict, 
but it did not bring the acquiescence of the souls, “which is the only insurer 
of the material peace ... [the] durability”.31 According to Apponyi it is 
indisputable, that neither the form and the formality of trianon has not 
corresponded with the requirements of contracts. But where were “the free 
agreement between the conflicting parties?”32 – asked Apponyi. The enacted 
law did not devoid of constitutional forms and instructions, but it had a high 
deficit because it lacked the “free expression of the national legislative will”.33

Apponyi has criticized the form of trianon too. This form was forced to 
Hungary unilaterally and it was like a dictate, which the winners endowed 
the “binding force of law”. But the created contract and law lacked the real 
meaning and centuries-old mission of the law, the moral justice. The formal 

25 Magyar országgyűlési almanach. A felsőház és képviselőház tagjainak életrajza és közéleti 
működése. 1927-1932. Ed. KUN Andor, LENGyEL László and VIDor Gyula, Budapest, 
Légrády Nyomda és Könyvkiadó. 8-22.

26 Ibid. 94-95.
27 Az országgyűlés képviselőházának 402. ülése. Az 1927. évi január 25-ére hirdetett országgyűlés 

képviselőházának naplója. Vol. XXIX. Budapest, Az Athenaeum Irodalmi és Nyomdai 
részvénytársulat Könyvnyomdája, 1930. (Hereinafter referred as: KN) 55.

28 The House of representatives speech of Albert Apponyi 4th June 1930. See KN 55-57.; 
The newest ZEIDLEr, 2003. 407-409.; Speech of Apponyi presented the newspapers in 
detail on the next day. Examples: Pesti Napló, 5th June 1930. 1-2., Esti Kurir, 5th June 1930.  
1-2., Nemzeti Ujság, 3rd June 1930. 6., Magyarság, 5th June 1930. 1-2., Az Est, 5th June 1930. 
1-2.; 8 Órai Ujság, 5th June 1930. 1-2.

29 KN 55.
30 Article XXXIII/1921 about the ratification of the treaty of trianon from June 4th 1920 

with the Northern United States, the British Empire, France, Italy and Japan, as well as 
Belgium, China, Cuba, Greece, Nicaragua, Panama, Poland, Portugal, romania, the 
Kingdom of Serb-Croat-Slovenes, Siam and the Czech-Slovak republic. See: Ezer év 
törvényei. http://www.1000ev.hu/index.php?a=3&param=7489

31 KN 55.
32 KN 55-56.
33 KN 56.
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law and the moral justice clashed, so “the consequences cannot be other than 
permanent insecurity, constant danger”.34

Then Apponyi gave details of the reasons for which trianon lacks moral 
truth. Among these he mentioned the false accusations of war responsibility 
firstly, and he pointed out that at the moment of the outbreak of the war, the 
country had only limited sovereignty, and Prime Minister István tisza worked 
“for the moderation and avoidance of war-like actions”.35 He also questioned 
the moral truth of trianon too because it “pushed aside and ignored ... the 
right to self-determination of nations, without consulting any interested party 
... [ and ] moved masses from one state into another, without asking them”.36 
Apponyi mentioned serious moral shortcomings, winners enforced only and 
only their will, their decision was made without sufficient knowledge of the 
facts, with those one-sided manipulation with “using information only who 
is craving for new conquests”. Hereby fragmenting “the natural economic 
relations,“ which naturally brought poverty and deprivation with itself to the 
area.37 The winners are not willing to admit these mistakes even ten years 
later - continued Apponyi – they hide behind the principle of nationality. of 
course they generously ignore the validation of the principle of nationality 
raised by their own argument which in reality meant, that nearly ten million 
inhabitants separated from Hungary, “only 55 % of them were related to 
nationalities with the state to which they were attached, 45% of them were 
foreigner, and 35%, 3,300.000 people were pure Hungarians”.38 He called it 
an inconsistent and rough violation of the principle of nationality that the 
detached Hungarians “nearly two million of them are living in an area, which 
is only inhabited by Hungarians, which shares borders with the area, which 
remained to Hungary”.39 The previous practice of the winners was qualified 
as balling with principles by Apponyi, which in an immoral way favored the 
Entente friendly states at the expense of Hungary.40

“But perhaps the theory of trianon is even worse than the praxis of trianon” 
41 – continued his speech Apponyi - because in the article about the protection 
of minorities42 the treaty of trianon prescribed fixed standards and a guarantee 

34 KN 56.
35 KN 56.
36 KN 56.
37 Dr. Edit LŐrINCZNÉ BENCZE: trianon és Magyarország déli határrégiói.Közép-

Európai Közlemények. III. évf. 4. sz. 2010/4. No. 11. 69-76.
38 KN 56.
39 KN 56.
40 KN 56.
41 KN 56.
42 Example this kind of articles are the 44. and 47. articles of trianon treaty.



Ninety years of Trianon crisis-management

[ 21 ]

for them; but all that written in the international treaties created for minority 
protection “remained dead letters” and was never fulfilled. In fact, “Hungarian 
culture is subject to a genocide campaign”.43 on the other hand, “everything 
that has to fulfill the treaty of trianon” is demanded and required from 
Hungary “with the real accuracy 44 of Shylock”45.

In his speech Apponyi dedicated a few words to the hypocritical decision 
which was in connection with the disarmament and demobilization. Meanwhile 
the winners referred to the 8th article in the founding letter of the League of 
Nations about the total disarmament, they prescribed it in a general meaning 
for most of the defeated states, but this was only carried out with the vanquished, 
while this was not considered fundamental principle upon them. In his opinion, 
“they have created circumstances, that cannot stand the pledge of survival in 
their inner truth, which they maintain artificially only with the constant 
threat of superior forces.”46

When Apponyi’s speech came to this part, he felt the need to emphatically 
say, that he would like to fulfill civic party invitation with staying out from 
“all passionate outburst”, not coloring the relationships of the treaty of trianon, 
and with listing “only the facts, the undeniable, irrefutable facts”.47 Then in 
his closing speech he deducted “necessary logical consequences”48 from what 
he has said. He put it all in the classic form of question and answer, which 
fully adapted to the elation form of the mourning-session, this proofed 
Apponyi’s excellent oratorical skills. As a conclusion he explained in his 
analytic, remembering speech, that the dictate has plagued some of the nations 
with “outrageous” injustice, while “other nations ... take advantage” of it; on 
one hand this leads to international conditions which cannot be called peace, 
on the other hand, lasting peace cannot be based on a settlement like this.49

As closing thoughts Albert Apponyi said that not only on the 10th anniversary 
of the dictate signature, but in the future, continuously and always “we have 
to raise our protesting word against the fatal error and injustice committed 
against us and against the higher interests of humanity [which is trianon]”.50 
With this Apponyi gave some political guidance to the judgment of the 

43 KN 56. page
44 reference to Shakespeare’s The Merchant of Venice comedy. Shylock was the vengeful 

Jewish moneylender, who is only given credit for that condition if the debtor is unable to 
repay the loan on time, he/she can cut a pound of flesh from his/her body.

45 KN 56.
46 KN 56.
47 KN 56.
48 KN 57.
49 KN 57.
50 KN 57.
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trianon dictate and to the attitude towards it, while the word revision was 
not mentioned in his speech. He saw the critique and judgment of trianon 
and in the consistent enforcement of “the substance of the law, justice”, which 
should be pursued and “rushed” “with every instrument of right”. According 
to Apponyi’s view this requires “the command of our national self-esteem” 
and at the same time it also serves the interests of peace. The acquiescence to 
trianon would not mean the loyalty towards peace, as it would be nothing 
more than pretending, “which would be dishonest, even if it would be true-
hearted, in fact in this case it would be even more dishonest”.51

Apponyi’s speech was welcomed with “long and general applause and 
enthusiastic cheer”52 from all sides of the House of representatives. As the 
“House” became quiet, the presiding László Almásy, representative of the 
Social Democratic Party, gave word to István Farkas. He began his speech 
to the Social Democratic Party with the analysis of the relationship between 
war and the party. He explained that his party is opposed to every war, and 
this principle was followed in 1914 as well. He referred to Prime Minister 
István tisza, who stated “in the days after the outbreak of the war that the 
Hungarian press approved the government’s war policy with complete 
unanimity, except for the Social Democratic Party’s paper Népszava”.53 Farkas 
emphasized the war opposing consistency of the Social Democratic Party, 
which he represented in the Népszava being a party outside of the Parliament 
as well, as being the opposition in the Parliament. The Social Democrats 
position was that “contradictions need to be settled between nations amicably 
with tribunals”.54 However, the treaty of trianon – said Farkas – was not 
created along these principles, because it did not respect the autonomy of 
nations and therefore he graded it being unfair in his speech. He stated that 
his party has taken comment on this issue repeatedly, and he read the latest 
decision of the caucus meeting in this matter from 23rd July 1929.

The mentioned decision states in the introduction that any contract that is 
not based on the legal ground of people’s self-determination, but on the 
contrary, “[it was] created on the basis of authoritarian and military power, 
has to be condemned most definitely; the party is struggling therefore for a 
peaceful revision by any means necessary.”55 This fight however, could only 
51 KN 57.
52 KN 57.
53 KN 57.; tisza had for that matter a harder criticism, because his opinion was that the 

party’s position on war led the “Social Democratic Party outside of the nation’s public 
sentiment”. See: VArGA Lajos: A magyar szociáldemokraták a háború „győzelmes” 
éveiben (1914–1916) Múltunk. 2007/2. 167-168.
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be continued with “complete success”, if Hungary could have a governance-
system similar to Western Europe’s and even the democratic parliamentary 
model were similar. According to the party’s point of view the issue of revision 
could be done the affair of the whole Hungarian nation only in case of a 
political twist; after this twist „the socialist parties, gaining real political 
power, millions of members of the parties, the governmental and parliamentary 
representatives and the press” could be aligned behind the idea.56 This 
standpoint of the Social Democratic Party represented the special position 
of the left-wing principles, based on the self-determination of peoples, peaceful, 
consensual revision, that is feasible in the spirit of internationalism, and could 
override national interests and the hunger for power.

The accepted decision confessed to general disarmament and it saw it 
realizable with the cooperation of social democratic parties of the world. The 
social-democrats did this partly because they considered the current state of 
international relations being insupportable and “causing war danger”, because 
“a large part of heavily armed states stands against mostly disarmed states”. 
on the other hand, “a position like this within the international community 
can only provide a crucial role to the word of power.”57

In its decision the Social Democratic Party formulated for the detached 
Hungarians specific demands: “protection of the national minority rights, 
democratic self-government for minorities in the closed-language areas, full 
equality of minorities living dispersed, free usage of their language, maintenance 
of minority schools and cultural development”. It was claimed also that “a 
permanent committee for complaint should be establish in the League of 
Nations for the review of the national minorities complaints”.58

After István Farkas presented the decision of the Social Democratic Party 
Caucus it was known before a much wider public than the Népszava reading 
audiences, because his speech was reported in greater or smaller extent in 
most of the dailies.59 Farkas iterated briefly the main demands of the decision 
in his closing words, stressing out that “the revision of the offending treaty 
of trianon can be done in peaceful way only”, which will be reached only 
after the “reorganization of the country’s government similar to the Western 
European democratic states.” His speech was closed with a “Never again war!” 

56 KN 57.
57 KN 57.
58 KN 57.
59 Examples: Pesti Napló, 5th June 1930. 2., Esti Kurir, 5th June 1930. 2., Nemzeti Ujság, 3rd 

June 1930. 6., Magyarság, 5th June 1930. 2., Az Est, 5th June 1930. 2.; 8 Órai Ujság, 5th June 
1930. 2.
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exclamation and in the midst of the extreme leftists bright cheers and applause.60 
After the two speeches before the agenda the president interrupted the meeting 
as “a sign of the nation’s universal mourning” and suspended the work of the 
parliament for five minutes. The mourning- session of the House of 
representatives ended with this symbolic act.61

2.4 The foreign policy-management of Trianon and possible alternatives

The trianon Peace treaty from the 4th June 1920 and the afterwards signed 
conventions about cooperation between Prague, Belgrade and Bucharest in 
1920-21, the so-called Little Entente treaties, forced Hungary in total foreign 
policy quarantine. The Little Entente – its idea was born during WWI – 
organized clearly with a view that the contracting parties accord their political 
and military aspirations primarily against Hungary and maintain the status 
quo established in trianon, prevent revisionist ambitions of Hungary and 
hinder every restoration-attempt of Hapsburg.62 The Hungarian foreign policy 
had quite small room for maneuver63 against the pressure of the Little Entente. 
Despite this the full membership in the League of Nations64 was achieved 
soon in the first half of the 20s and then Hungary received an important loan 
from the League of Nations.65 Therefore the franc forgery case66 from mid-
December 1925, which grow to an international scandal, came at the worst 
time to hinder the cautious steps and progressive successes of the Hungarian 
foreign policy. But the scandal reinforced the concept of foreign policy that 
an effective revisionist policy can only be successful only with the support of 

60 KN 57.
61 KN 57.
62 ÁDÁM Magda: A kisantant 1920-1938. Budapest, 1981.; ÁDÁM Magda: A kisantant és 

Európa 1920-1929. Budapest, 1989.; GULyÁS László: A kisantant története. Rubicon 
2011/2. szám. 68-77.; The name “Little Entente” was used for the first time by the newspaper 
Pesti Hírlap published in Budapest in April 1920 when the author of the article wrote 
about the operation of three countries („tiny Entente”).

63 Maneuver of foreign policy, see: rÁNKI György: Mozgástér és kényszerpálya. A Duna-
völgyi kis országok a nemzetközi gazdaság és politika rendszerében (1919-1945) In: A két 
világháború közötti Magyarországról. Szerk.: LACKÓ Miklós. Budapest, Kossuth, 1984. 
11-46.; ZEIDLEr, 2002/b. 162-205.

64 Hungary became full member of the League of Nations on 18th September 1922. See: 
GULyÁS, 2012. 121-130.

65 Hungary’s League of Nations loan protocol was signed 14th March 1924 in Geneva, see: 
GULyÁS, 2012. 131-142.

66 ABLoNCZy Balázs: Összeesküvés a frank ellen. Rubicon. 2005/9. 32-36.; ABLoNCZy, 
Balázs: A frankhamisítás. Hálók, személyek, döntések. Múltunk. LIII. 2008/1. 29-56.
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great powers and can be reached only through negotiations. The adventurous 
business cannot bring success and additionally may impair Hungary’s 
international reputation.

Therefore, the Hungarian foreign policy67 named as the main goal to obtain 
support of a great power and to weaken stifling ring of Little Entente around 
the country or if it is possible, to force the opening of that ring as an alternative. 
These goals looked clear but there was no consensus in how to reach their 
implementation and attainment. The issue was if lacking the support from 
one of the major powers, could it be than a reality to attempt the weakening 
of the Little Entente? Would it be a good idea or not, to begin a foreign policy-
action against one of Little Entente’s state with only a minimal hope and 
without the support of a great power? Three prominent possible answers were 
presented to the posed question: to skip the hazardous and one-sided Hungarian 
steps and to wait until more favorable great power status for Budapest; active 
and initiating foreign policy, maybe even without the background of a great 
power; and an effort to obtain support of the major powers but to use the 
opportunities offered by the international circumstances at the same time.

The first-mentioned foreign policy concept in the middle of the 1920s was 
represented by two outstanding political leaders of the Hungarian diplomacy, 
the permanent deputies of the Minister of Foreign Affairs – who were also 
the Chief Secretaries of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (secrétaire général)68 
– Kálmán Kánya69 and Sándor Khuen-Héderváry70 The foreign policy 
represented by the Khuen-Héderváry-Kánya duo was characterized by the 
“patient awaiting” and rejected any kind of action lacking support from the 
major powers, which aimed to dissolve the Little Entente’s block with an 
unilateral Hungarian move. Initiatives like this were not preferred, and they 
believed that this could only change if the setting of the mayor powers would 

67 PrItZ Pál: revíziós törekvések a magyar külpolitikában 1920-1935. Magyar Tudomány. 
1979. április. 272-279.

68 Hory András: Bukaresttől Varsóig. Ed. by PrItZ, Pál. Budapest, Gondolat, 1987. 
(Hereinafter referred as: Hory, 1987.) See Pál Pritz’ comments about job of the chief 
secretary in Ministry of Foreign Affairs in the 1. chapter 4. index on 424. p. and 2. chapter 
2. index 443. p. of Hory’s memorials.

69 KÁNyA Kálmán (1869-1945). He initiated his diplomatic career in the Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy, later continued it in the independent Hungarian Foreign Service. From 1920 
until 1925, he was the regular vice of the foreign minister. From 1925 until 1933 he was 
ambassador in Berlin, after which he became foreign minister until autumn 1938.

70 KHUEN-HÉDErVÁry Sándor (1881-1947). He was one of the organizers of the 
independent Hungarian Foreign Service. From 1920, he directed the political department 
of the Hungarian Foreign Ministry, after 1925 he became the regular vice of the foreign 
minister. After this, from 1934 until 1940 he directed the Hungarian embassy in Paris. 
He retired from politics in 1941.
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mutate. The second alternative was represented by the foreign office’s new 
diplomatic elite, which entered in service during the early 1920’s, and by the 
opposition “race defender” politicians. The two party’s freedom of movement 
and ideas differed significantly from each other. The formers were bounded 
by the political instructions of the foreign office, and were expected to be 
loyal, while this didn’t limit the ambitions of the opposition politicians, who 
represented a far more radical ideology. The latter sharply criticized the official 
Hungarian foreign policy, which they labeled as being too adaptive and 
conform, and they rushed for a more active foreign political presence. At the 
same time it shouldn’t be forgotten that their foreign policy views were 
significantly influenced by their positions in the domestic political environment.71 
The previously featured third foreign policy pursuit was represented by the 
most influential politician of the 1920’s, Prime Minister Bethlen István. 
Bethlen’s activity was not limited to the direction of the domestic political 
life; he had a significant influence on the foreign policy as well.72 For Bethlen, 
it became absolutely clear by the early 1920’s that the partial revision of the 
treaty of trianon could only be achieved with support from mayor powers, 
but the conditions for this weren’t existing back then. In the mid 1920’s, no 
mayor victorious power backed the Hungarian revision. This is why the 
Bethlen-led Hungarian foreign policy decided to pursue the careful awaiting 
strategy, until the European circumstances will be more favorable for Budapest. 
Bethlen articulated as such: “for Hungary, the only possible foreign policy is 
the patient awaiting”.73 However, this didn’t mean a passive foreign policy. 
According to his perception, foreign policy is “shaped by the circumstances”.74

Bethlen saw the small steps, small results method as the only viable way 
for enlarging the freedom of movement of the Hungarian foreign policy. 
These three foreign policy alternatives didn’t exist separately from each other, 
but existed in a parallel way, and they were shaped according to the international 
circumstances. In the shadows of the political burden of the unfortunate 
1920’s French Frank currency falsifying scandal, there was a new possibility 
for the Hungarian foreign policy: the agreement between Hungary and 
yugoslavia, which might have resulted in a breach in the Little Entente. 
However the 1926 Hungarian foreign policy plans to separate yugoslavia 

71 PrItZ Pál: A fajvédők külpolitikai nézetei (1918-1936). Századok. Vol. 124. Nr. 1990/5-
6. 654-657.

72 PrItZ Pál (2005): A magyar külügyi szolgálat története az első polgári korszakban (1867-
1948) In: Az a „rövid” 20. század. Történetpolitikai tanulmányok. Budapest, Magyar 
történelmi társulat, 2005. 80.; roMSICS, 1990. 577-615.

73 Bethlen quoted by roMSICS, 1990. 588.
74 roMSICS, 1990. 580.
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from the Little Entente failed.75 on the other hand, it brought significant 
results, as this pawed the way for the Hungarian-Italian cooperation, which 
was realized in a treaty about friendship, peace settlement and selected court 
of justice, signed April 1927 in rome, between Benito Mussolini and Bethlen 
István. The treaty signed with Italy enabled Hungary to quit the international 
isolation which was forced upon her by the treaty of trianon. Furthermore, 
the treaty signed with rome secured the long needed support from a mayor 
power, which could reduce the pressure from the Little Entente on the short 
term, and it also contained the possibility for the revision of the trianon 
treaty.

2.5. The limited duration of the Trianon treaty’s revision

The drastically mutated political and military circumstances offered a realistic 
opportunity for Hungary to partially regain some of the lands lost due to the 
trianon treaty, to somehow remedy the wounds caused by it. Between 1938 
and 1941 four border revisions were carried out in favour of Hungary.

2.5.1. The f irst Vienna Award

In accordance with the German-Italian arbitrary decision, on 2nd November 
1938, the southern part of the Hungarian Highlands (present day Slovakia) 
and transcarpatia were re-annexed to Hungary from Czechoslovakia. 11.927 
km2 and 1.041.401 individuals were returned. According to the census carried 
out in December 1938, 84.4 % or 879.007 individuals declared themselves as 
Hungarians.76 The first Vienna Award had taken place as a consequence of 
the auxiliary declaration of the four powers (Germany, Italy, France, and 
Great Britain) conference,77 which occurred on the 29-30th September 1938, 
in Munich. The signatory parties summoned the governments of Hungary 
and Czechoslovakia, to start negotiations about the Hungarian territorial 
claims.

75 See for further detailed information VIZI László tamás: „Hiszem és remélem, hogy… 
hamarosan visszatérhet a régi barátság és megértés” Horthy Miklós beszéde és a szerb orientáció 
alternatívája a magyar külpolitikában. Manuscript under publication, 2014.

76 ZEIDLEr, 2009. 275.; The resolutions of the first Vienna Award, ZEIDLEr, 2003. 
315-316.

77 HALMoSy Dénes: Nemzetközi szerződések 1918–1945. Budapest, Közgazdasági és Jogi 
Könyvkiadó, 1966. 437.



László Tamás Vizi

[ 28 ]

However, the bilateral talks held on 9th october in the Czechoslovak part 
of Komarom78 didn’t produce any results, the parties turned towards Germany 
and Italy for an arbitrary judicial decision in the disputed issue.79 While the 
decision was welcomed with exploding enthusiasm by the Hungarian society, 
and saw this as the first step to remedy the injustice caused by the trianon 
treaty, we have to remark the fact that this decision wasn’t the result of a 
compromise between the two concerned countries, but reflected the will of 
Germany and Italy, and didn’t obtain the necessary guarantees from London 
and Paris.80 on the long term, this made the results dubious. 

2.5.2 The recapture of Transcarpatia

In spring of 1939, during the total dismembering of Czechoslovakia, Hungary 
joined the German action with the permission of Hitler, and accomplished 
its second successful territorial revision, carried out between the 15th and 17th 
March 1939.81 This wasn’t preceded by bilateral talks or arbitrary judicial 
decision. The Hungarian Army, exploiting the Slovakian independence 
declaration and the German occupation of Prague, conquered transcarpatia, 
obtaining 12.147 km2 of land and 674.923 individuals were re-annexed into 
Hungary. Although the territory was important from a strategic point of view 
for Hungary, and constituted the organic part of historical Hungary before 
1920, the re-annexation was less supported by ethnic reasons. The population 
of the re-annexed transcarpatia was constituted by only 9,25 % Hungarians 
(62 173 individuals), and the rest was composed by more than half a million 
ruthenian (Ukrainian) people.82 It is true that this population data didn’t 
support the territory’s Czechoslovak, or Slovakian possession claims as well. 
We must add that the ruthenian population of transcarpatia was never asked 
about which country they would like to continue their existence in the future.

78 PoPÉLy Gyula: A komáromi tárgyalások (1938. október 9-13.) http://www.nogradhistoria.
eu/data/files/186782808.pdf (28th September 2013)

79 SALLAI Gergely: Az első bécsi döntés. Budapest, osiris, 2002.
80 PrItZ Pál: Magyarország és a nagyhatalmak 1938-ban. In: Visszacsatolás vagy megszállás? 

Szempontok az első bécsi döntés értelmezéséhez. Adatok, források és tanulmányok a Nógrád megyei 
Levéltárból 58. Ed.: SIMoN Attila. Balassagyarmat, Nógrád County Archives - Selye 
János University, 2010. 11-20.

81 MIHÁLyI Balázs: Egy elfelejtett „kis háború” 1939-ben. Magyar Hírlap. 27th Apr. 2012. 
http://www.magyarhirlap.hu/tortenelem/egy-elfelejtett-kis-haboru-1939-ben#sthash.
No322tFy.dpuf (28th September 2013)

82 ZEIDLEr, 2009. 277.
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The repeated territorial gain was achieved again with German support, 
although London and Paris didn’t protest against it, at the same time the two 
superpowers didn’t give guarantees for the new borders.

2.5.3 Re-annexation of Northern Transylvania and Székely Land

The Second World War was already proceeding, when tension between 
Hungary and romania was escalating almost into a military conflict. This 
was the reason why on the 30th August 1940, in Vienna, taking into serious 
consideration Hitler’s interests, a German – Italian arbitrary judicial decision 
was declared, which was strikingly similar to the 1938 decision.83 This decision 
was also preceded by unsuccessful negotiations held in turnu-Severin between 
16th and 24th August 1940.84 According to the Second Vienna Award,85 
Northern transylvania and Székely Land was re-annexed to Hungary, all in 
all 43.104 km2 land with 2.644.732 individuals. According to the 1941 census, 
1.370.053 individuals declared themselves Hungarian native speakers, namely 
51,8 % of the population.86 We shouldn’t forget that even in this case the 
German-Italian territorial reorganizations were not supported by the British, 
and the solution lacked the Great Britain’s guarantees. This happened 
nevertheless because there was a state of war between the parties, and this “a 
priori” excluded the possibility of a British confirmation for the Vienna Awards. 
We must mention here that for the German-assisted revision results – while 
the Hungarian population regarded them as universally fair, and as a 
compensation for the trianon treaty (although they regarded overall the 
territorial decisions not always satisfactory) – the Hungarian side had to pay 
a heavy political price. to mention the most important consequences: Hungary 
had to join the Anti-Comintern Pact in February 1939, later it had to join 
the tripartite Pact on the 20th November 1940, better known as the rome-
Berlin-tokyo axis. Hungary had to completely commit itself along the Axis 
Powers.

83 L. BALoGH Béni: A magyar-román kapcsolatok 1939-1940-ben és a második bécsi döntés. 
Csíkszereda, Pro-Print, 2002.

84 Hory, 1987. 310-343.
85 The resolutions of the Second Vienna Award are stated by ZEIDLEr, 2003. 317-318.
86 ZEIDLEr, 2009. 283.
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2.5.4 The recapture of the southern territories (Vojvodina)

While the first three revisions were carried out fundamentally peaceful – not 
calculating the minor military action in transcarpatia – this time Hungary 
in April 1941 had to participate in the German-yugoslav conflict, getting 
involved after the dissolution of yugoslavia, and took control of the territories 
historically being part of Hungary after serious military clashes. These 
territories were Bačka, Baranja, Međimurje and Prekmurje regions of the 
former Kingdom of yugoslavia (Bácska, Muraköz, Mura-vidék, baranyai 
háromszög). Altogether 11.475 km2 land and 1.030.027 individuals were re-
annexed to Hungary. According to the 1941 census, 38,9% of the population, 
precisely 401.035 individuals regarded themselves as Hungarians.87

Previously we have mentioned that the first three territorial revisions were 
not supported by all the mayor powers, especially it lacked the political 
guarantees of Great Britain, and as a result of the fourth “state-enlargement”, 
London broke all diplomatic relations with Budapest,88 as Hungary attacked 
yugoslavia, the only remaining British ally in Europe.

2.6 Analyses of the crises management between the two World Wars 
and the lessons learned from them

The decisive Hungarian foreign policy objective between the two World Wars, 
without criticism, was to achieve the revision of the trianon treaty. Because 
of the lack of support from the mayor powers and the rigid reclusion of the 
Monarchy’s successor states, Hungarian politics in the 1930’s started to lean 
towards Germany and Italy, who were re-ordering the European power 
circumstances, as it could only hope revision results from these states. This 
was apparently achieved between 1938 and 1941. As the result of these “state-
enlargements” Hungary’s territory between 1938 and 1941 increased 78.653 
km2, and compared to the trianon borders, 92.963 km2, has grown to 171.616 
km2. The population, according to the re-annexation censuses, expanded by 
5.391083 individuals, from which 50,3%, precisely 2.712.268 individuals 
declared themselves as Hungarians. From the re-annexed territories, 2.678.815 
individuals, 49,7% of the population wasn’t Hungarian. Hungary again became 
a multiethnic country, while approximately half a million Hungarians still 

87 ZEIDLEr, 2009. 291.
88 About the cessation of the diplomatic relations between Hungary and Great Britain see 

also: BArCZA György: Diplomata-emlékeim 1911-1945. I. Budapest, Európa – História, 
1994. 488-507.
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remained across the borders. Furthermore, the territorial revisions lacked the 
political consensus of all European powers, which “a priori” made uncertain 
the future preservation of these gains. The bilateral Hungarian-Czechoslovak 
and Hungarian-romanian negotiations were both unsuccessful, and so the 
last chance to solve the conflicts and disputes between the region’s countries 
by their own right, vanished. The right of the people for self-determination, 
in the form of referendum, wasn’t even considered. So the German-Italian 
arbitrary judicial decisions were felt by Bucharest and Bratislava as the 
Hungarians experienced trianon in 1920. The territories recaptured from 
yugoslavia by military means had even a less probable chance to endure on 
the long term. The crises management of the period between the two world 
wars, the territorial revisions, which were achieved only by Germany’s unilateral 
decision and support, were only short lived solutions. The most unfortunate 
fact is that the territorial changes achieved by Hungary between 1938 and 
1941, reflected better the ethnic circumstances, and this fact can’t be argued. 
Not the content of the territorial changes, but the method and the practice 
of execution which didn’t, and couldn’t make this crises management mode 
stable and viable on the long term.

3. The repeated Trianon – Paris, 1947

The Paris peace treaty, which ended the Second World War, was signed on 
10th February 1947 by the representative of the Hungarian government, foreign 
minister János Gyöngyösi, and it didn’t even attempt to treat or correct the 
unjust resolutions of the trianon peace treaty.89 Actually it deepened the shock 
caused by trianon. According to the peace treaty, Hungary “received back” 
the trianon borders and it had to give up further territories to Czechoslovakia 
(three settlements in the Bratislava bridgehead territory – Horvátjárfalu/
Jarovce, oroszvár/rusovce, Dunacsún/Čunovo). The ethnic minority 
protection provisions were also omitted. Thanks to these agreements, the 
cross-border Hungarians were completely exposed to the neighboring successor 
countries and delegated the minority issues to the given country’s domestic 
politics.

Article 22 of the treaty exceeded the trianon dictate by setting the following: 
“after the treaty becomes effective, all allied military forces must be withdrawn 
from Hungary within 90 days, nevertheless the Soviet Union has the right 

89 The Paris Peace treaty (signed on the 10th February 1947), was codified by the year 1947 
number XVIII. Bill. Full text: http://1000ev.hu/index.php?a=3&param=8265. See also 
roMSICS Ignác: Az 1947-es párizsi békeszerződés. Budapest, osiris, 2006.



László Tamás Vizi

[ 32 ]

to maintain such military units on Hungarian soil, which might be necessary 
to maintain the connection of the Soviet Army’s transport lines with the 
Soviet occupation zone in Austria”. Hungary signed the peace treaty in vain; 
it didn’t restore Hungary’s sovereignty, as the units of the Soviet red Army 
remained in the country in unverifiable numbers. This settled the domestic 
political struggle, and this bet was none less than the future of the country 
as a civil democratic state, or a Soviet style political establishment. The domestic 
political system, which was established in 1948-49, was completely alien from 
the Hungarian society, interpreted the trianon treaty and the whole problem 
as an issue for which exclusively the previous political elite was to be blamed. 
“So trianon was slowly becoming “rightful” in the Hungarian socialist 
propaganda, and in the official state history, in the journals and in the school 
text books.”90

4. Problem swept under the carpet: what we don’t speak about, it doesn’t 
exist! 

During the years of socialism, trianon was considered a taboo. It was forbidden 
to deal with the topic, to search the truth in the issue, or to publicize the 
truth, and it was even forbidden to refer to it. Generations have grown up 
without hearing about trianon in details. trianon was ruled by the conspiration 
of silence, and this affected the lives of the Hungarians living in the successor 
states as well. The sheer mentioning of the nationality issue was forbidden.

Those who attempted to circumvent the prohibitions, were forced into 
silence (sentenced to the so-called “silentium”), and were also labeled as 
nationalists, chauvinist. They were declared as such counter-system people, 
who are trying to disrupt the friendly relationship between the socialist 
countries by raising the ethnic nationality and trianon issues, and destroy 
the socialist “peace-camp”.

The nationality issue could only be mentioned in an internationalist 
approach, according to which the nationalities form a bridge between the 
neighboring socialist countries. The situation was well illustrated by the 
meeting held in 15th June 1977 in Debrecen and 16th June in oradea between 
János Kádár, the ruling MSZMP party’s first secretary and Nicolae Ceausescu, 
first secretary of the romanian Communist Party, which was covered by the 
newspaper Népszabadság. It contained the followings: the meeting “helped 
the better understanding, contributed to the further evolution of the two 
90 orMoS Mária: Elhallgatások nélkül. Magyar Nemzet. 4th June 1990 (Hereinafter referred 

as: orMoS, 1990.)
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parties’ and the two countries’ relations, so that the tighter cooperation would 
help our people to benefit from it more efficiently, as well as promoting peace, 
security, independence, social development and socialism throughout the 
world. […] The problem of the nationalities – who are the respective countries’ 
citizens – is each of the countries’ internal issue and a responsibility. At the 
same time they emphasized the significance of the nationalities, as they fill 
a bridge role between the Hungarian and romanian people”.91

This servile political attitude deliberately swept the trianon problem and 
the unresolved nationality issue under the carpet, left behind the Hungarian 
minorities, and renounced their representation. This political attitude was 
publicly humiliated on the 28th August 1988, when Károly Grósz (first secretary 
of the communist party MSZMP) met Nicolae Ceausescu in Arad. Pál Szűts, 
who took part in the Arad negotiations as the ambassador of Hungary in 
Bucharest, recalled the event in his diary: “the psychological warfare initiated 
right at the state border: Grósz and his collaborators were transferred into 
romanian cars and were transported to Arad in a detour, so in this way they 
couldn’t met the Hungarians of romania gathered along the main road to 
salute them. The Hungarian National television’s envoys were also steered 
away, so they missed the opening ceremony in Arad. During the negotiations, 
Grósz presented the Hungarian point of view in 25 minutes, Ceausescu in 
response told them off for 2,5 hours. Grósz recognized that the romanian 
settlement rearrangement was not settlement destruction, accepted that the 
Cluj-Napoca Consulate General’s staff, which was expelled because of the 
mass demonstrations in Budapest against the settlement destruction in 
romania, should have been arrested rather than expelled. Grósz wasn’t 
protesting at all when he was told that the Hungarian House of Culture in 
Bucharest won’t be opened.”92

The conspiration of silence, the secrets and the lack of historical analyses 
around the 20th century’s great Hungarian tragedy, the trauma of trianon, 
produced these negative results.

91 1977: Ceausescu in Debrecen, Kádár in oradea. 
 http://index.hu/belfold/tegnapiujsag/2009/06/16/1977_magyar-roman_targyalasok_

debrecenben_majd_nagyvaradon/ (28th September 2013)
92 1988: Ceausescu humiliates Grósz in Arad. http://index.hu/belfold/tegnapiujsag 

/2008/08/28/1988_ceausescu_megalazza_groszt_aradon/ (28th Spetember 2013); see also 
SZŰtS Pál: Bukaresti napló 1985-1990. Budapest, osiris, 1998.; FÖLDES György: 
Magyarország, Románia és a nemzetiségi kérdés 1956-1989. Budapest, Napvilág, 2007.
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5. Trianon again in the center of attention

In the year of Károly Grósz’s humiliation, the nation was in a regime-change 
spirit, although the communist system refused to acknowledge this. The 
opposition movements, parties were forming one after another, and it happened 
for the first time since 1956 that thousands of people marched the streets, 
and this time not on the orders of the communist party. on the 27th June 
1988, responding to the invitation of several opposition organizations, seventy-
eighty thousand people demonstrated on Heroes Square (Budapest) against 
the settlement destruction in romania. István Csurka delivered a speech at 
the rally. The romanian embassy refused to accept the demonstrator’s petition, 
so it was sent to them trough mail, and the petition was translated to four 
languages and transmitted to all foreign embassies in Budapest, and to the 
International Human rights Conference, which was held in Vienna, and the 
petition was sent to the United Nations as well.

The suppressed anger and the words, which couldn’t be used for decades, 
erupted with an unseen force. Nobody could keep trianon a secret anymore. 
The taboo word returned again into the public debate. It was a great experience 
even to think about it, and now we could speak about it, we could research 
and gain knowledge about what happened on the 4th June 1920 in the pink 
marble halls of the Grand trianon Palace in Versailles. “It is not a surprise 
that today every word about trianon, which is mentioned in public spaces 
and in front of large audiences, is a shocking experience” – this was written 
in 1990 by a historian who was dealing with the history of the era.93

The regime change opened a new chapter in the understanding of trianon. 
Studies, books, shorter-longer writings, analyses were published one after 
another, and great deal of diligence was perceivable to direct the public opinion 
towards the reality. The discussion about the topic initiated, but a great deal 
of illusion was associated to it. After a short period of time, it became obvious 
that the “Danube and the olt rivers don’t have the same voice”.

The successor states, after they got rid of the restrains of socialism, haven’t 
followed the path of cooperation and the policy of solving together their 
common problems, instead the forces of nationalism resurged. Vainly the new, 
consensus-based Hungarian foreign policy articulated as its triple strategy 
the Euro-Atlantic integration, the development of the relationship with the 
neighbors, the support of the Hungarians living across the borders, the former 
two strategies were viewed with suspicion from the successor states. Not much 
time would pass, and even the Hungarian domestic political life was divided 
93 orMoS, 1990.; the work of Mária ormos, titled “From Padova to trianon 1918-1920” 

was published in 1983.
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by the issue of the relationship between the motherland Hungarians and the 
Hungarians living across the borders. 

6. Governmental endeavors for the healing of the wounds caused by 
Trianon, the first attempt of the nation-unification. 

The first law, which was created on purpose to ensure governmental 
responsibility for the Hungarian minorities living in the neighboring countries, 
helping them cultivating and developing the relationship with the motherland, 
was enacted during the first orbán-government, on the 19th June 2001. The 
year 2001, LXII act has conceived as an objective the prosperity of the 
Hungarians living in the neighboring countries, and to help maintaining their 
connections with Hungary, to help keeping their national-ethnic identity, to 
facilitate their connection to the Hungarian cultural heritage, and to facilitate 
their possibilities to express their bonding to the Hungarian nation. The act 
has also introduced the Hungarian card and the Hungarian family card, which 
in substance was similar to the Hungarian passport, and spotted the Hungarian 
Holy Crown on its top. Symbolically speaking, the owner of these cards 
became part of the Hungarian nation.

The Hungarian foreign politics managed to achieve a joint Hungarian-
romanian compliance declaration about the act named “Hungarians Living 
in Neighboring Countries” and other questions of the bilateral cooperation.94 
The document was signed on the 22nd December 2001 by Prime Ministers 
Viktor orbán and his romanian counterpart, Adrian Nastase. However, the 
working permissions, which were part of the compliance declaration, soon 
became a campaign issue of Hungarian domestic politics, and the opposition 
party MSZP (socialists) managed to create a political atmosphere, which 
significantly contributed to the 2002 electoral defeat of the FIDESZ party. 
The good-intentioned governmental pursuit to heal the under-debated trianon 
trauma, after the government change in 2002 became deflated.

The entire affair however, pointed sharply on one issue: the Hungarians 
living in the neighboring states, as an issue, with the approaching of the 
elections, became a central topic of the political arguments not only in the 
successor states, but it also served as a device in the Hungarian domestic 
political fights. 

94 The text of the romanian-Hungarian compliance declaration can be read at: http://itthon.
transindex.ro/?cikk=937
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7. The spiritual Trianon – the unsuccessful referendum in 2004

The 2001 status act was the first institutionalized step which intended to 
establish such a legal relationship between the Hungarians living outside the 
borders and in those living in the motherland, which fixed the unity of the 
Hungarian people, and would have eased the wounds of trianon. The World 
Federation of Hungarians requested a stronger relationship, and advised to 
grant the citizenship for the Hungarians living abroad. After the MDF party 
failed to negotiate a preferential naturalization law with the then governing 
MSZP-SZDSZ coalition, the leadership of the World Federation of Hungarians 
made a decision on 13th August 2003: they will initiate a referendum plan 
about the preferential naturalization of Hungarians living abroad. In the 
summer of 2004, three hundred thousand people signed the referendum-
proposal and the Hungarian National Assembly, after checking the validity 
of the signatures, ordered the referendum to take place and President of the 
republic, Mádl Ferenc announced the national referendum for the 5th 
December 2004.95

The referendum asked the followings: “do you authorize the National 
Assembly to create an act regarding the preferential naturalization of those 
non resident non Hungarian individuals, who regard themselves as ethnic 
Hungarians, and can prove their ethnic Hungarian identity, according to the 
2001 year LXII act 19th § by already possessing the Hungarian card, or will 
be able to prove their ethnic Hungarian identity as defined by a new law which 
will be enacted in the future?” The question essentially was about the National 
Assembly’s right to create a new law regarding the preferential naturalization, 
or not to create it at all. When and how this should be accomplished, this was 
left to the legislator. The referendum question – even in this form – brought 
up to the surface such emotions, which were capable of dividing the society 
and to create tensions between the Hungarians living abroad as minorities 
and the Hungarians living in the motherland. While the opposition parties 
rallied for the greater participation and to vote “yes”, and stressed that the 
preferential naturalization was an effective way to unite the Hungarian nation, 
which was torn apart by the trianon peace treaty, the parties that formed the 
government openly refused to support the “yes” answers.

Their main reason was that by granting the Hungarian citizenship for these 
people, Hungary would face serious economic difficulties. They stressed that 
instead of the Hungarian citizenship the EU membership will be the solution 

95 Chronology of the double citizenship. Compiled by BAKK Miklós. http://www.
kettosallampolgarsag.mtaki.hu/kronologia.html (28th September 2013)
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for most of the Hungarian minorities, and claimed that a unilateral Hungarian 
move would deteriorate the relationship between Hungary and its neighbors.96

The referendum was held in an extremely tense atmosphere on the 5th 
December 2004, and finally had no valid result. only 37,49% of the citizens 
(3.017.739 votes) eligible to vote went to the ballot stations, and although the 
“yes” votes received majority, with 51,57% (1.521.271 votes), this wasn’t enough 
to obtain a valid referendum.97

The unsuccessful referendum and the following domestic political fight 
caused a serious trauma for the Hungarian minorities living in the neighboring 
countries. It pointed also out that until the Hungarians in the motherland 
can be so divided in this issue, the nation unification and the treatment of 
trianon must be postponed.

8. The third attempt of the nation-unification

After the 2010 parliamentary elections, the second orbán government was 
formed, and one of its first provisions was to initiate the modification of the 
1993 year LV. act about the Hungarian citizenship. The modification proposal, 
presented 14th May 2010, had the following motivations by the bill presenting 
politicians – such as Viktor orbán, Zsolt Semjén, László Kövér, Zsolt Németh, 
Lajos Kósa– who referred to the 6th §, (3) section of the Constitution. This 
part of the Constitution declares: “the Hungarian republic feels responsibility 
for the fate of the Hungarians living across the borders, and promotes their 
relationship with Hungary”. They also fixed that “between the Hungarians 
living in the Carpathian Basin and all around the World, in the last 20 years 
from time to time the need arises to have a simplified naturalization process”98 
– based on foreign examples – which would mean a serious help in maintaining 
their contacts with the motherland and preserve their Hungarian identity. 
They have fixed in this proposal that their aim is to secure the double citizenship 
for the ethnic Hungarians living across the borders, with a simplified 
preferential naturalization process, through the modification of the 1993 year 
LV. act.99

96 In memoriam 2004. december 5. Kitekintő. 5th December 2008. http://kitekinto.hu/karpat-
medence/2008/12/05/in_memoriam_2004._december_5. (28th December 2013)

97 Final results of the 5th December 2004 referendum can be found at: http://www.valasztas.
hu/nepszav04/main_hu.html

98 Bill proposal about the modification of the 1993 year LV. act about Hungarian citizenship 
(14th May 2013) http://www.parlament.hu/irom39/00029/00029.pdf

99 Bill proposal about the modification of the 1993 year LV. act about Hungarian citizenship 
(14th May 2013) http://www.parlament.hu/irom39/00029/00029.pdf
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The members of parliament modified the law about Hungarian citizenship 
on the session held on 26th May 2010 of the National Assembly, approving it 
by 344 yes, 3 no votes and 5 abstentions.100 The act entered in force on the 
20th August 2010, but its provisions could only be applied in proceedings 
initiated after the 1st January 2011. Namely the execution decrees were ready 
only by this date. 

With the passing of the act, the Hungarian National Assembly opened the 
way for the Hungarians living across the borders to obtain citizenship through 
the simplified naturalization process, healing the spiritual offence they had 
to bear after the 2004 referendum. At the same time it created the opportunity 
to reunite the Hungarian nation which was torn apart by the trianon peace 
treaty. 

9. The creation of the national cohesion

After the modification of the act regarding the Hungarian citizenship, 
preceding just by a few days the 90th anniversary of the trianon peace treaty 
signings, the Hungarian National Assembly declared the 4th of June as the 
national day for remembrance, and enacted the 2010 year XLV. act about the 
“testimony Along the National Cohesion”.101

The introduction of the act reminds the reader about the negative effects 
imposed by the trianon peace treaty upon the Hungarian people, the conflicts 
created by the peace treaty, which directly resulted in the region’s fall first 
into the sphere of influence of Nazi Germany, and after 1945, becoming the 
dependency of the communist Soviet Union. The introduction declares that 
the suppressed problems weren’t debated for decades and the interests of the 
minorities couldn’t find a resolution in this atmosphere. The closing thoughts 
are for the present and the future. The solution of the problems won’t come 
from the territorial revisions supported by mayor powers, or from the totalitarian 
utopia. The offence based politics, or the tragic-like attitude towards the issue 
can’t be the solution. Instead, it highlighted the unity of the Hungarian nation, 
a national self-building program which spans across the borders and it’s not 
aimed against any other neighboring state. on the contrary: together with 

100 The modification of the 1993 year LV. act by the 2010 year XLIV. act was published in 
the Magyar Közlöny official state newspaper on the 1st June 2010, Ed. Nr. 89. http://www.
kozlonyok.hu/nkonline/MKPDF/hiteles/mk10089.pdf

101 2010 year XLV. Act about the “testimony Along the National Cohesion”. http://www.
vajma.info/docs/Nemzeti-osszetartozas-torveny.pdf
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the neighboring states’ mutual cooperation it wishes to achieve the unity of 
Europe, which was disintegrated by the tragedies of the 20th century.

The act, which consists from five paragraphs and beyond the Hungarian 
language, it was translated into nine other languages. The first paragraph 
remembers and pays tribute for all those people, who after trianon “with 
their sacrifices and achievements made possible that the Hungarians, even 
after this tragedy, managed to strengthen spiritually and economically, and 
managed to survive the tragedies which came afterwards”. It honors those, 
who suffered offence because of their Hungarian origins. Especially those 
people, who sacrificed their lives because of this, and at the same time, the 
act gives homage for those who undertook solidarity with the Hungarians.

The second paragraph fixates that the “the historical solution attempts to 
the questions imposed by the trianon peace-ultimatum – the border 
modifications with assistance from mayor powers, or the elimination of national 
identification because of the internationalist ideology – were all failures”. As 
a consequence it stresses that the solutions of the trianon problems could 
only be achieved according to the international laws, trough a “cooperation 
based on mutual respect” between democratic, sovereign countries which 
guarantee legal equality. The base of this could only be “the individual’s liberty 
– including the choice of national identity – and the right of the national 
community for self-determination”. Simultaneously “it condemns any attempt 
of assimilation of the minorities living on the territories of given states”.

The third paragraph of the act declares that “the Hungarians living under 
the authority of other countries are also part of the unified Hungarian state, 
which is united above state borders and at the same time it is a defining element 
of the individuals’ and the communities’ self-identification”. It confirms that 
Hungary is committed in supporting the nation’s members to maintain and 
cultivate the relations between each other, and also supports the ethnic 
autonomy practices accepted in Europe.

The fourth paragraph of the act provides about remembering trianon as a 
national tragedy in the present and in the future as well. It isn’t allowed to 
forget about it, and the future generations must be reminded about it as well. 
Learning from the mistakes of the past, getting inspiration from co-operations 
of the past decades, we must work to strengthen the national cohesion. to 
this end that the National Assembly declares the 4th June, the day of the 1920 
trianon peace-ultimatum, to be held as the National Cohesion Day.

The fifth paragraph of the act has a symbolic content, as it makes the act 
coming into force on the 4th June 2010.

***
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The “testimony Along the National Cohesion” act ends a ninety-year long 
rugged process. It faced the tragedy of trianon, and the decades long national 
crises caused by it. It summarized the dead-end like solution alternatives, and 
at the same time it offered a solution for the entire Hungarian nation: the 
program of national cohesion, and the national self-development above the 
state borders.




